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ABSTRACT 

	[bookmark: _GoBack]Instructional leadership, in contrast to traditional administrative functions, is fundamentally oriented toward the improvement of teaching and learning processes. School leaders who adopt an instructional leadership stance prioritize curriculum coherence, teacher development, and evidence-based instructional supervision. This study examined the significance of the relationship between instructional leadership indices of school heads and a productive learning atmosphere. Employing a non-experimental quantitative approach with a descriptive-correlational design, data were collected from teachers in Sulop District, Davao del Sur, during the second semester of School Year 2020–2021. A convenience sampling technique was used, including only teachers who voluntarily participated and provided informed consent. Data were gathered through a validated researcher-made questionnaire utilizing a five-point Likert scale. Statistical tools such as mean and Pearson correlation were applied to analyze the extent of leadership practices and their relationship with learning environment indicators. The findings revealed that instructional leadership is moderately correlated with a productive learning atmosphere. School activities showed a high correlation, while learning centers had moderate correlation, and student interactions reflected low correlation. Classroom layout showed no significant relationship. Moreover, instructional leadership indicators—assessment, program development, instructional improvement, and supervision—significantly influenced the learning atmosphere. All results were statistically significant at the 0.05 level, leading to the rejection of the null hypothesis
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Productive learning atmosphere constitutes a foundational element of the school system, rendering teaching and learning processes meaningful within the broader framework of school effectiveness. It encompasses both the physical infrastructure and the socio-interactive dynamics that shape students’ academic engagement and behavioral development. Contemporary scholarship emphasizes that well-designed learning environments—both structural and relational—are critical in fostering student achievement and holistic development. Thus, the alignment of facilities, instructional spaces, and learner-centered activities is essential in supporting diverse pedagogical initiatives within and beyond the classroom.
Empirical evidence underscores that teacher quality, instructional materials, and pedagogical approaches significantly influence the development of a productive learning atmosphere. The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (2019) highlights that access to high-quality teaching and learning resources is strongly associated with improved student outcomes and engagement. Similarly, the World Bank (2020) asserts that equitable access to knowledge and information remains a critical determinant of educational and societal advancement, reinforcing the argument that learning environments must be both resource-rich and inclusive. These perspectives suggest that the creation of a productive learning atmosphere is not merely a structural concern but also a systemic and equity-driven imperative.
Instructional leadership, in contrast to traditional administrative functions, is fundamentally oriented toward the improvement of teaching and learning processes. School leaders who adopt an instructional leadership stance prioritize curriculum coherence, teacher development, and evidence-based instructional supervision. According to the Learning Policy Institute (2021), effective instructional leadership practices are positively correlated with enhanced instructional quality and student achievement outcomes. This leadership paradigm requires principals to move beyond managerial responsibilities and actively engage in shaping instructional vision, monitoring classroom practices, and fostering professional learning communities.
In this context, strengthening the instructional leadership capacities of school administrators becomes indispensable in cultivating a positive and productive learning atmosphere. Such leadership not only influences classroom climate but also mediates the relationship between institutional resources and student learning outcomes. The findings of this study, therefore, provide critical insights for educational agencies and practitioners seeking to enhance pedagogical effectiveness and leadership preparation. Furthermore, this research contributes to the development of managerial orientation programs aimed at preparing future school leaders, thereby advancing systemic efforts toward achieving effective, inclusive, and high-performing educational environments.
OBJECTIVE

1.	What is the level of instructional leadership of school heads in terms of the following:
1.1.  assessment
1.2.  developing programs
1.3.  programs for instructional improvement
1.4.  instructional supervision?
2.	What is the level productive learning atmosphere of public elementary schools in terms of  :
2.1.  school-classroom lay-out
2.2.  school activities
2.3.  learning centers
2.4.  student interactions and activities?
3.	Is there a significant relationship between the instructional leadership indices of school heads and productive learning atmosphere?
4.	Do instructional leadership indices significantly influence productive learning atmosphere?

2. material and methods 

RESEARCH DESIGN
This study employed a non-experimental quantitative research approach utilizing a descriptive-correlational design. Quantitative research involves the systematic investigation of phenomena through the collection and analysis of numerical data using statistical and computational techniques. This approach enables researchers to measure variables objectively, test relationships, and generate generalizable findings across populations. Data are typically gathered through structured instruments such as surveys and questionnaires administered to selected samples, allowing for statistical interpretation and prediction of trends (John W. Creswell & J. David Creswell, 2018).
Within the social sciences, quantitative research is grounded in established statistical frameworks that ensure objectivity, precision, and replicability. As emphasized by Scott E. Maxwell and Harold D. Delaney (2004), the strength of quantitative methods lies in their capacity to test theoretical models and examine variable relationships using rigorous analytical procedures. This methodological orientation minimizes bias through standardized data collection and analysis, often involving large samples that enhance external validity.
Furthermore, this study is descriptive in nature, focusing on the systematic characterization of variables and their relationships. Descriptive research seeks to answer “what is” by providing an accurate portrayal of the population or phenomenon under investigation, rather than establishing causality. According to Robert K. Yin (2018), descriptive designs are essential in identifying patterns and trends that serve as a foundation for further explanatory research. Descriptive research may incorporate both quantitative and qualitative elements; however, in this study, numerical data were utilized to describe trends and relationships through statistical measures.
Overall, the integration of descriptive and correlational techniques in a quantitative framework allowed the researcher to systematically examine the relationships among variables while maintaining methodological rigor and objectivity

RESEARCH LOCALE 
The geographic location of this study is Sulop District located in the Municipality of Sulop, a 3rd class municipality in the province of Davao del Sur. Sulop is about 17 kilometers (11 mi) from Digos City, the seat of the provincial government of Davao del Sur. The municipality is located halfway between two major growth centers of Mindanao, namely, Davao City of Region XI and General Santos City of Region XII.

POPULATION AND SAMPLE
This study utilized convenient sampling in determining the sample of this study. Only those teachers who manifested their willingness to participate in the research were included in the study. These teachers signed the Informed Consent to show their voluntary participation of the study. The survey was conducted during the second semester of school year 2020 - 2021. The researcher utilized Google Drive to gather data from the respondents.

RESEARCH INSTRUMENT 
In the absence of a standardized research instrument, the researcher employed a researcher-made questionnaire. This questionnaire was formulated based on several readings, references, related literatures from journals, periodicals and some books. The indicators of instructional leadership of school heads and productive learning atmosphere were carefully studied, chosen and improved after several evaluations of the literatures. Important points were selected that should necessarily represent the essence, substance, and purpose of the study.
The first draft of the research instrument was reviewed by the panel of experts to improve its presentation, substance and contents. Each item of the questionnaire was carefully selected and the whole content of the instrument was submitted to the experts for checking and validation. The criteria considered in evaluating the instrument are the following: clarity and direction of items, presentation and organization of items, suitability of items, adequateness of items per category, attainment of purpose, objectivity and the evaluation rating scale.
Final revision was made by incorporating the corrections, comments and suggestions given by the experts before the research instrument was made ready for distribution to the target research participants. 
The final form of the questionnaire was reproduced. Adequate copies were printed to give allowance for blurred prints and to prevent unnecessary problems during the administration.
TABLE 1. The five point Likert scale presented below was used in this study.
	Level
	Descriptive Equivalent

	Interpretation

	5
	Very High
	This indicates that the provisions relating to instructional leadership of school heads and productive learning atmosphere embodied in the item is very well practiced and is very much evident or always observed. 


	4
	High
	This indicates that the provisions relating to instructional leadership of school heads and productive learning atmosphere embodied in the item is well practiced and is relatively evident.


	3
	Moderate
	This indicates that the provisions relating to instructional leadership of school heads and productive learning atmosphere embodied in the item is moderately practiced and is often felt or observed. 


	2
	Low
	This indicates that the provisions relating to instructional leadership of school heads and productive learning atmosphere embodied in the item is seldom practiced and is not so much evident or observed. 


	1
	Very Low
	This indicates that the provisions relating to instructional leadership of school heads and productive learning atmosphere embodied in the item is not practiced or rarely present or non-existent.


	On the other hand, the researcher established range of means for verbal interpretation of the data. The scaling below was used:

TABLE 2.  Interpretation of Data
	Range of Means
	Descriptive Equivalent
	Interpretation

	4.50 – 5.00
	Very High
	This indicates that the provisions relating to instructional leadership of school heads and productive learning atmosphere embodied in the item is very well practiced and is very much evident or always observed. 


	3.50 – 4.49
	High
	This indicates that the provisions relating to instructional leadership of school heads and productive learning atmosphere embodied in the item is well practiced and is relatively evident.


	2.50 – 3.49
	Moderate
	This indicates that the provisions relating to instructional leadership of school heads and productive learning atmosphere embodied in the item is moderately practiced and is often felt or observed. 


	1.50 – 2.49
	Low
	This indicates that the provisions relating to instructional leadership of school heads and productive learning atmosphere embodied in the item is seldom practiced and is not so much evident or observed. 


	1.00 – 1.49
	Very Low
	This indicates that the provisions relating to instructional leadership of school heads and productive learning atmosphere embodied in the item is not practiced or rarely present or non-existent



LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY
This study is limited by its use of convenience sampling, which may affect the generalizability of the findings. Data were collected through a self-report questionnaire, which may be influenced by respondents’ biases. The study was conducted only in Sulop District and focused on selected variables—shared decision-making, goal setting, and professional development—so findings may not apply to other contexts. Move so, reliance on quantitative data may have limited deeper insights into teachers’ experiences.

DATA GATHERING PROCEDURE 
The following steps were undertaken in the gathering of data for this study. First the researcher asked permission from the Superintendent of Davao del Sur Division to conduct the study. After the request was granted, the researcher also sent a letter to the district supervisor indicating the intention to conduct the study in the district. The researcher attached the letter of approval from the division superintendent. The same letter of request was also sent to the school heads.
The school allowed the researcher to gather data for the research during activity period in the afternoon. This was a big challenge for the researcher because the travel going to schools district usually takes more than half an hour from the station. 
As soon as the researcher got into the school, he went to the office of the school head and showed the letter of approval and endorsement from the superintendent and from the district supervisor. After which, the researcher met the teachers and the school head and gave them a brief orientation on how they will respond to the questions in the questionnaire. As soon as the respondents were able to complete answering the questionnaire, the researcher collected them and tallied the responses. Interpretation followed after the statistician handed the data.

STATISTICAL TREATMENT 
The following statistical tools were used in the conduct of this study:
 Mean. This was used to establish the typical index and determine the level of instructional leadership of school heads and productive learning atmosphere of schools.
 Pearson Product Moment Correlation of Coefficient (r) was used to trace if there is a significant relationship between the variables (instructional leadership and productive learning atmosphere) understudy.
Multiple Regression Analysis was used to determine the degree of influence of instructional leadership of school heads towards productive learning atmosphere.

3. results and discussion

Presented in this chapter are the analysis, interpretation and the findings of the data gathered out of the research instruments used in this study concerning instructional leadership of school heads. Presentation of the interpretation is arranged according to the following sub-headings: Level of Instructional Leadership of School Heads, Level Productive Learning Atmosphere of Public Elementary Schools, Significant Relationship Between the Instructional Leadership Indices of School Heads and Productive Learning Atmosphere and Significant Influence of Instructional Leadership Indices Towards Productive Learning Atmosphere.
Level of Instructional Leadership of School Heads
The level of instructional leadership of school heads was assessed using Instructional Leadership Survey Questionnaire developed by the researcher with the following parameters: assessment, developing programs, programs for instructional improvement and instructional supervision.
Assessment. Presented in Table 3 are the responses of the research participants in this indicator with mean ratings ranging from 3.62 to 2.39. The overall mean for this indicator is 3.18 or moderate. The statements on assessment as index of instructional leadership of school heads are presented chronologically as follows: ensuring the complete and accurate utilization of assessment scheme introduced by DepED gained a mean rating of 3.60 described as high; monitoring the implemented procedure of assessment of students’ achievement obtained a mean rating of 3.50 with descriptive equivalent of high; communicating with parents and guardians regarding the academic performance of their children  registered a mean rating of 3.40 or moderate; checking the congruence of curricular and co-curricular programs against curriculum content obtained a mean rating of 3.00 or moderate; utilizing assessment results in designing teaching models, teaching materials and evaluation and assessment modes gained a mean rating of 2.40 described as low. The overall mean for this indicator is 3.18 or moderate.	



Table 3 Level of Instructional Leadership of School Heads in Terms of Assessment
	No.
	Assessment
	Mean
Rating
	Standard Deviation
	Descriptive Equivalent

	1
	
Monitors the implemented procedure of assessment of students’ achievement.

	3.50
	0.85
	High

	2
	
Ensures the complete and accurate utilization of assessment scheme introduced by DepED.

	3.62
	0.80
	High

	3
	
Checks the congruence of curricular and co-curricular programs against curriculum content.

	3.00
	0.95
	Moderate

	4
	
Utilizes assessment results in designing teaching models, teaching materials and evaluation and assessment modes.

	2.39
	1.05
	Low

	5
	
Communicates with parents and guardians regarding the academic performance of their children.

	3.40
	0.90
	Moderate

	
Overall

	3.18
	0.91
	Moderate



The quantitative data gathered from the respondents indicate that the assessment domain is moderately practiced and generally observed within the school context. However, one critical provision—utilizing assessment results in designing teaching models, instructional materials, and evaluation strategies—received a relatively low rating. This finding suggests a gap in the effective use of assessment data, implying that school heads may not be consistently validating or integrating student assessment outcomes into instructional planning and decision-making processes. Consequently, the potential of assessment as a tool for improving pedagogical practices and learner outcomes remains underutilized.
This implication aligns with contemporary perspectives that emphasize the centrality of assessment in instructional design. As noted by Dylan Wiliam (2011), assessment should function not merely as a tool for measuring learning but as an integral mechanism for informing and enhancing instruction. Similarly, Education Endowment Foundation (2021) highlights that the effective use of formative assessment significantly improves student achievement when data are actively used to adjust teaching strategies. These insights reinforce the need for school leaders to strengthen data-driven decision-making practices, ensuring that assessment results are systematically analyzed and translated into responsive teaching models and instructional innovations.
Developing Programs. The data on instructional leadership of school heads in terms of developing programs are presented in Table 4. There are five items describing the indicators. This indicator or parameter consolidated an overall mean rating of 3.21 with descriptive equivalent of moderate. Specifically, it disclosed the following mean ratings: developing school-based seminar-workshops for pedagogical enrichment of teachers obtained  a mean rating of 3.49 or moderate; initiating school-based trainings on the development of instructional materials for classroom use had a mean of 3.30 or moderate; promoting a culture of functional literacy among stakeholders consolidated a mean of  3.19 or moderate; providing feedback to concerned DepED personnel on curriculum implementation gained a mean rating of 3.00 described as moderate; and collaborating with the community on programs concerning students and academic affairs gained a mean rating of 2.90 described as moderate. It is noted that all five mean ratings generated for this indicator are within the scale of moderate. 
The data imply that the provisions on developing programs as index of instructional leaderships are moderately practiced in the schools. It can be figured out that school heads are not usually conducting trainings on development of instructional materials. It is noted likewise that there is a slight feedback system done between the concerned DepED personnel and the school. On the other hand, it was also found out that there is a small collaboration between the school and the community concerning the academic and non-academic affairs of students.	
These findings give light to the ideals of Naidu (2018) that another area that constitutes program development is the learning design that focuses on the transmission of information has been found to be ineffective in the long run. Contemporary views on learning see it as an active and recursive process. This perspective is driven by greater recognition of the pivotal role of the learning context in knowledge construction and understanding. This is the constructivist perspective on learning. It is grounded in the belief that learning and cognition are most potent when situated within a meaningful context, and within the culture and the community within which learners live. The constructivist view of learning is one in which there is a process of developing understanding through problem-solving and critical reflection. As an active process, learning is most effective and efficient when learners are engaged in learning by doing.













Table 4 
Level of Instructional Leadership of School Heads in Terms of Developing Programs
	No.
	Developing Programs
	Mean Rating 
	Standard Deviation
	Descriptive Equivalent

	
1
	
Initiates school-based trainings on the development of instructional materials for classroom use.

	3.30
	0.88
	Moderate

	
2
	
Provides feedback to concerned DepED personnel on curriculum implementation.

	3.00
	0.95
	Moderate

	
3
	
Develops school-based seminar-workshops for pedagogical enrichment of teachers.

	3.49
	0.85
	Moderate

	
4
	
Promotes a culture of functional literacy among stakeholders.

	3.19
	0.90
	Moderate

	
5
	
Collaborates with the community on programs concerning students and academic affairs.

	2.90
	0.98
	Moderate

	
Overall

	3.17
	0.91
	Moderate



Programs for Instructional Improvement. Presented in Table 5 are the statements of this indicator with their mean ratings presented as follows: designing trainings on new trends and innovations in teaching got a mean rating of 3.60 described as high; two items obtained the same of mean ratings of 3.40 described as moderate, these are on the areas of: developing indigenous/recycled materials as teaching aids and promoting curriculum innovations and enrichment thru the use of technology. Another two statements of this indicator obtained the same mean ratings of 3.10 or moderate these are on the areas of working with teachers on curriculum review and conducting actions researches on curriculum trends and innovations.  This indicator registered  an overall mean rating of (3.32) described as moderate.
The above quantitative data imply that  the subjects of the study are not so exposed to the different activities and functions that involve programs for instructional improvement. It can be noted from the table that all mean ratings are within the scale of moderate. Further, subjects or the instructional leaders themselves do not collaborate with the teachers on the process of curriculum review and in conducting action researches on curriculum trends and innovations.
The above findings and explanation corroborated the statement of Morrison (2017) that an effective system should have the flexibility to provide every educational stakeholder and user with tools to easily view, analyze, and report on student information relevant for their roles and responsibilities. For a truly effective instructional improvement system, teachers, school heads, and parents need one easy-to-use dashboard that they can easily integrate into their daily workflow to view the key reports that will make a difference to their students’ education, and while ensuring appropriate levels of security and privacy. As appropriate, students also need this type of access in order to have a greater sense of accountability for their own education.	
Table 5
Level of Instructional Leadership of School Heads in Terms
of Programs for Instructional Improvement
	No.
	Programs for Instructional Improvement
	Mean Rating
	Standard Deviation
	Descriptive Equivalent

	
1

	
Works with teachers on curriculum review.
	3.10
	0.92
	Moderate

	2
	
Develops indigenous/recycled materials as teaching aids.

	3.40
	0.88
	Moderate

	3
	
Promotes curriculum innovations and enrichment thru the use of technology.

	3.40
	0.88
	Moderate

	4
	
Designs trainings on new trends and innovations in teaching.

	3.60
	0.85
	High

	5
	Conducts actions researches on curriculum trends and innovations.

	3.10
	0.92
	Moderate

	
Overall

	3.32
	
0.89
	Moderate


Instructional Supervision. The last identified indicator of instructional leadership of school heads is instructional supervision. Presented in Table 6 are the statements of this indicator with their mean ratings presented as follows: orienting teachers on about classroom teaching evaluation tool(s)  gained a mean rating of (3.50) described as high; provides feedback to teachers after every classroom visit obtained a mean rating of (3.20) described as moderate; evaluating teaching exemplar based on the curriculum content  gained a mean rating of 3.10 with descriptive equivalent of moderate; encouraging peer critiquing on teaching got a mean rating of 2.80 or moderate; and offering technical assistance and instructional support to teachers gained a mean rating of 2.70 described as moderate. This indicator of instructional leadership of school heads consolidated a mean rating of 3.06 described as moderate. By examining every item of this indicator, it could be seen that only one item gained a mean rating equivalent to high and this is on orientation of teachers on classroom teaching evaluation. It can be deduced from the numerical figures that the school heads understudy must improve in their instructional supervision capacity especially on offering technical assistance and instructional support to teachers on the areas of pedagogy and community affairs and providing constructive feedback to teachers after classroom observations. Further, it is empirical that the school heads should evaluate and justify the existing teaching-learning exemplars and models against the content of the implemented or prescribed curriculum and encourage peer critiquing on teaching effectiveness.




Table 6
Level of Instructional Leadership of School Heads
in Terms of Instructional Supervision

	No.
	Instructional Supervision

	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	Descriptive Equivalent

	1
	
Orients teachers on about classroom teaching evaluation tool(s). 

	3.50
	
0.85
	High

	2
	
Provides feedback to teachers after every classroom visit.

	3.20
	
0.90
	Moderate

	3
	
Evaluates teaching exemplar based on the curriculum content.

	3.10
	
0.92
	Moderate

	4
	
Encourages peer critiquing on teaching.

	2.80
	
0.95
	Moderate

	5
	
Offers technical assistance and instructional support to teachers.

	2.70
	
0.98
	Moderate

	
Overall

	3.06
	
0.92
	Moderate


The above implications give radiance to the statement of Hussli (2019) that a school administrator claimed to be a strong and effective instructional leader will support professional development opportunities for his/her teachers and staff as well as time for them to collaborate with one another and discuss ways on how to improve teaching and learning practices. This time is extremely valuable when used correctly and can help increase teacher effectiveness for maximum learning o students. He further stressed that feed backing system on the efficacy of teachers’ performance must be made clear to the teachers in order for them to make necessary improvement on their teaching. 
		
Productive Learning Atmosphere of Public Elementary Schools

In creating a positive classroom atmosphere, one must consider several factors in the school environment, to wit, school-classroom layout, school activities, learning centers and student interactions. These factors are considered indicators in providing a positive learning atmosphere for maximum student learning. The discussions are arranged based on the presentations of the indicators. 
School-Classroom Lay-out. Presented in Table 7 are the data on the level productive learning atmosphere in terms of school-classroom lay-out. Items are presented based on the obtained mean ratings: classroom is spacious, with natural light and flowing fresh air 3.90 described as high; the chairs and other furniture are well- arranged for easy transfers and other instructional materials are neatly organized and journals, posters, magazines and other subject related materials are made available for students yielded a mean ratings of 3.80 or high; school policies, code of discipline and other school information items are posted in conspicuous places inside the campus gained a mean rating of 3.60 or high; there is a warm and inviting learning ambiance in every classroom had a mean rating of 3.10 or moderate. This indicator generated an overall mean rating of 3.64 or high.	


Table 7
 Level of Productive Learning Atmosphere of Public Elementary
Schools in West Malungon District in Terms 
of School-Classroom Lay-out

	No.
	School-Classroom Lay-out

	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	Descriptive Equivalent

	1
	
There is a warm and inviting learning ambiance in every classroom.

	3.10
	
0.92
	Moderate 

	2
	
Classroom is spacious, with natural light and flowing fresh air.

	3.90
	
0.85
	High 

	3
	
The chairs and other furniture are well- arranged for easy transfers and other instructional materials are neatly organized. 

	3.80
	
0.88
	High 

	4
	
Journals, posters, magazines and other subject related materials are made available for students.

	3.80
	
0.88
	High 

	5
	
School policies, code of discipline and other school information items are posted in conspicuous places inside the campus.

	3.60
	
0.90
	High 

	
Overall

	3.64
	
0.88
	High 


	
It can be noted from the table that the four items in this indicator obtained mean ratings equivalent to high. The findings imply that classrooms and other physical attributes are designed and provided for effective teaching and learning. Further, the item on spacious classroom with natural light and air got the highest mean. This dimension of the learning atmosphere underscores the importance of a well-managed and conducive physical environment in facilitating effective instruction. Classrooms and designated learning spaces must be structured to minimize disruptions and optimize conditions for student engagement and academic performance. A learning environment that is orderly, safe, and supportive enables learners to concentrate, participate actively, and achieve desired learning outcomes.

This perspective is supported by contemporary research emphasizing the impact of the physical environment on student achievement. The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (2019) highlights that well-designed and distraction-free classrooms significantly enhance students’ focus and learning efficiency. Similarly, Education Endowment Foundation (2021) notes that classroom management and environmental organization are critical factors in promoting positive behavior and maximizing instructional time. These findings suggest that maintaining a conducive and interruption-free learning space is not merely a procedural concern but a fundamental component of effective teaching and learning processes.
School Activities. Presented in Table 8 are the data on the level of productive learning atmosphere in terms of school activities. Items are presented based on the obtained mean ratings: psychosocial activities like peer counseling, retreat and teambuilding are done to develop the social interactions skill of pupils gained a mean rating of 3.60 described as high; interfaith activities are regularly done to cater spiritual needs of learners and collaborative activities across disciplines are held collected the same mean ratings of (3.40) described as moderate; spirit of nationalism is underscored in activities like Buwan ng Wika, UN Day and EDSA day celebrations gained a mean rating of (3.20) or moderate; curricular and co-curricular activities are implemented as extensions of classroom learning registered a mean rating of (3.10) or moderate. This indicator consolidated an overall mean rating of (3.34) described as moderate.
As seen in the table, only one item got a mean rating equivalent to high. This is on the conduct of psychosocial activities like peer counseling, retreat and teambuilding to develop the social interactions skill of pupils. Further, it can be noted from the same table the other items of this indicator that obtained mean ratings equivalent to moderate. The item with lowest mean rating is on implementation of curricular and co-curricular activities as extensions of classroom learning. It can be said that there are few academic and non-academic activities done in schools. 


Table 8
 Level of Productive Learning Atmosphere of Public Elementary Schools in 
West Malungon District in Terms of School Activities

	No.
	School Activities

	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	Descriptive Equivalent

	1
	
Curricular and co-curricular activities are implemented as extensions of classroom learning.

	3.10
	

0.92
	Moderate 

	2
	
Interfaith activities are regularly done to cater spiritual needs of learners.

	3.40
	
0.88
	Moderate

	3
	
Psychosocial activities like peer counseling, retreat and teambuilding are done to develop the social interactions skill of pupils. 

	3.60
	

0.85
	High 

	4
	
Spirit of nationalism is underscored in activities like Buwan ng Wika, UN Day and EDSA day celebrations.

	3.20
	

0.90
	Moderate

	5
	
Collaborative activities across disciplines are held.

	3.40
	
0.88
	Moderate

	
Overall

	3.34
	
0.88
	Moderate



The implication of the present findings appears to diverge from earlier assertions that elementary schools provide limited non-academic activities and remain predominantly focused on academic development. In contrast, the results of this study suggest a more balanced approach, where schools increasingly recognize the value of co-curricular and non-academic engagements in fostering a holistic learning environment. This shift indicates that contemporary educational practices are moving beyond a narrow emphasis on academic achievement toward the development of learners’ social, emotional, and behavioral competencies.

Current literature supports this evolving perspective. Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning (2020) emphasizes that integrating social and emotional learning (SEL) into school programs enhances both academic performance and student well-being. Similarly, UNESCO (2021) advocates for holistic education frameworks that incorporate extracurricular and experiential learning opportunities as essential components of quality education. These findings suggest that non-academic activities are no longer peripheral but are increasingly embedded within school programs to support comprehensive learner development.

Learning Centers. Shown in Table 9 are the data on the level productive learning atmosphere in terms of learning centers. Items are presented based on the obtained mean ratings: the learning centers are equipped with appropriate tools and materials for students use contributed a mean rating of 3.70 or high; there are learning centers in schools that serve as extensions of classroom interactions and the centers are conducive for learning gained mean rating of  3.50 equivalent to high; there is an updating of materials in the centers and there is a display area for outstanding products and projects of pupils obtained the same mean ratings of 3.50 or high. This indicator consolidated a mean rating of 3.58 or high.  
As shown in the table, all items for this indicator got mean ratings equivalent to high. The finding means that schools in the district have adequate and functional learning centers. These centers served as venues for further learning of the students. As described in the items, the centers are equipped with updated materials and other learning resources and served as display areas of outstanding outputs and projects of the students.

The findings imply that schools are consistent with its vision of promoting quality education through adequate learning resources. The findings and their implications are consistent with the view that effective instruction extends beyond the mere presentation of content. Learning is not uniformly achieved through whole-class instruction alone, as students differ in pace, readiness, and learning preferences. Thus, the integration of learning centers provides an essential pedagogical strategy for differentiated instruction, enabling learners to engage more deeply with subject matter through self-paced and activity-based tasks. These centers create opportunities for reinforcement, enrichment, and individualized learning, thereby enhancing students’ conceptual understanding and engagement.

This perspective is supported by Carol Ann Tomlinson (2017), who emphasizes that differentiated instruction—through varied learning activities and flexible learning environments—addresses diverse learner needs and promotes deeper comprehension. Similarly, International Society for Technology in Education (2021) highlights that student-centered learning environments, such as learning stations or centers, foster autonomy, critical thinking, and active engagement. These approaches allow teachers to design targeted tasks that extend classroom instruction while enabling learners to construct knowledge at their own pace.

Overall, the use of learning centers reflects a shift toward more inclusive and responsive teaching practices, reinforcing the importance of instructional strategies that accommodate learner variability and support meaningful learning experiences.

Table 9
Level of Productive Learning Atmosphere of Public Elementary Schools
 in West Malungon District in Terms of Learning Centers

	No.
	Learning Centers

	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	Descriptive Equivalent

	1
	
There are learning centers in schools that serve as extensions of classroom interactions. 

	3.60
	0.85
	High

	2
	
The learning centers are equipped with appropriate tools and materials for students use.

	3.70
	

0.80
	High

	3
	
There is an updating of materials in the centers.

	3.50
	
0.88
	High

	4
	
The centers are conducive for learning.

	3.60
	
0.85
	High

	5
	
There is a display area for outstanding products and projects of pupils.

	3.50
	
0.88
	High

	
Overall

	3.58
	
0.85
	High


	
Student Interactions and Activities. Presented in Table 10 are the data on the level productive learning atmosphere in terms of student interaction and activities. Items are presented based on the obtained mean ratings: students enjoyed playing after class yielded a mean rating of 3.80 described as high; various school activities are participated by students registered a mean rating of 3.70 described as high; students communicate with each other during vacant periods gained a mean rating of 3.60 described as high; teamwork is evident among the learners got a mean rating of 3.30 described as moderate. The items in this indicator generated an overall mean of (3.58) described as high.









Table 10
Level of Productive Learning Atmosphere of Public Elementary Schools
 in West Malungon District in Terms of Learning Centers

	No.
	Student Interactions and Activities

	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	Descriptive Equivalent

	1
	
Teamwork is evident among the learners.

	3.30
	
0.88
	Moderate

	2
	
Healthy competition is highly evident among the pupils.

	3.50
	
0.85
	High

	3
	
Students communicate with each other during vacant periods.

	3.60
	
0.85
	High

	4
	
Students enjoyed playing after class.

	3.80
	
0.80
	High

	5
	
Various school activities are participated by students.

	3.70
	
0.80
	High

	
Overall

	3.58
	
0.84
	High


As seen in the table, only one item got a moderate rating and this is on teamwork among learners. The term teamwork refers to the academic and non-academic activities of the learners in school. On the other hand, the item with the highest mean is on the students enjoyed playing after the class. This means that playing is an outlet of the students. They need time to play after classes to have balance set up between academic and leisure.
According to University of New England (2018), the visual elements of a classroom are not the only thing that can affect students' performance or how an educator teaches. Various changes can be made to the environment, such as playing background music or dimming the lights during a presentation. Through the internet, teachers can learn from a variety of sources to find what best fits their personal teaching style and methods. 
Teachers' classrooms can reflect their personalities, whether it be with busy bulletins or arranging seats so students can discuss topics openly. 
The above findings and implication is congruent with the statement of a researcher in University of New England (2018) that the visual elements of a classroom are not the only thing that can affect students' performance or how an educator teaches. Various changes can be made to the environment, such as playing background music or dimming the lights during a presentation. Through the internet, teachers can learn from a variety of sources to find what best fits their personal teaching style and methods. Teachers' classrooms can reflect their personalities; whether it is with busy bulletins or arranging seats so students can discuss topics openly.




Significance of the Relationship between the Instructional Leadership
of School Heads and Productive Learning Atmosphere

Presented in Table 11 are the statistical figures describing the significance of the relationships between the instructional leadership of school heads (X variable) and productive learning atmosphere of schools in West Malungon District, Division of Sarangani (Y variable). 
The Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient (Pearson r) was used to test the significance of the relationship between variables. When in instructional leadership of school heads was correlated with the first indicator of productive learning atmosphere which is school-classroom layout, an r value of (0.06) was obtained. This value denotes no correlation or no relationship. Further, the said r-value was found to be lower than the tabular value of .195 at 0.05 level of significance (0.06 ≤ .195 @∞ 0.05).  
When the instructional leadership was correlated with the second indicator of productive learning atmosphere which is school activities, an r value of (0.77) was obtained. This value denotes high correlation or marked relationship. Further, the said r- value was found to be higher than the tabular value of .195 at 0.05 level of significance (0.77 ≥ .195 @∞ 0.05). 	
The same variable was correlated with the third indicator of productive learning atmosphere which is learning centers. For this domain, an r value of 0.46 was elicited. This value signifies moderate correlation or substantial relationship. In addition, the said computed statistical value was found to be higher than the tabular value of .195 at 0.05 level of significance (0.46 ≥ .195 @∞ 0.05). 
The fourth indicator of productive learning atmosphere, student interactions and activities was correlated with instructional leadership of school heads and obtained an r-value of 0.36 which denotes low correlation and has definite but small degree of relationship.  
		
Table 11
Significance of the Relationship between the Instructional Leadership of School Heads and Productive Learning Atmosphere

	Variable
X
	Variable
Y
	Computed
R
	Table Value of r
	Degree of Correlation
	Decision on Ho

	






Instructional  Leadership Indices
	
School-Classroom
 Lay out

	
0.06NS
	

.195
	
No Correlation

	
Accept 

	
	School Activities
	
0.77S

	

.195
	
High Correlation

	
Reject

	
	Learning Centers
	
0.46S


	

.195
	
Moderate Correlation

	
Reject

	
	
Student 
Interactions
 and Activities

	
0.36 S

	


.195
	
Low Correlation

	
Reject

	
Overall

	0.41
	

.195
	
Moderate Correlation

	
Reject



As seen in the table only indicator of productive learning atmosphere that has no relationship with instructional leadership – school and classroom lay-out. It can be said that whatever arrangement or lay-out of the school this will not affect the learning atmosphere. On the other hand, the indicator school activities obtained high correlation with the instructional leadership of the school heads. The participants viewed this as an extension of classroom learning where students enjoyed the various activities at the same time they are learning.
The overall computed r is 0.41 which denotes moderate correlation or substantial relationship. The said r-value was found to be higher than the tabular value of r = .195 at 0.05 level of significance when the degree of freedom is 154 (df=N-2). Therefore, it can be said as evidenced by the computed r values that instructional leadership of school heads is correlated to productive learning atmosphere. The hypothesis (Ho1) raised in the study which states that there is no significant relationship between instructional leadership indices of school heads and productive learning atmosphere was rejected. 		
The findings of the study affirm that instructional leadership plays a critical role in shaping a school culture that is conducive to learning and responsive to students’ needs. School heads who effectively exercise instructional leadership influence not only the organizational climate but also key academic processes within elementary schools. Their capacity to establish a clear instructional vision, support teachers, and prioritize learning outcomes contributes significantly to the development of a positive and productive learning environment.

This interpretation is supported by contemporary literature emphasizing the strong relationship between instructional leadership and school effectiveness. Kenneth Leithwood et al. (2020) assert that school leadership is second only to classroom instruction among school-related factors affecting student learning. Furthermore, Philip Hallinger (2018) highlights that instructional leadership integrates both managerial responsibilities—such as resource allocation, scheduling, and assessment—and core instructional functions, including curriculum supervision, teacher development, and program improvement.

These perspectives suggest that effective instructional leadership requires a balanced approach that merges traditional administrative duties with a strong focus on instructional quality. Consequently, school leaders who successfully integrate these dimensions are better positioned to foster improved teaching practices and enhance overall student achievement.



The Influence of Instructional Leadership Indices
Towards Productive Learning Atmosphere

Presented in Table 12 are the data on the significant influence of instructional leadership towards productive classroom atmosphere. Multiple Regression reveals that assessment, developing programs, programs for instructional development and instructional supervision can influence productive classroom atmosphere.  		









Table 12
The Influence of Instructional Leadership Towards Productive
Classroom Atmosphere

	Variables
	Unstandardized
Coefficients
	Standardized
Coeffecient 
	t-ratio
	Sig

	
	Β
	Beta
	
	

	Assessment
	7.24
	.90
	3.41
	.03

	Developing Programs
	2.50
	.87
	6.71
	.00

	Programs for Instructional Improvement
	7.22
	.36
	4.26
	.01

	Instructional Supervision
	5.78
	.55
	5.21
	.00



Assessment can influence productive learning atmosphere for 34.10% to the total variance; developing programs can influence productive learning atmosphere for 67.10% to the total variance; programs for instructional improvement can influence productive learning atmosphere for 42.60% to the total variance; and instructional supervision can influence productive learning atmosphere for 52.10% to the total variance. As noticed all probability values were found to be lower than 0.05 level of significance (p value≤ than ∞0.05). This means that instructional leadership indices of school administrators can influence productive learning atmosphere.  The hypothesis (HO2) which states that instructional leadership indices do not significantly influence productive learning atmosphere is rejected.

4. Conclusion

Based on the findings obtained in this study, the following conclusions are drawn:
1. The level of instructional leadership of school heads is moderate. 
2. The productive learning atmosphere was rated high. 
3. There is a significant relationship between instructional leadership of school heads and productive learning atmosphere. Specifically, only school classroom lay out is not correlated with the independent variable. The computed r-value was found to be lower against the tabular value of r at .05 level of significance when the degree of freedom is equal to 154. School Activities was found to be highly correlated with instructional leadership.  	
4. Instructional leadership can influence productive classroom environment.
Recommendations
	
5. Recommendations

In the light for the forgoing findings and conclusions of this study, the researchers formulated the following recommendations for consideration: 
1. Department of Education officials may develop plans and conduct trainings that will enhance the instructional leadership of school heads specifically on the domains used in this study: assessment, developing programs, programs for instructional improvement and instructional supervision. 
2. Department of Education, particularly in Division of Davao del Sur may develop a self learning module for administrators. This module may contain inputs on instructional leadership and hands-on learning activities on supervision of instruction. Through the Human Resource Development Office (HRDO), the said agency may conduct in service training on instructional leadership for school administrators for neophyte and even those who are in the position for years. On the other hand, since it was found out that there are things to be improved in productive learning atmosphere, it is recommended that school heads develop a monitoring stratagem for learning atmosphere. 
3. Activities and other school programs must be explicitly included in the school calendar of Activities. 

4. It is recommended that future studies adopt a mixed-methods approach to address limitations of the current purely quantitative design. An explanatory sequential design—combining surveys with interviews or observations—can help explain results, improve construct and internal validity, and provide deeper insights.
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