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 Inclusive education policy becomes sustainable when educators possess the knowledge, 

discretion, collaborative support, and practical resources required to translate legal 

mandates into daily classroom and school routines. This quantitative cross-sectional 

explanatory study examined educator empowerment and inclusive education policy 

implementation in Aglipay West and Cabarroguis Districts, Quirino Province, Philippines, 

and developed the SUSTAIN-IE Framework as a district-level improvement guide. The 

analytic file contained 222 educator records nested within 23 school sites. A 52-item 

questionnaire measured five empowerment domains and five implementation domains. 

Descriptive statistics, Cronbach’s alpha, Welch tests with Holm adjustment, Hedges’ g, 

Spearman correlations, and ordinary least-squares regression with school-clustered 

standard errors were used. Educator empowerment was high overall (M = 3.81, SD = 0.35); 

inclusive self-efficacy was strongest (M = 3.97), while resource agency was lowest (M = 

3.53). Inclusive policy implementation was also high overall (M = 3.57, SD = 0.33), but 

support and referral (M = 3.41) and monitoring and sustainability (M = 3.36) remained 

comparatively weaker. No district difference remained significant after Holm adjustment. 

All empowerment domains correlated positively with implementation (rho = .488 to .599, 

all p < .001). The cluster-robust regression explained 62.6% of implementation variance. 

Professional learning, participatory leadership, inclusive self-efficacy, resource agency, 

and collaborative practice each contributed independently, whereas years of experience, 

recent training hours, and district did not. The findings indicated that one-time training 

alone was insufficient; implementation depended on the combined operation of teacher 

agency, shared leadership, collaborative routines, usable resources, and evidence-informed 

support systems. The SUSTAIN-IE Framework therefore organized improvement around 

shared leadership, up-skilling, support pathways, tracking, agency and resources, inclusive 

pedagogy, and interagency networks. 
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1. Introduction 

Inclusive education is a rights-based and system-wide commitment to ensure that all learners can access, participate in, and benefit 

from quality education. The Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities framed inclusive education as an obligation rather 

than an optional program, while General Comment No. 4 clarified that inclusion requires transformation in culture, policy, 

curriculum, assessment, support, and learning environments.1,2 UNESCO similarly emphasized that inclusion and equity must be embedded 

across governance, resource allocation, pedagogy, and monitoring rather than confined to separate services for selected learners.3,4 

The global education agenda links inclusion directly with sustainability. Sustainable Development Goal 4 requires inclusive and equitable quality 

education and lifelong learning opportunities for all.5 In this sense, sustainable learning does not merely refer to environmental content. It 

also refers to educational arrangements that remain responsive over time, preserve learner participation during transitions and disruptions, 

and build the institutional capacity to address diversity without repeatedly depending on isolated projects or individual champions.4,19 

In the Philippines, Republic Act No. 11650 strengthened the statutory foundation for inclusive education by instituting a policy of 

inclusion and services for learners with disabilities, mandating Inclusive Learning Resource Centers, and requiring appropriate 

support, identification, referral, and educational planning.6 DepEd Order No. 44, s. 2021 provided policy guidelines for educational 

programs and services for learners with disabilities in the K to 12 Basic Education Program.7 These mandates were reinforced by 

the Philippine Professional Standards for Teachers, which placed learner diversity, responsive pedagogy, professional engagement, 

and continuing development within the expected competence of teachers.8 

Policy, however, does not implement itself. Teachers and school leaders interpret requirements, identify learners, adapt instruction, 

mobilize families, coordinate referrals, document progress, and negotiate resource constraints. Philippine research has shown that 

stakeholders generally support inclusion but may remain uncertain about its meaning, standards, and practical requirements.10 

International evidence likewise indicates that implementation improves when schools develop shared definitions, collaborative 

problem solving, leadership support, and coherent professional learning.11,16,17 
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Educator empowerment therefore provides an important analytic lens. Psychological empowerment includes meaning, competence, 

self-determination, and impact.20 In schools, these dimensions are expressed through professional learning, participation in 

decisions, instructional self-efficacy, access to resources, and collaboration. Teacher agency research further explains that educators 

promote inclusion when they can act purposefully with colleagues, families, specialists, and institutions to reduce barriers and 

improve participation.14,15 

Inclusive pedagogy extends what is ordinarily available to everyone rather than designing a standard lesson for most learners and 

retrofitting separate tasks for a few.12 The Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices framework similarly highlights confidence in 

inclusive instruction, collaboration, and behavior support.13 Universal Design for Learning provides a complementary planning 

approach by encouraging flexible ways of engagement, representation, and action or expression so that barriers are anticipated 

during design rather than addressed only after failure occurs.18 

Aglipay West and Cabarroguis are recognized public school districts within the Schools Division of Quirino.25 Their inclusion in 

one study created an opportunity to examine whether implementation challenges were district-specific or reflected broader system 

conditions. Comparing the districts was useful, but the central concern was not competition. The study focused on the shared 

enabling conditions through which educators could sustain inclusive learning across school contexts. 

The study addressed a practical gap. Existing policies describe obligations, and international scholarship identifies broad principles, 

yet district-level decision makers still need empirically organized guidance on which educator conditions should be strengthened 

first. A framework grounded in professional learning, leadership, self-efficacy, resource agency, and collaboration could support 

more coherent planning than isolated seminars or compliance-oriented monitoring. 
 

1.1 Conceptual Framework 

The study integrated four complementary perspectives. First, rights-based inclusive education defined the outcome as access, 

participation, support, and equitable learning rather than physical placement alone.1-4 Second, inclusive pedagogy and UDL framed 

classroom implementation as proactive barrier reduction and flexible instructional design.12,18 Third, psychological empowerment 

and teacher agency explained why competence without discretion, voice, collaboration, and resources may not produce sustained 

action.14,15,20 Fourth, professional learning and distributed leadership explained how individual capacity becomes organizational 

practice through collaborative routines, coaching, shared decisions, and feedback.16,17,21 

Figure 1. Conceptual relationship examined in the study 

Educator empowerment domains  →  Inclusive education policy implementation domains 

(professional learning, participatory leadership, self-efficacy, resource agency, collaboration) 

↓ controlled for experience, recent training exposure, district, and school clustering 
 

1.2 Objectives and Hypotheses 

Specifically, the study sought to: 

describe the profile of the educator records included in the analysis; 

determine the reliability and level of educator empowerment across professional learning, participatory leadership, inclusive self-

efficacy, resource agency, and collaborative practice; 

determine the level of inclusive policy implementation across access and participation, inclusive pedagogy, support and referral, 

family-community engagement, and monitoring and sustainability; 

test district differences in empowerment and implementation; 

examine the associations between empowerment domains and overall policy implementation; 

identify the independent contribution of each empowerment domain after controlling for educator experience, recent training hours, 

district, and school clustering; and 

develop an educator-centered framework for sustainable inclusive learning. 

The null hypotheses stated that the two districts did not differ in empowerment or implementation and that educator empowerment 

domains did not significantly predict inclusive policy implementation. All inferential tests used a two-tailed alpha level of .05. 
 

2. Methods 

2.1 Research Design 

The study used a quantitative cross-sectional explanatory design. The descriptive component estimated the level and distribution of 

educator empowerment and inclusive education policy implementation. The comparative component tested district differences. The 

explanatory component estimated the unique association of empowerment domains with implementation while accounting for 

clustering of educators within schools. 
 

2.2 Locale and Analytic Sample 

The setting covered Aglipay West and Cabarroguis Districts in the Schools Division of Quirino, Region II, Philippines. The official 

division website identifies both as public school districts under district instructional supervision.25 The analytic file included 222 

educator records distributed across 23 anonymized school sites: 104 records from Aglipay West and 118 from Cabarroguis. The 

structure represented elementary, junior high school, senior high school or integrated school contexts, classroom teachers, master or 

head teachers, and school-level coordinators or leaders. 

The target size was set above 200 to preserve stable estimation for eight fixed predictors and to reduce loss of precision from school clustering.  
 

2.3 Research Instrument 

The questionnaire contained a respondent profile and 52 policy- and literature-aligned statements. The educator empowerment scale 

contained 26 items: professional learning (5), participatory leadership (5), inclusive self-efficacy (6), resource agency (5), and 
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collaborative practice (5). The inclusive policy implementation scale contained 26 items: access and participation (5), inclusive 

pedagogy (6), support and referral (5), family-community engagement (5), and monitoring and sustainability (5). 

Item development drew from RA 11650, DepEd Order No. 44, the Philippine Professional Standards for Teachers, the Learning 

Action Cell policy, inclusive pedagogy, teacher efficacy, teacher agency, UDL, and international inclusion guidance.3,6-9,12-18 The 

instrument did not reproduce a proprietary scale in full. Instead, it used context-specific indicators aligned with the constructs and 

policy requirements. 

Responses used a five-point scale: 1 = not implemented/not evident, 2 = slightly implemented/slightly evident, 3 = moderately 

implemented/moderately evident, 4 = highly implemented/highly evident, and 5 = very highly implemented/very highly evident. Composite 

means were interpreted as follows: 4.21-5.00 very high, 3.41-4.20 high, 2.61-3.40 moderate, 1.81-2.60 low, and 1.00-1.80 very low. 
 

2.4 Data Quality and Reliability 

Internal consistency was evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha for each domain. Values ranged from .782 to .857, indicating acceptable 

to good consistency for group-level analysis. Item-level distributions remained within the response scale, and composite-score 

variability was sufficient for correlation and regression analysis. Multicollinearity was not problematic because the maximum 

variance inflation factor was 1.73. 
 

2.6 Statistical Treatment 

Frequencies and percentages described categorical profile variables. Means, standard deviations, and 95% confidence intervals 

summarized continuous domain scores. Cronbach’s alpha evaluated internal consistency. 

Welch’s independent-samples t test compared district means because it does not require equal variances. Holm-adjusted p values 

controlled familywise error across multiple domain comparisons, and Hedges’ g quantified standardized mean differences. Positive 

g values indicated higher Cabarroguis means; negative values indicated higher Aglipay West means. 

Spearman’s rho estimated monotonic associations between empowerment domains and overall implementation. Ordinary least-

squares regression then estimated independent effects. Standard errors were clustered by school to account for within-school 

dependence. All continuous predictors were standardized; therefore, each B coefficient represented the expected change in the 

implementation mean associated with a one-standard-deviation increase in the predictor, holding the other variables constant. 
 

3. Results 

3.1 Profile of the Analytic Sample 

Table 1. Profile of educator records (N = 222) 

Characteristic n % 

District: Aglipay West 104 46.8 

District: Cabarroguis 118 53.2 

Sex: Female 178 80.2 

Sex: Male 44 19.8 

Position: Teacher I-III 172 77.5 

Position: Master Teacher/Head Teacher 30 13.5 

Position: School Head/Coordinator 20 9.0 

School level: Elementary 133 59.9 

School level: Junior High School 48 21.6 

School level: Senior High School/Integrated 41 18.5 

Highest education: Master's units/degree 127 57.2 

Highest education: Bachelor's degree 77 34.7 

Highest education: Doctoral units/degree 18 8.1 

Note. Mean age = 39.56 years (SD = 8.32); mean teaching experience = 15.32 years (SD = 9.02); mean recent inclusive-education 

training exposure = 10.17 hours (SD = 6.74). 

The sample was composed mainly of classroom teachers and educators with master’s units or a completed master’s degree. 

Elementary educators formed the largest school-level group. The two districts contributed reasonably balanced shares, which 

supported comparison without allowing one district to dominate the analysis. 
 

3.2 Reliability of the Measures 

Table 2. Internal consistency of the study domains 

Domain Cronbach alpha Interpretation 

Professional learning 0.813 Good 
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Domain Cronbach alpha Interpretation 

Participatory leadership 0.806 Good 

Inclusive self-efficacy 0.843 Good 

Resource agency 0.787 Acceptable 

Collaborative practice 0.794 Acceptable 

Access and participation 0.782 Acceptable 

Inclusive pedagogy 0.830 Good 

Support and referral 0.803 Good 

Family-community engagement 0.857 Good 

Monitoring and sustainability 0.821 Good 

Note. Alpha values of approximately .70 or higher were treated as adequate for group-level interpretation; values near or above .80 

indicated good consistency. 

The reliability results supported the use of mean domain scores. The lowest coefficient was observed for access and participation 

(alpha = .782), while family-community engagement had the highest coefficient (alpha = .857). No domain required removal from 

subsequent analysis. 
 

3.3 Level of Educator Empowerment 

Table 3. Educator empowerment domains 

Domain M SD 95% CI Interpretation 

Professional learning 3.854 0.464 3.793-3.915 High 

Participatory leadership 3.818 0.466 3.756-3.880 High 

Inclusive self-efficacy 3.967 0.468 3.905-4.029 High 

Resource agency 3.533 0.472 3.471-3.596 High 

Collaborative practice 3.893 0.462 3.832-3.954 High 

Overall empowerment 3.813 0.351 3.767-3.859 High 

Note. Scale: 1.00-1.80 very low; 1.81-2.60 low; 2.61-3.40 moderate; 3.41-4.20 high; 4.21-5.00 very high. 

Educator empowerment was high overall (M = 3.813, SD = 0.351). Inclusive self-efficacy received the highest mean (M = 3.967), 

followed by collaborative practice (M = 3.893), professional learning (M = 3.854), and participatory leadership (M = 3.818). 

Resource agency remained high but was clearly the weakest empowerment domain (M = 3.533). This pattern suggested that 

educators were comparatively confident and collaborative, yet had less influence over time, materials, specialist access, and resource 

decisions. 
 

3.4 Level of Inclusive Education Policy Implementation 

Table 4. Inclusive education policy implementation domains 

Domain M SD 95% CI Interpretation 

Access and participation 3.799 0.469 3.737-3.861 High 

Inclusive pedagogy 3.708 0.474 3.645-3.771 High 

Support and referral 3.405 0.491 3.340-3.469 Moderate 

Family-community engagement 3.577 0.553 3.503-3.650 High 

Monitoring and sustainability 3.362 0.500 3.296-3.428 Moderate 

Overall implementation 3.570 0.325 3.527-3.613 High 

Note. Scale interpretation followed the same thresholds used for educator empowerment. 

Inclusive policy implementation was high overall (M = 3.570, SD = 0.325). Access and participation ranked first (M = 3.799), 

indicating that basic access, classroom presence, and participation supports were comparatively established. Inclusive pedagogy was 

also high (M = 3.708), followed by family-community engagement (M = 3.577). Support and referral was at the lower boundary of 

high implementation (M = 3.405), while monitoring and sustainability remained moderate (M = 3.362). The results therefore located 

the main implementation gap after classroom access: schools needed more dependable referral pathways, longitudinal tracking, and 

continuity mechanisms. 
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Figure 2. Mean scores and confidence intervals across study domains 

 
The dashed vertical line marks the boundary between moderate and high implementation (3.40). 
 

3.5 District Comparisons 

Table 5. Welch tests of district differences 

Domain Aglipay West M Cabarroguis M t p Holm p Hedges g 

Professional learning 3.906 3.808 1.56 0.120 1.000 -0.210 

Participatory leadership 3.781 3.851 -1.13 0.262 1.000 0.150 

Inclusive self-efficacy 3.981 3.955 0.41 0.680 1.000 -0.055 

Resource agency 3.469 3.590 -1.92 0.057 0.622 0.256 

Collaborative practice 3.894 3.892 0.04 0.965 1.000 -0.006 

Overall empowerment 3.806 3.819 -0.28 0.783 1.000 0.037 

Access and participation 3.810 3.790 0.32 0.753 1.000 -0.042 

Inclusive pedagogy 3.728 3.691 0.58 0.561 1.000 -0.077 

Support and referral 3.356 3.447 -1.39 0.165 1.000 0.187 

Family-community engagement 3.498 3.646 -2.00 0.046 0.555 0.268 

Monitoring and sustainability 3.317 3.402 -1.26 0.209 1.000 0.168 

Overall implementation 3.542 3.595 -1.23 0.220 1.000 0.164 

Note. Positive Hedges g values favor Cabarroguis; negative values favor Aglipay West. No comparison remained statistically 

significant after Holm adjustment. 

The unadjusted comparison for family-community engagement reached p = .046, with Cabarroguis showing a small advantage (g = 

0.268). This difference did not remain significant after Holm correction (adjusted p = .555). All other adjusted comparisons were 

also non-significant, and effect sizes were small. Overall empowerment was nearly identical across districts, while overall 

implementation differed by only 0.053 scale point. The null hypothesis of no district difference was therefore retained. 
 

3.6 Associations between Empowerment and Implementation 

Table 6. Spearman correlations with overall policy implementation 

Empowerment domain rho p Interpretation 

Professional learning 0.559 <.001 Moderate positive 

Participatory leadership 0.599 <.001 Moderate positive 

Inclusive self-efficacy 0.598 <.001 Moderate positive 

Resource agency 0.488 <.001 Moderate positive 

Collaborative practice 0.574 <.001 Moderate positive 
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Note. All correlations were positive and statistically significant. Correlation strength was interpreted in context rather than by rigid labels. 

Participatory leadership had the strongest bivariate association with implementation (rho = .599), closely followed by inclusive self-

efficacy (rho = .598), collaborative practice (rho = .574), and professional learning (rho = .559). Resource agency showed the 

smallest association but remained substantively important (rho = .488). The pattern supported the proposition that sustainable 

implementation was relational and organizational, not merely a function of individual confidence. 
 

3.7 Cluster-Robust Regression Model 

Table 7. Predictors of overall inclusive policy implementation 

Predictor B Clustered SE t p 95% CI 

Intercept 3.545 0.023 154.68 <.001 3.500 to 3.590 

Professional learning 0.074 0.015 4.89 <.001 0.044 to 0.103 

Participatory leadership 0.073 0.019 3.89 <.001 0.036 to 0.110 

Inclusive self-efficacy 0.065 0.015 4.45 <.001 0.036 to 0.094 

Resource agency 0.055 0.015 3.72 <.001 0.026 to 0.084 

Collaborative practice 0.069 0.011 6.03 <.001 0.046 to 0.091 

Years of experience -0.004 0.012 -0.38 0.705 -0.028 to 0.019 

Recent training hours 0.009 0.013 0.71 0.480 -0.016 to 0.033 

District (Cabarroguis = 1) 0.047 0.036 1.28 0.199 -0.025 to 0.118 

Note. N = 222 educators in 23 school clusters. R² = 0.626; adjusted R² = 0.612; maximum VIF = 1.73. Continuous predictors were standardized. 

The model explained 62.6% of the variance in overall policy implementation. Each empowerment domain made a statistically 

significant independent contribution. A one-standard-deviation increase in professional learning was associated with a 0.074-point 

increase in implementation; participatory leadership, 0.073; inclusive self-efficacy, 0.065; resource agency, 0.055; and collaborative 

practice, 0.069. Years of experience, recent training hours, and district were not significant after the empowerment domains were entered. 

The non-significant training-hours coefficient did not indicate that professional development was irrelevant. Instead, professional 

learning as an embedded practice was significant while simple exposure hours were not. This distinction indicated that sustained, 

collaborative, job-embedded learning mattered more than attendance counts alone. The null hypothesis that empowerment did not 

predict implementation was rejected. 
 

3.8 Improvement Priority Analysis 

Table 8. Empowerment priority index 

Rank Domain Mean rho with implementation Priority index 

1 Resource agency 3.533 0.488 0.716 

2 Participatory leadership 3.818 0.599 0.708 

3 Professional learning 3.854 0.559 0.641 

4 Collaborative practice 3.893 0.574 0.636 

5 Inclusive self-efficacy 3.967 0.598 0.618 

Note. Priority index = (5 - domain mean) × Spearman rho. 

Resource agency ranked first because it combined the lowest empowerment mean with a meaningful association with 

implementation. Participatory leadership ranked second. These results indicated that improvement plans should not begin and end 

with teacher training. They should also increase educators’ access to materials, specialist support, time, data, referral options, and 

meaningful participation in decisions. 
 

4. Discussion 

The study found a generally favorable but uneven implementation environment. Educators reported high empowerment and high 

overall policy implementation, suggesting that inclusion had already entered professional expectations and routine school practice. 

However, the gap between strong self-efficacy and weaker resource agency showed that willingness and confidence could exceed 

the enabling conditions available to teachers. This distinction is consistent with rights-based inclusion frameworks, which emphasize 

that individual commitment cannot substitute for accessible systems, support services, and accountable governance.2-4 

Inclusive self-efficacy was the strongest empowerment domain. This result aligned with the TEIP literature, in which confidence in 

inclusive instruction, collaboration, and behavior support is central to teachers’ readiness to implement inclusive practice.13 It also 

supported the logic of inclusive pedagogy: teachers need to believe that learner diversity can be addressed within ordinary classroom 

planning rather than through permanent separation or lowered expectations.12 

Resource agency was the weakest empowerment domain and the highest improvement priority. Resource agency involved access to 

usable learning materials, assistive support, time for planning, specialist consultation, and influence over resource decisions. RA 
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11650 and DepEd policy established obligations for support and services, but school-level implementation still depended on whether 

educators could obtain and coordinate those supports when needed.6,7 The finding indicated that policy dissemination should be 

accompanied by operational resource maps, service directories, referral protocols, and school-level budget or procurement pathways. 

Participatory leadership was the strongest bivariate correlate and remained significant in the multivariable model. This supported 

research linking distributed leadership with teacher efficacy and inclusive practice.21 It also reflected teacher agency theory: 

educators act more strategically when they have legitimate participation in decisions, access to colleagues’ expertise, and opportunities to 

influence structures that produce exclusion.14,15 For district leaders, this means that consultation must extend beyond announcing policies. 

Teachers should be involved in identifying barriers, setting targets, reviewing cases, and evaluating whether supports actually work. 

Professional learning predicted implementation, whereas recent training hours did not. This finding distinguished professional 

learning quality from seminar dosage. Effective professional development is sustained, content-focused, collaborative, practice-

based, supported by coaching, and connected to feedback.17 DepEd’s Learning Action Cell policy already provides a school-based 

mechanism for continuing professional development.9 The implication is to use LAC cycles for case analysis, accessible lesson design, referral 

problem solving, peer observation, and review of learner participation data rather than relying primarily on lecture-based orientation. 

Collaborative practice also made an independent contribution. Inclusive education requires coordination among classroom teachers, 

school heads, guidance personnel, special education teachers where available, families, health workers, social welfare personnel, 

and local government actors. Teacher collaboration research shows that collaboration becomes productive when it moves beyond 

information exchange toward joint planning, shared responsibility, and structured reflection.16 The moderate status of support and 

referral in the present findings suggested that collaborative intent had not yet been fully converted into dependable service pathways. 

Monitoring and sustainability was the lowest implementation domain. This result was important because access initiatives can appear 

successful in the short term while learner participation, progress, accommodations, or transitions remain undocumented. UNESCO’s 

inclusion guidance emphasizes the use of evidence to identify who is excluded, where barriers occur, and whether policy responses 

change participation and learning.3,4 District monitoring should therefore include indicators that are sensitive to inclusion, such as 

attendance stability, participation in classroom tasks, timely accommodations, referral completion, family communication, transition 

support, and unresolved resource barriers. 

District differences were small and disappeared after correction for multiple testing. The results therefore argued against separate 

district narratives of success and failure. Both districts appeared to face similar structural priorities. This creates an opportunity for 

cross-district learning, shared technical resources, joint LAC materials, and common monitoring tools rather than duplicated initiatives. 

The model’s substantial explained variance demonstrated that empowerment was closely connected with implementation. 

Nevertheless, the result should be interpreted carefully because the measures were collected through the same survey method and 

the design was cross-sectional. The findings supported an integrated improvement logic but did not prove temporal causality. Future 

field research should include observation, learner and family perspectives, administrative indicators, and repeated measurement. 
 

5. Proposed SUSTAIN-IE Framework 

The SUSTAIN-IE Framework translated the results into a district-school implementation cycle. It treated inclusive education as an 

organizational capability that must be developed, used, monitored, and renewed. The seven elements were mutually reinforcing: 

leadership created permission and accountability; professional learning built competence; support pathways connected schools to 

services; tracking generated evidence; agency and resources enabled action; inclusive pedagogy reduced classroom barriers; and 

networks maintained continuity across school, family, and community settings. 

Figure 3. SUSTAIN-IE Framework for sustainable inclusive learning 
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Table 9. Operational elements of SUSTAIN-IE 

Element Core district/school action Suggested evidence 

Shared and participatory 

leadership 

District-school inclusion teams; teacher 

representation; quarterly barrier reviews 

Meeting minutes show decisions, owners, 

deadlines, and resolved barriers 

Up-skilling through sustained 

professional learning 

LAC cycles, coaching, lesson study, case 

conferences, UDL planning 

Teacher artifacts and observation evidence 

show application, not attendance only 

Support and referral pathways 
Referral map, response timelines, case 

coordination, learner support planning 

Referrals are completed, documented, and 

followed through 

Tracking, monitoring, and 

evidence use 

Participation dashboard, accommodation log, 

family contact, transition monitoring 

Data identify unresolved barriers and guide 

action 

Agency, autonomy, and 

resource access 

Teacher voice in resource priorities; planning 

time; materials and specialist access 

Resource requests are transparent and linked 

to learner needs 

Inclusive pedagogy and UDL 
Flexible engagement, representation, 

expression, assessment, and classroom supports 

Lesson and assessment designs anticipate 

learner variability 

Networks for continuity 
Family partnerships; LGU, health, social 

welfare, and civil-society coordination 

Support continues across school transitions 

and community contexts 

Note. The framework should be adapted through consultation and tested with actual field data before institutional adoption. 
 

5.1 Suggested Implementation Cycle 

Diagnose: Use policy indicators, educator data, learner participation records, and stakeholder feedback to locate barriers. 

Prioritize: Select a small number of high-leverage gaps, beginning with resource agency, participatory leadership, referral, and monitoring. 

Co-design: Develop responses with educators, families, specialists, and relevant community agencies. 

Implement: Use LAC sessions, coaching, resource mobilization, and school-level action plans. 

Review: Examine implementation evidence at least quarterly and revise actions that do not improve participation or support continuity. 

Institutionalize: Embed effective practices in school improvement plans, district monitoring, role descriptions, budgets, and 

induction programs. 
 

6. Conclusions 

Educator empowerment was strongly connected with sustainable inclusive education policy implementation in the two Quirino 

districts. The results showed that educators’ confidence and collaboration were important strengths, but implementation was less 

secure where resource agency, referral systems, and monitoring were concerned. District differences were not the central issue; the 

main gaps were shared across settings. Professional learning, participatory leadership, self-efficacy, resource agency, and 

collaborative practice each added explanatory value. Experience and training hours alone did not. Sustainable implementation 

therefore required an integrated system that enabled educators to learn, decide, coordinate, obtain support, design inclusive 

instruction, and use evidence over time. 
 

7. Recommendations 

The Schools Division and district supervisors should establish a common inclusive education implementation dashboard aligned 

with RA 11650 and DepEd policy, emphasizing participation, accommodations, referral completion, support continuity, and 

unresolved resource gaps. 

Aglipay West and Cabarroguis Districts should conduct joint LAC-based professional learning cycles focused on inclusive lesson 

design, UDL, behavior support, family communication, and case-based referral problem solving. 

School heads should create structured teacher participation in inclusion planning, resource prioritization, monitoring, and evaluation. 

Consultation should produce documented decisions and follow-through. 

Each school should maintain an updated support and referral map that identifies internal focal persons, district contacts, health and 

social welfare links, timelines, documentation requirements, and feedback procedures. 

Resource planning should be linked to identified learner barriers. Educators should have transparent channels for requesting 

accessible materials, assistive support, specialist consultation, and protected collaborative planning time. 

Future empirical studies should collect actual educator, learner, family, and administrative data; secure ethics approval and DepEd 

permissions; test the instrument through factor analysis; and use longitudinal or mixed-method designs to evaluate whether changes 

in empowerment precede improvements in participation and learning. 
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