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Article Information ABSTRACT

With the growing integration of technology in education, teachers must adapt their
Received: February 28, 2025 instructional strategies to effectively use digital tools. This study examined the pedagogical
competence and challenges faced by elementary teachers in the Schools Division of

Accepted: May 27, 2025 Camiguin during SY 2023-2024. Specifically, it aimed to identify teachers’ profiles, assess
. their competence in technology-driven instruction, determine the extent of challenges
Published: February 07, 2026 encountered, examine the relationship between competence and challenges, identify
differences in challenges based on teachers’ profiles, and propose an ICT development plan.
Using a descriptive correlational design and purposive sampling, 305 public elementary
teachers from five districts participated. Modified questionnaires and statistical tools such
as mean, standard deviation, Pearson correlation, and ANOVA wete used for data analysis.
Findings revealed that teachers are generally competent in using technology in instruction,
but they still face notable challenges in its effective and sustained use. A significant
relationship exists between competence and challenges in areas such as technology
operations, instructional design, content development, and management skills, but not
in pedagogical competence alone. Furthermore, challenges significantly vary by position,
education, experience, and perception, but not by grade level taught. Based on the results,
the Teacher-Centered Digital Adaptability Theory was developed, emphasizing teacher
empowerment, adaptability, and sustained support in technology-driven teaching. The
study recommends that teachers actively join training programs, explore technology-based
strategies, and guide students in using digital tools while collaborating with peers to improve

Keywords

Challenges, Competence,
Technology-Driven Instruction,

their digital competence and confidence.

INTRODUCTION

National authorities and global organizations have
emphasized the need to expand the use of Information
and Communication Technologies (ICT) in schools and
universities over the past few decades (Roztocki e al,
2019; Mtebe, 2020). Globally, nine key concepts for the
future of education as the cornerstone of society are
included in the 2019 report by UNESCO’s International
Commission on the Future of Education, which was
established based on the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development. Ensuring that everyone has equal access
to high-quality education at all educational levels is
just one goal; another is to make sure that everyone is
educated equally and from an inclusive, egalitarian, and
fair perspective (Cervera & Caena, 2022). These new
guidelines cover everything from guaranteeing that
education is a public benefit with equitable chances to
providing adequate funding to make this feasible. They
also emphasize the significance of qualified teachers
by providing the best possible environment for their
professional growth. To guarantee educational equity,
this is insufficient given the features of the digital society
regarding inclusion and exclusion (Ragnedda ef a/., 2022).
To close the digital divide, the Philippines has not yet
stopped offering digital literacy initiatives. Teachers,
students, and administrators are only somewhat prepared
for e-learning, according to her research. However, further

researchis needed to determine how learning platforms are
used and how capable teachers are in the Philippines when
it comes to digital technology. It motivated the researcher
to investigate teacher digital literacy and competency as
well as the variables influencing the growth of these skills
in the basic education. Furthermore, there are not many
resources available regarding the phenomenon that is
currently being studied. Therefore, the proponent thinks
that to successfully overcome these challenges and to be
better equipped with digital knowledge and abilities about
its application in our classrooms, teachers need to become
proficient in technology now (Highland & Fedtke, 2023;
Onu ¢t al., 2023).

Henceforth, this study assessed the level of ICT
competence and challenges encountered on technology-
driven instruction in basic education among the public
elementary school teachers in the Schools Division
three
inquiries about teachers’ competency and challenges in

of Camiguin. It aims to address research
incorporating educational technology into teaching and
learning. The outcomes of this research inquiry would
offer a perspective on pedagogical competence and
challenges among elementary school teachers. The results
of the study were utilized in creating an improved school
Information and Communication Technology (ICT)

development plan.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
Respondent Profile

The study’s
backgrounds, including variations in age, teaching level,

respondents came from different
position, highest educational attainment, and years of

teaching experience.

Grade Level Taught

According to the study of Rahiem (2021), the use of
ICT wvaries across different grade levels, depending
on the learners’ needs and developmental stages. In
Kindergarten, teachers use educational videos, interactive
storytelling apps, and digital games to introduce basic
concepts in a fun and engaging way. Alsaleh (2020)
further emphasized that these tools help develop early
literacy, numeracy, and motor skills while keeping young
learners motivated. In elementary levels, ICT is often
used for multimedia presentations, online quizzes, and
research activities, fostering independent learning and
critical thinking skills among students.

Position

Teachers with higher positions provide them with a
thorough awareness of numerous technology tools
and their applications in educational settings. This
gathered knowledge enables them to effectively integrate
technology into their teaching practices while adapting to
changing educational technology trends.
Conversely,lower-level teachers may prioritize familiarizing
themselves with basic technological tools and innovating
their teaching approaches. Novice teachers, or those
in lower positions, often receive assistance from more
experienced colleagues. For example, Gomez ef al. (2022)
observed that teachers with higher positions support
technical teachers struggling with technology integration
in the teaching and learning process. This collaborative
dynamic allows for knowledge exchange and mentorship,
ultimately enhancing technological proficiency among
educators at all levels.

Highest Educational Attainment

Teachers who have not pursued professional studies
may encounter challenges when integrating technology
into teaching-learning due to their lack of experience.
They continuously strive to improve their competency
in utilizing technology in the classroom. Mendoza
(2022) study revealed that these teachers are constantly
immersing themselves in the world of technology to
adapt.

On the other hand, Lucas ¢ a4/ (2021) discovered
that teachers with the highest educational attainment
demonstrate a high level of competency in using
technology. This is attributed to the fact that these
teachers have undergone professional studies and have
acquired innovative strategies for integrating technology
into teaching and learning,

Teaching Experience

Teachers have demonstrated their preparedness to
integrate technology into their classrooms based on
various factors such as their extensive teaching experience,
background in technology use, and practical exposure to
its application. For instance, Sagocsoc’s research revealed
that educators with considerable teaching experience
are more inclined to incorporate technology into their
teaching practices. They adapt to the evolving educational
landscape and recognize technology as a practical tool for
enhancing student performance.

Perception towards ICT Driven-Instruction
According to the study of Akhram e/ al., (2022), teacher
perceptions are considered a significant predictor of
technology integration. However, these perceptions can
also hinder ICT integration . For example, a teacher might
view the open nature of certain technological solutions as
pedagogically inappropriate, preferring direct instruction
as the most effective teaching method.

ICT Competence

Based on the study of Gess-Newsome e al, (2019),
pedagogical competencies pertain to teachers’ instructional
techniques and understanding of the curriculum. It
necessitates the development of technology-integrated
applications within their respective disciplines to enhance
teaching and learning. Moreover, Rice & Mars (2023)
emphasized that these competencies encompass various
aspects such as student learning, classroom management,
lesson planning, implementation, and student assessment.
They involve understanding appropriate classroom
techniques, the characteristics of the student audience,
and methods for assessing student comprehension.

Operation and Concept

Based on the study of Tooker (2020), the Technology
Operations and Concepts (TOC) competence equips
teachers with the knowledge, skills, and understanding
necessary to keep pace with 21st-century learners through
the use of technology systems, resources, and services.
The study of Takur (2015) further emphasized that TOC
provides ongoing support and education essential for
fostering technological growth in the classroom, making
it vital for teachers in the teaching and learning process
as it enhances effective learning. It also helps students
further develop and achieve learning outcomes while
maintaining the context of designing classroom-based
resources using ICT. Therefore, acquiring knowledge and
competence in technology operations and concepts is
crucial for teachers.

Pedagogy

A study of Mokhetsengoane & Pallai (2023) emphasized
that teaching in the 21st century era is more dynamic
than before. Notably, the emergence of technology in
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education has radically transformed the pedagogical
practices of teachers in the 21st century.

According to the study of Fernandez-Gutiérrez er
al., (2020), teaching and learning process has evolved
significantly in recent years due to the changing dynamics
of the classroom. Over the past three decades, there
has been substantial investment in technology tools and
resources in schools, necessitating that teacher effectively
incorporate technology into teaching and learning
Consequently, the skills required of 21st-century teachers
have also transformed. The focus has shifted from
debating whether ICT should be used in the classroom
to exploring how it can enhance teaching and learning.

Innovative Instructional Design

Teachers need to move beyond using it to reinforce
pedagogies their
instruction with it. Since ICT lacks a pedagogical

traditional and instead innovate
philosophy or content basis, it often does not occur to
teachers to use it innovatively. Consequently, teacher
education programs for technology integration have
been developed worldwide like in the United States,
Japan, and Finland. Research has primarily examined
the effects of these programs on teachers’ knowledge,
attitudes, and beliefs about technology integration, based
on the technological pedagogical and content knowledge
framework. This framework proposes that effective use of
technology requires complex forms of teacher knowledge
that integrate content, pedagogy, and technology (Birisci
& Kul, 2019; Farjon et al, 2019; Wilson et al., 2020).
However, little attention has been paid to teachers’ ability
to use ICT to innovate instruction.

Challenges in Technology-Driven Instruction

Based on the study of Ibrahim ez 4/, (2024), as technology
becomes increasingly prevalent in K to 12 education,
numerous educators grapple with its integration into their
classrooms and ponder its suitability for their teaching
practices. Factors such as cost, user-friendliness, and
the availability of ongoing support to ensure proficient
utilization are crucial considerations that influence
decisions regarding the adoption, timing, and extent of
new technological tools.

School ICT Facilities

Various research studies have highlighted several reasons
for the lack of access to technology in schools. In the
study of Aini ez al. (2019), teachers complained about the
difficulty of consistently accessing computers. Reasons
included the need to book computers in advance,
which teachers often forget to do, or the inability to
book them for multiple consecutive periods needed for
projects. In essence, teachers frequently lacked access
to ICT materials because these resources were shared
among teachers. According to Liesa-Orus ef al. (2020),
the inaccessibility of these resources is not always due
to the mere absence of hardware and software or other
technology-based materials within the school. It can also

result from factors such as poor resource organization,
poor-quality hardware, inappropriate software, or lack of
personal access for teachers.

Technology Adaptability

According to Sanchez-Carillo ez al., (2021), the utilization
of technologyin education is notmerelya checklist of tasks
assigned by institutional leaders; it requires a committed
effort to promote sustainable learning and technology
adaptation, making it an academic priority. Mercader &
Gairin (2020) further emphasized that unpreparedness
for rapid technological changes highlights an inability
to stay oriented toward the flow of information. Some
teachers view technology as a career barrier.

Students’ Adaptability

Previous related studies (Rana & Rana, 2020; Venketsamy
& Hu, 2022) have established the significant barriers
faced by most rural students in the adoption and
implementation of ICTs in education. The researchers
highlight the lack of ICT infrastructure, ICT knowledge,
ICT training, and the lack of time to implement ICTs in
the classroom as factors that hamper the success of ICT
adoption in education.

A recent study by Aruleba e al. (2022) identifies three
main factors affecting the adoption of ICTs by South
Affican rural students: technology, socioeconomic status,
and politics. Similarly, SEACOM (2022) notes that in
South Africa and across the continent, digital innovation
is driving social and economic change. Evolving
connectivity in ICT is helping South Africa address
its socioeconomic challenges related to technologies.
Meanwhile, a study by Palvia e a/ (2018) examined
the perspectives of citizens in developing countries,
linking technology-driven initiatives with socioeconomic
development.

Sustainability

Technological innovations, particularly information
and communication technologies, have already been
integrated into education and EFS (Education for
Sustainability), serving as enablers of rich contexts for
interactions between learners and as flexible, dynamic,
technology-enhanced personalized learning systems.
According to Kozlova and Pikhart (2021) ICTs have
been shown to increase connectivity between students
and instructors and among students themselves. They
enhance the exploitation of shared resources in learning
repositories. Whiteside ¢ a/. (2023) argued that social
presence improves learning performance in academic

contexts.

Statement of the Problem

This study aimed to determine the level of ICT
competence and challenges in technology — driven
instruction in basic education among public elementary
school teachers in the Division of Camiguin for School
Year 2023-2024. The result of the study was used as the
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basis for an improved school ICT Development Plan.

Specifically, it sought to answers the following
questions

1. What is the respondents’ profile in terms of grade
level taught, position, highest educational attainment,
teaching experience and perception towards ICT driven
instruction?

2. What is the level of teachers’ ICT competence
on technology operations and concept, pedagogy,
innovative instructional design, content development and
management skills?

3. What is the level of the teachers’ challenges
on Technology-Driven Instruction with regards to
school ICT facilities, technology adaptability, students’
adaptability, and sustainability?

4. Is there a significant relationship between the
teachers” ICT competence and their challenges on
technology-driven instruction?

5. Is there a significant difference in the teachers’
challenges on technology-driven instruction when
grouped according to their profile?

6. What improved school ICT Development Plan can

be formulated based on the findings of the study?

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Research Design

This study utilized a descriptive correlational research
design to examine the relationship between teachers’
ICT competence and their challenges in technology-
driven instruction. The descriptive method gathered
information on teachers’ technological skills and the
difficulties they encountered in integrating ICT into
their teaching, while the correlational aspect determined
whether a significant relationship existed between ICT
competence and these challenges. This design provided a
clear and systematic way to assess the extent of teachers’
ICT skills and identify patterns in their experiences
with technology integration. Surveys and other data
collection methods captured a comprehensive picture of

Table A: Distribution of Respondents

teachers’ perceptions, competencies, and barriers to using
technology in the classroom.

Study Setting

The study was conducted in the Division of Camiguin.
It is one of the small Divisions of DepEd Region X.
However, today, the student population is growing, As
part of its transition to being a medium division, the five
original districts were divided into ten districts: Catarman
1 and 2, Sagay, Mambajao 1, Mambajao 2, Mambajao 3,
Mambajao 4, Guinsiliban and Mahinog 1 and 2. Some
of the schools are situated uphill, near the coastline
and highway. These schools are in municipalities with
good economic activities and have strong community
stakeholders’ support.

The Division of Camiguin is categorized as a small
division in Region X. There are 66 schools of the
which
with 1,237 teaching personnel and 114 non-teaching

Division of Camiguin, are complemented
personnel catering to 25,594 learners. It is located in
Lacas, Poblacion, Mambajao, Camiguin composed of
various rural elementary and high schools for both Junior
and Senior High Schools. The division is headed by the
Schools Division Superintendent and Assistant Schools

Division Superintendent.

Research Respondents

The study involved three hundred five (305) public
elementary school teachers from the Division of
Camiguin. These teachers currently teach in the selected
schools, which are categorized as medium and small
schools based on their quantity. These respondents
handled learners from Grades 1 to 6, while Kindergarten
teachers were excluded from the study. Kindergarten
teachers were excluded due to the nature of their
instructional approach, which heavily relies on play-based
and tactile learning methods rather than technology-
driven instruction. ICT integration is minimal at this
early learning stage, as young learners primarily engage in
hands-on activities to develop foundational skills.

District Grade Level Respondents
Gl G2 G3 G4 G5 G6

Catarman District 14 15 15 15 16 23 98

Mahinog District 5 5 5 5 5 7 32

Guinsiliban District 2 14

Sagay District 11 51

Mambajao District 15 15 15 19 19 27 110

Total 45 46 45 49 50 70 305
Sampling Technique experiences and insights essential to addressing the
The study employed purposive sampling, selecting research questions. By deliberately selecting respondents,

Grades 1 to 6 teachers as respondents to ensure the data
directly aligned with the research objectives. This method
was chosen to focus on teachers actively engaged in
technology-driven instruction, as they possess relevant

the
in capturing teachers’

study ensures both precision and inclusivity

perspectives on technology

integration.
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Research Instrument

A patterned and modified questionnaire was utilized
to gather data for the study. For the ICT perceptions
Towards ICT-Driven Instruction, it was patterned from
the study of Jael (2023), titled “Utilization of Multimedia
and Academic Performance Among Pupils: Basis for
Action Plan” and for the pedagogical competence,
it was anchored on the study of Mariscal e al. (2023),
titled “Pedagogical Competence towards Technology-
Driven Instruction on Basic Education”. The Challenges
on technology-driven instruction, the questionnaire was
anchored from the study of Arnado and Aviles (2023),
titled “ICT Integration in IPEd Schools: Challenges
and Skills of Intermediate Teachers and Learners”. The
indicators of pedagogical competence were adapted and
modified to fit the local context and research objectives
of the study.

Consequently, the survey questionnaire consisted of three
parts, the first part is the questionnaire that dealt with the
demographic profile of the respondents such as grade
level taught, position, highest educational attainment,
teaching experience and perception towards ICT driven
instruction. The second part of the questionnaire is
the level of pedagogical competence in technology-
driven instruction with the technology operations and
concept pedagogical, innovative instructional design,
content development, and management skills. Each
sub-variable consists of ten (10) indicators in statement
forms. The third part is the questionnaire that covered
the extent of the challenges encountered in Technology
- Driven Instruction with regards to school ICT facilities,
adaptability, students’ adaptability, and
sustainability. Each sub-variable consists of ten (10)
indicators in statement forms.

technology

Validity and Reliability of Instrument

After formulating the research instrument, for content
validation, the researcher asked for assistance from some
experts on the subject matter. These experts were two
Master Teachers and one School Head. The content of
the research instrument was rated by the validators using
the rubric for validating questionnaires. The responses
of the validators guided the finalization of the survey
questionnaire indicators. Each indicator was carefully
reviewed for appropriateness in the local context,
grammar, and content. Minor revisions were made to
enhance clarity and relevance. The researcher retrieved
the validated instrument after a week and then consulted
another expert to consolidate the results.

Based on the consolidated evaluation, certain items
or indicators were modified or refined to better align
with the study’s objectives and ensure they accurately
measured both the independent and dependent variables.
Meanwhile, items that met the required standards for
clarity and correctness remained unchanged. The expert
issued a Certificate of Content Validity, certifying that the
questionnaire had been thoroughly reviewed, analyzed,
and evaluated for accuracy and relevance.

After integrating the feedback and recommendations
from the identified experts, a pilot test was conducted by
administering the survey questionnaire to 30 elementary
teachers from Guinsiliban District. Specifically, they
come from Liong Elementary School, Butay Elementary
School, Maac School,
Elementary School. These teachers, selected from the

Elementary and Cantaan
Division of Camiguin, shared similar characteristics with
the actual respondents but were not included in the main
study.

After the pilot testing, the test was subjected to a reliability
test using Cronbach’s Alpha which resulted in an alpha
value of 0.96. Alpha values of 0.65-0.80 or higher in many
cases indicate an acceptable level of reliability (Goforth,
2015). Hence, this suggests that the instrument is suitable
for use in the actual survey.

Data Gathering Procedure

When the researcher’s proposal was approved, the
researcher prepared a consent letter that was noted by the
Dean of the School of Graduate and Professional Studies
and was forwarded to the Office of the Schools Division
Superintendent of DepEd-Camiguin asking permission
to conduct a study in all elementary schools of SDO
Camiguin. As the approval was granted, the researcher
also asked permission from the District In-Charge to
conduct the study in the schools of the concerned district
and asked for assistance in gathering the data from the
respondents.

To gather data, the researcher utilized a survey
confidentiality
by including a consent letter. The questionnaire was

questionnaire, ensuring respondents’
personally distributed to participants, followed by a
Focus Group Discussion (FGD) to gain deeper insights.
An FGD is a structured discussion where a small group
of participants share their experiences, challenges, and
perspectives on a specific topic.

For this research, the FGD was conducted during
lunchtime to ensure minimal disruption to class schedules.
The researcher obtained prior permission from the school
principal to facilitate the session smoothly. Participants
were selected from nearby schools, ensuring that all grade
levels from Grade 1 to Grade 6 were well represented. A
guided set of questions was used to lead the discussion,
allowing participants to share their thoughts based on
the quantitative data gathered in the study. After data
collection, the researcher carefully organized, recorded,
and analyzed the responses to ensure a comprehensive
interpretation of the results.

Statistical Treatment of Data

The fundamental characteristics of the data in a study
were described using descriptive statistics. To determine
the level of teachers’ competence and challenges
encountered in technology - driven instruction, weighted
mean and standard deviation were employed. To
determine the significant relationship between the level
of teachers’ competence and the level of challenges in
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technology-driven instruction, the Pearson product-
moment correlation coefficient was employed and to
test the significant difference in the teacher’s challenges
encountered in Technology - Driven Instruction when

grouped according to their profile, F-test and T-test were
utilized.

Ethical Considerations

The researcher followed proper protocol in the conduct
of the study. The researcher secured an ethical clearance
from the review board. After the recommendation of the
Graduate School Administration, communications were
made to the Schools Division Superintendent to ask for
approval to conduct the study. When the permission was
granted, another letter was sent to district supervisors, the
district in charge, and the respective school principals of
each elementary school. Then, for ethical consideration, a
consent letter was sent to the individual participant asking
for their approval.

The researcher personally met the participants and gave
instructions on how to complete the questionnaire, and
the assurance of the confidentiality of their responses.
Then, the questionnaires were distributed to the
participants giving them enough time to answer. The
researcher then gathered the accomplished questionnaire
in person for 100 percent retrieval. The researcher had
set a separate schedule to conduct the interview. The
researcher listed down all the participants’ responses to
validate the proposed action plan.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Problem 1. What is the respondents’ profile in terms
of grade level taught, position, highest educational
attainment, teaching experience and perception towards
ICT driven instruction?

Table 1: Distribution of Respondents’ Profile in Terms
of Grade Level Taught

Category Frequency | Percentage
Grade 6 65 21.31
Grade 5 54 17.70
Grade 4 49 16.07
Grade 3 44 14.43
Grade 2 45 14.75
Grade I 48 15.74
Total 305 100.00

Table 1 displays the distribution of respondents according
to the grade levels they teach, with Grade 6 having the
highest frequency of 65 (21.31%) of the sample. This
highest representation of Grade 6 teachers highlights their
critical role in preparing students for higher education
levels, which is a central focus within the Department
of Education (DepEd). This distribution implies that
Grade 6 teachers encounter unique challenges due to the
academic and developmental milestones associated with
this stage, which demands well-planned instructional and

assessment strategies.

Conversely, the table shows that Grade 3 teachers
have the lowest representation, with a frequency of 44
(14.43%) of the sample. This may be because some
schools have only a few Grade 3 sections, leading to fewer
teachers handling this level. Grade 3 teachers often play a
crucial role in strengthening students’ foundational skills,
particularly in reading, writing, and numeracy. They are
typically patient, creative, and skilled in using engaging
strategies to support young learners in their transition to
more advanced academic concepts. Fatly-grade teachers,
especially those in Grade 3, are instrumental in laying
foundational skills, which suggests the need for increased
support in terms of resources, training, and professional
development specific to eatly childhood education. This
may involve providing teachers with advanced strategies
for literacy and numeracy instruction, as well as training
in age-appropriate classroom management techniques,
to ensure that students build strong foundational skills
critical for future learning,

Table 2: Distribution of Respondents’ Profile in terms
of Position

Category Frequency | Percentage

Master Teacher 11 12 3.93

Master Teacher [ 23 7.54

Teacher 111 44 14.43

Teacher 11 51 16.72

Teacher I 175 57.38

Total 305 100.00

Table 2 presents the distribution of respondents according
to their teaching positions, with the highest frequency
175 (57.38%) belonging to Teacher 1. This indicates that
most of the respondents are in the carly stages of their
teaching careers or have not yet been promoted to higher
positions. According to DepEd Order No. 7, s. 2023,
the Teacher I position is the starting point in the teaching
career progression. They represent a large workforce
in educational institutions, where most teaching staff
are in the early stages of their careers. This dominance
in frequency suggests that any interventions or reforms
within the teaching community should heavily consider
the perspectives and needs of Teacher I educators. It
also points to a potential opportunity for professional
development and career progression strategies aimed at
assisting these teachers in advancing to higher positions.
This observation suggests a need to focus on improving
the qualifications and competencies of Teacher I teachers
to enable career growth.

On the other hand, the lowest frequency in the table
belongs to Master Teacher II, with a frequency of 12
(3.93%) of the total respondents. This can be attributed
to specific guidelines set by the Department of Education
(DepEd) and the Civil Service Commission (CSC)
regarding the allocation of Master Teacher positions.
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According to DepEd Order No. 57, s. 1997, the total
number of Master Teacher positions in eclementary
schools should not exceed 10% of the total authorized
teacher positions in a district. Additionally, Master Teacher
I positions are capped at 6.6% of the total authorized
teaching positions, while Master Teacher II positions
are limited to 3.4% of the number of authorized Master
Teacher I positions. These regulations ensure a structured
career progression while maintaining balance in teaching
positions. The limited number of Master Teacher II posts
reflects the strict implementation of these guidelines,
which may affect teachers’ opportunities for promotion
and professional growth. In the context of the Division
of Camiguin, a relatively small division within the DepEd
framework, the limited number of teaching positions
inherently restricts the availability of Master Teacher
roles. This scarcity underscores the competitive nature
of attaining such positions and highlights the importance
of recognizing and nurturing teaching excellence within
smaller educational divisions.

Table 3: Distribution of Respondents’ Profile in terms
of Highest Educational Attainment

Category Frequency | Percentage
Doctorate Degree 12 3.93

With Doctorate | 15 4.92
Degree Units

Master’s Degree 38 12.46
With Master’s | 137 44.92
Degree Units

Bachelor’s Degree 103 33.77
Total 305 100.00

Table:3 illustrates the respondents’ highest educational
attainment, where most of them are those with Mastet’s
degree units, consisting of the highest frequency of
137 (44.92%). It is also notable that some Teacher I
respondents already have master’s units. This may be
because they aim to qualify for promotion to higher
teaching ranks in the future, such as Teacher II or IIL
Additionally, some teachers may have started their
postgraduate studies early in their careers to enhance
their teaching skills and specialize in a particular subject
or stay updated with educational trends. This proactive
approach reflects their dedication to lifelong learning
and commitment to providing quality education to
their learner. Also, this significant portion indicates that
many educators are in the process of pursuing advanced
degrees, reflecting a strong motivation for professional
growth and career advancement in the education sector.

However, the lowest frequency is attributed to those
with a doctorate degree, comprising only 12 (3.93%)
respondents. This low percentage could indicate that
while many teachers aim to pursue graduate studies, few
reach the doctoral level, potentially due to factors like the
lengthy time commitment, financial constraints, or the
limited availability of doctoral programs in their areas.

As perceived, this finding suggests the need for policies
that encourage and support educators in completing their
doctorate degrees, which could lead to more leadership
opportunities and higher levels of expertise in the
education system.

Table 4: Distribution of Respondents’ Profile in terms
of Teaching Experience

Category Frequency | Percentage
21 years above 29 9.51

16-20 years 45 14.75
11-15 years 38 12.46

6-10 years 83 27.21

1-5 years 76 24.92

1 year below 34 11.15
Total 305 100.00

Table 4 presents the distribution of respondents based
on their years of teaching experience, with the highest
frequency of 83 (27.21%) corresponding to educators
with 6-10 years of experience. This means thata significant
number of teachers have already spent several years in
the profession, gaining valuable classroom experience,
and refining their teaching strategies. However, it is
also important to note that some of these teachers may
still hold the Teacher I position despite their years of
service. This could be due to various factors, such as
limited promotion opportunities, the need for additional
qualifications like a master’s degree, or the absence of
available Teacher IT or IIT positions in their schools.
Conversely, the lowest frequency in the table is attributed
to educators with 21 years and above of teaching
experience, representing only 29 (9.51%) respondents.
This suggests that fewer senior teachers are part of the
study, possibly due to retirements or a smaller number of
teachers staying in the profession for over two decades.
Experienced teachers bring valuable wisdom, expertise,
and mentorship to younger educators. However, they may
also face challenges in adapting to ICT-driven instruction.
Many of them started teaching when traditional methods
were the norm, so transitioning to technology-based
teaching can be difficult. They may struggle with learning
new digital tools, keeping up with rapidly changing
technology, or feeling confident in using ICT effectively
in the classroom. This highlights the importance of
providing ongoing ICT training and support, ensuring
that senior teachers are not left behind.

Table 5 highlights teachers’ perceptions of ICT use in
the classroom, with an overall mean of 3.03 (SD=0.75),
described as Agree and interpreted as Positive. This
means that most teachers recognize the benefits of
integrating technology into their teaching positively,
seeing it as a valuable tool to enhance student engagement
and learning. This positive outlook indicates that teachers
are open to using digital tools to make lessons more
interactive and effective. It also shows their willingness
to adapt to modern teaching methods, making learning
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Table 5: Distribution of Respondents’ Perception Towards ICT- Driven Instruction

Indicator Mean SD Description
The use of ICT in classroom makes teaching effective. 2.89 0.67 Agree
The use of ICT in classroom motivates the students to learn. | 3.17 0.84 Agree
The use of ICT in classroom promotes students’ learning, 2.34 0.59 Agtee
The use of ICT reduces teachers’ workload to prepare material | 3.17 0.84 Agree
for his/her class.
The use of ICT in classroom helps teachers to control students’ | 2.79 0.63 Agree
behavioral problems.
The ICT can be used to trace the record of students’|2.80 0.04 Agree
performance.
The use of ICT in classtoom makes learning more fun and | 3.56 0.89 Strongly Agree
engaging.
The use of ICT facilitates personalized learning experiences | 3.00 0.77 Agree
tailored to individual student needs.
The use of ICT enhances collaboration among students, | 3.57 0.90 Strongly Agree
fostering teamwork and peer learning,
The use of ICT provides real-time feedback to students that | 2.98 0.71 Agtee
aids in their continuous improvement.
Overall 3.03 0.75 Agree
Legend: 3.26-4.00 Strongly Agree /| 1Very Positive 1.76-2.50 Disagree / Negative

2.51-3.25 Agree | Positive

more accessible and enjoyable for students. Their
favorable perception suggests that ICT training and
resources provided to schools are helping teachers feel
more confident in using technology.

The indicator, the use of ICT enhances collaboration
among students, fostering teamwork and peer learning,
obtained the highest mean of 3.57 (SD=0.90) described
as Strongly Agree. This means that the teachers are
Very Positive that ICT integration encourages student
collaboration, making learning more interactive and
engaging. This highlights that a teacher strongly believes
on technology as it helps students work together, share
ideas, and learn from each other. ICT tools make lessons
more interactive, allowing students to collaborate easily
through group projects, discussions, and digital activities.
This positive view suggests that teachers see technology
to build teamwork and improve student engagement in

1.00-1.75 Never / 1ery Negative

the classroom.

On the other hand, the indicator the use of ICT in the
classroom promotes students’ learning got the lowest
mean value of 2.34 (SD = 0.59) described as Agree. This
suggests that while teachers are Positive in the benefits
of ICT in improving student learning, they may not
see it as highly effective compared to other aspects like
collaboration. While teachers recognize that ICT supports
student learning, they may feel it is not as impactful as
it is for promoting collaboration. Some may believe that
traditional teaching methods are still more effective for
certain lessons or that students need guidance in using
technology wisely.

Problem 2. What is the level of teachers’ ICT competence
on technology operations and concept, pedagogy,
innovative instructional design, content development,
and management skills?

Table 6: Distribution of Respondents’ Level of Competence on Technology-Driven Instruction Considering

Technology Operations and Concept

Indicator Mean SD Description
I can effectively use operating systems for vatious computer | 2.01 0.51 Disagree
asks.
I can troubleshoot basic technical issues. 1.99 0.48 Disagree
I can create engaging multimedia presentations with | 2.19 0.56 Disagree
presentation software.
I can create and format instructional materials using word | 3.56 0.90 Strongly Agree
processing applications.
I can use spreadsheet applications to analyze data  and create | 3.45 0.86 Strongly Agree
organized charts.
I can search the internet for reliable teaching information. | 3.58 0.93 Strongly Agree
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I can assess the credibility of online resources to help | 3.38 0.82 Strongly Agree
students with their research.
I can use email and messaging apps to communicate efficiently. | 3.54 0.87 Strongly Agree
I can utilize online collaboration tools like shared ~ documents | 3.12 0.82 Agtee
and virtual classrooms.
T'understand the ethical use of technology to ensure safety and | 2.01 0.49 Disagree
privacy for students and myself.
Opverall 2.88 0.72 Agree

Legend: 3.26-4.00 Strongly Agree | Highly Competent

1.76-2.50 Disagree | Slightly Competent  2.51-3.25 Agree | Competent

1.00-1.75 Strongly Disagree/ Not Competent

Table 6 outlines the respondents’ self-assessed pedagogical
competence in technology-driven instruction, considering
technology operations and concepts. The overall mean
score of 2.88 (SD=0.72) with a description of Agree.
The findings implies that teachers see themselves as
Competent in using technology for instruction, meaning
they have a good grasp of basic operations and concepts.
However, there may still be areas where they can
improve to fully maximize technology in teaching. Their
confidence in their skills is a positive sign that they are
open to using digital tools to enhance learning and engage
students effectively. It has been observed that technology
integration in teaching is not just about knowing how
to operate digital tools but also about effectively using
them to improve student engagement and learning. Some
teachers may still rely on traditional methods due to a lack
of confidence in their ability to explore and maximize
digital tools. Providing ongoing training and peer
mentoring programs can help bridge these gaps, ensuring
that all educators feel equipped to integrate technology
into their instruction.

The indicator, I can search the internet for reliable
teaching information, obtained the highest mean of
3.58 (SD=0.93) described as Strongly Agree. This means
that those teachers are Highly Competent in using the
internet to find reliable teaching materials, which helps
them stay updated and improve lesson quality. Their
ability to search for accurate information allows them to
create more engaging and well-informed lessons. This
also reflects their adaptability in using online resources
to enhance their teaching strategies and support student

learning. It has been observed that while many teachers
can effectively search for educational resources, some
still struggle with identifying credible sources. Without
proper digital literacy training, there is a risk of relying
on inaccurate or low-quality materials, which can affect
lesson quality. Providing targeted training on evaluating
online sources, understanding research credibility, and
using academic databases could help teachers enhance
their ability to find and use reliable information.
Conversely, the indicator I can troubleshoot basic
technical issues, got the lowest mean of 1.99 (SD=0.48)
described as Disagree. This means that teachers are
Slightly Competent in their ability to resolve basic
technical which may affect their ability to use technology
smoothly in the classroom. This could lead to delays
in lessons when technical problems arise. Despite their
competence in finding online resources, they may still
rely on others for technical support, which can impact
the seamless integration of technology in teaching. It has
been observed that teachers often rely on colleagues or
technical support rather than solving technical problems
independently. This reliance may stem from a lack of
formal training in troubleshooting, leading to frustration
when technology-related issues arise during lessons.
Providing structured training on basic troubleshooting
skills could help teachers feel more capable and
reduce disruptions in their teaching. Access to simple
troubleshooting guides or quick reference materials could
also be beneficial in boosting their confidence in handling
minor technical difficulties.

Table 7: Distribution of Respondents’ Level of Competence on Technology-Driven Instruction Considering

Pedagogy
Indicator Mean SD Description
I can seamlessly integrate technology into my lesson plans, | 3.18 0.79 Agree
making learning more engaging and effective.
I can use multimedia resources like videos and interactive | 3.12 0.77 Agree
presentations to adapt teaching for different learning styles.
I can find suitable educational software and apps and adjust my | 3.26 0.84 Strongly Agree
teaching to meet diverse student needs.
I can use digital assessment tools to create and manage quizzes, | 2.01 0.56 Disagree
tests, and assighments efficiently.
I can use online platforms for group work and discussions | 3.01 0.72 Agree
among students.
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I can use technology for innovative teaching methods like | 3.13 0.77 Agree
flipped and blended learning.

I can promote responsible technology use and digital citizenship | 1.99 0.54 Disagree
principles among my students.

I can use technology to give students instant feedback and | 2.14 0.63 Disagree
support when they need it.

I can design online learning experiences that encourage active | 3.25 0.71 Agtree
learning and independence among students.

I can use data and analytics from educational technology tools | 3.14 0.69 Agree

to continuously improve my teaching method.

Overall 2.82 0.70 Agree

Legend: 3.26-4.00 Strongly Agree | Highly Competent

1.76-2.50 Disagree | Slightly Competent 2.51-3.25 Agree | Competent

1.00-1.75 Strongly Disagree/ Not Competent

Table 7 presents the distribution of respondents’level of
competence on technology-driven instruction considering
pedagogy. The overall mean score is 2.82 (SD=0.70)
described as Agree. This means that most respondents are
competent in using technology for instructional purposes
meaning they can effectively integrate digital tools into
their teaching. Their competence allows them to create
engaging lessons that enhance student learning, However,
their skill level may still vary, and some may feel more
comfortable with certain aspects of technology than
others. It has been observed that while many teachers
are open to using technology in their classrooms, some
struggle with certain tools or platforms, which affects
their confidence. For instance, educators who frequently
use technology tend to feel more comfortable, while those
with limited exposure often hesitate due to unfamiliarity
with advanced features. Providing structured training and
hands-on practice could help bridge this confidence gap,
allowing teachers to maximize the potential of technology
in instruction.

Among the pedagogical indicators, the indicator I can
find suitable educational software and apps and adjust my
teaching to meet diverse student needs got the highest
mean of 3.26 (SD=0.84) described as Strongly Agree.
This means that most of the respondents are Highly
Competent in their ability to select and utilize digital
resources that cater to diverse learning requirements. This
indicates that they can adapt their teaching methods to
support different learning styles, ensuring that all students

have access to appropriate resources. Their ability to
effectively use educational software and apps enhances
student engagement and helps create a more inclusive
learning environment. As observed, many teachers
understand the importance of differentiated instruction
but there are challenges in selecting and adjusting digital
tools to accommodate diverse learning needs.

On the other hand, the indicator I can promote
responsible technology use and digital citizenship
principles among my students got the lowest mean of
1.99 (SD=0.54) described as Disagree. This indicates that
most of the teachers are Slightly Competent in promoting
responsible technology use and teaching students about
digital citizenship. This may mean they face challenges
in guiding students on how to use technology safely and
responsibly. As digital tools become more integrated
into classrooms, teachers may need mote support and
resources to teach students about online safety, ethics, and
responsible behavior. As observed, teachers recognize
the importance of promoting responsible technology use
but they often feel unsure about how to effectively teach
these concepts in a way that resonates with students.
Without access to well-developed materials and concrete
strategies, educators may struggle to integrate digital
citizenship naturally into their curriculum. Offering
targeted professional development, including practical
lesson plans and real-life case studies, could help teachers
gain confidence in guiding students toward responsible
digital behavior.

Table 8: Distribution of Respondents’ Level of Competence on Technology-Driven Instruction Considering

Innovative Instructional Design

Indicator Mean SD Description

I can use technology tools to create interactive and fun learning | 3.59 0.88 Strongly Agree
activities.

I can make presentations or lessons with videos, pictures, and | 3.58 0.87 Strongly Agree
sounds to keep students engaged.

I can use educational apps and software to make learning feel | 2.09 0.52 Disagree

like a game.

I can improve my stories using technology to make learning | 3.53 0.82 Strongly Agree
more interesting,
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I can use virtual reality (VR) and augmented reality (AR) to | 3.50 0.79 Strongly Agree
create exciting learning experiences.
I can use online quizzes, games, or simulations to help students | 3.34 0.73 Strongly Agree
understand bettet.
I can navigate different educational tools that adjust learning to | 3.52 0.81 Strongly Agree
fit each student's needs.
I can use technology to do projects or inquiries with my | 3.45 0.69 Strongly Agree
students.
I can handle and lead online discussions or activities that make | 2.67 0.62 Agree
students think, talk and share ideas to each othert.
I can use social media or blogs to get students talking and | 1.98 0.49 Disagree
thinking together.
Overall 3.13 0.72 Agtee

Legend: 3.26-4.00 Strongly Agree / Very Positive 1.76-2.50 Disagree | Negative

2.51-3.25 Agree /| Positive

Table 8 illustrates the distribution of respondents’
competence in technology-driven instruction, considering
innovative instructional design. The overall mean score is
3.13 (SD=0.72) with the description of Agree, suggesting
that the teachers are Competent in using technology
to design innovative instructional methods. Their
competence in instructional design allows them to make
learning more interactive and effective for students. This
also reflects their willingness to adapt and explore new
teaching methods that enhance classroom instruction.
The researcher has observed that many teachers are
enthusiastic about experimenting with technology in their
instruction. However, some struggle with determining the
most effective ways to integrate digital tools to enhance
student learning.

The indicator, I can use technology tools to create
interactive and fun learning activities, obtained the highest
mean of 3.59 (SD=0.88) described as Strongly Agree.
The findings indicate that teachers are Highly Competent
in utilizing technology to make learning enjoyable and
interactive. This means that they can make lessons more
enjoyable, helping students stay motivated and actively
participate in class. Their ability to integrate digital tools
effectively also supports different learning styles, making
education more dynamic and learner centered. The
researcher has observed that teachers are generally eager

1.00-1.75 Never / Very Negative

to use technology to make lessons more interactive and
enjoyable. However, some struggle with selecting the
most appropriate tools or designing activities that align
with their learning objectives.

Meanwhile, the indicator, I can use social media or blogs
to get students talking and thinking together, obtained the
lowest mean of 1.98 (SD=0.49) described as Disagree.
The result means that teachers are Slightly Competent
in using social media or blogs as tools to encourage
student discussion and collaboration. This may be due
to limited expetience, concerns about online safety,
or uncertainty about how to integrate these platforms
effectively in learning. While they are skilled in other
digital tools, they may not fully explore social media or
blogs as interactive learning spaces. It has been observed
that while teachers recognize the value of social media
and blogs in fostering student interaction, they often
hesitate to incorporate them due to concerns about
privacy, distractions, or the lack of clear guidelines. Many
educators feel unprepared to manage these platforms in
a way that ensures productive learning while maintaining
appropriate boundaries between students and online
content. Providing structured training programs on
how to integrate these tools safely and effectively into
instruction could help boost teachers’ confidence and
willingness to use them.

Table 9: Distribution of the Respondents’ Level of Competence on Technology-Driven Instruction Considering

Content Development and Management Skills

Indicator Mean SD Description

I can create digital content that works well with technology- | 1.95 0.49 Disagree
based teaching,

I can match digital content with what students need to learn. | 2.00 0.50 Disagree

I can put pictures and videos into my teaching materials. 3.53 0.87 Strongly Agree
I can make good content that gets students involved in learning | 2.99 0.57 Agtree

with technology.

I can assure that everyone can use my digital content, no matter | 2.17 0.52 Disagree

how they learn.

I can keep my digital content up to date and correct. 1.96 0.49 Disagree
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I can utilize the Learning Management Systems and can use | 2.10 0.51 Disagree

them well.

I can learn new digital tools fast and use them to make and | 2.36 0.61 Disagree

manage content.

I can gather feedback on my digital content to make it better. | 2.18 0.53 Disagree

I can follow the rules about using other people's work in my | 1.94 0.48 Disagree

digital content.

Opverall 2.32 0.56 Disagree
Legend: 3.26-4.00 Strongly Agree / Very Positive 1.76-2.50 Disagree /| Negative

2.51-3.25 Agree | Positive

Table 9 presents the distribution of respondents’
competence on technology-driven instruction, with a
focus on content development and managementskills. The
overall mean score is 2.32 (SD=0.56) with a description
of Disagree which means that teachers generally are
Slightly Competent in developing and managing digital
content for instructional purposes. This may mean they
rely more on pre-made materials rather than developing
their own. While they are open to using technology, they
may find it challenging to design digital resources that
fit their teaching needs. This could affect how well they
customize lessons to better engage students. As observed,
teachers understand the importance of developing their
own digital content, but they often feel overwhelmed by
the technical demands involved.

The indicator, I can put pictures and videos into my
teaching materials, obtained the highest mean of 3.53
(SD = 0.87) described as Strongly Agree. This means that
teachers are Highly Competent in incorporating visual
and multimedia elements into their teaching materials
to enhance instruction. Using multimedia helps capture
students’ interest, improve understanding, and make
learning more interactive. This also shows that teachers
recognize the importance of visual aids in enhancing

1.00-1.75 Never / Very Negative

their instruction. The result discloses that teachers are
more likely to embrace technology when it is easy to use
and does not require extensive training. Since inserting
images and videos is a relatively simple digital skill, it
makes sense that most educators feel confident in doing
so. However, effectively using multimedia goes beyond
just adding visuals—it involves selecting high-quality,
relevant content and ensuring that it aligns with learning
objectives.

On the other hand, the indicator I can follow the rules
about using other people’s work in my digital content
obtained the lowest mean of 1.94 (SD = 0.48) described
as Disagree. This means that teachers are Slightly
Competent in understanding and applying copyright
rules, fair use policies, and proper attribution when using
digital content in their teaching materials. This may mean
they are unsure about fair use policies or how to credit
sources correctly. Without a clear understanding of
these guidelines, they might unintentionally use materials
without proper permission, which could lead to ethical
and legal concerns in educational settings. From personal
experience, the researcher has observed that teachers tend
to prioritize the quality and relevance of their materials
rather than the legal aspects of content use.

Table 10: Summary Distribution of Respondents’ Level of Competence on Technology-Driven Instruction

Variables Mean SD Interpretation
Technology Operations and Concept 1.95 0.49 Disagree
Pedagogy 2.82 0.70 Competent
Innovative Instructional Design 3.13 0.72 Competent
Content Development and Management Skills 2.32 0.56 Slightly Competent
Overall 2.79 0.68 Competent

Legend: 3.26-4.00 Strongly Agree / Very Positive 1.76-2.50 Disagree / Negative

2.51-3.25 Agree | Positive

Table 10 summarizes the distribution of the respondents’
level of competence on technology-driven instruction.
The overall mean score is 2.79 (SD=0.68) which is
interpreted as Competent. This means that, in general,
teachers are competent in integrating technology into
their teaching practices, though their confidence and
skill levels may vary. Their competence reflects their
willingness to adapt to modern teaching methods and
enhance student learning. However, the variation in skill
levels means some teachers may find certain aspects of

1.00-1.75 Never / 1ery Negative

technology use easier than others. Despite their overall
competence, challenges like troubleshooting technical
issues, managing digital content, and following copyright
rules remain. These gaps may affect how smoothly they
incorporate technology into lessons. Still, their ability to
use digital tools for interactive and engaging instruction
shows their commitment to improving classroom learning
experiences.

The wvariable, Innovative Instructional Design, has
the highest mean of 3.13 (SD=0.72) which suggests
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that teachers are Competent in creating innovative
instructional designs with the help of ICT. This means
they can develop instructional strategies that make
learning more interactive and effective for students.
Their ability to integrate technology into lesson planning
allows them to cater to different learning styles, making
education more dynamic and inclusive. Since innovative
instructional design focuses on keeping students engaged,
this also reflects teachers’ adaptability and openness to
new teaching methods.

On the other hand, the variable, Content Development
and Management Skills obtained the lowest mean of
2.32 (SD=0.56) which indicates that they are Slightly
Competent in this area. This could mean that while they
are comfortable using technology for teaching, they
may struggle to create or organize digital resources that

are tailored to their specific needs. This gap in content
development skills could impact how effectively they use
technology to enhance learning, as creating personalized
and interactive content is crucial for engaging students.
The lower competence in this area may also reflect the
challenges teachers face in balancing content creation
with other responsibilities, such as lesson planning and
classroom management. Despite being skilled in other
areas of technology integration, teachers might benefit
from more support and training in content development
to fully maximize their use of digital tools.

Problem 3. What is the level of the teacher’s challenges
on Technology-Driven Instruction with regards to
school ICT facilities, technology adaptability, student’s
adaptability, and sustainability?

Table 11: Distribution of Respondents’ Level of Challenges on Technology-Driven Instruction with regards to

School ICT Facilities
Indicator Mean SD Description
I have limited access to technology due to not having enough | 3.57 0.69 Strongly Agree
computers or devices.
I have outdated software and hardware that make teaching and | 3.43 0.61 Strongly Agree
learning harder.
I have inadequate internet connectivity, leading to slow or | 3.52 0.63 Strongly Agree
unreliable access.
I have insufficient charging stations or power outlets for | 3.16 0.69 Agree
devices.
I have inadequate storage space for computers and devices, | 3.15 0.68 Agree
leading to cluttered classrooms.
T have alack of proper equipment for multimedia presentations | 3.33 0.71 Strongly Agree
and interactive activities.
I have inadequate infrastructure for audio and video recordings, | 1.98 0.54 Disagree
limiting creative teaching methods.
I have limited availability of specialized technology, such as | 1.97 0.53 Disagree
science or engineering equipment.
I have insufficient technical support and maintenance for | 3.50 0.79 Strongly Agree
classroom technology.
I have inadequate funds for purchasing and upgrading | 3.71 0.86 Strongly Agree
technology, hindering technological advancements in the
classroom.
Opverall 3.13 0.67 Agree

Legend: 3.26-4.00 Strongly Agree [ Very Positive 1.76-2.50 Disagree | Negative

2.51-3.25 Agree | Positive

Table 11 presents the various challenges faced by
Technology-Driven Instruction regarding School ICT
Facilities. The overall mean is 3.13 (SD=0.67), described
as Agree and interpreted as Challenged, which indicates
that they are challenged to the availability and reliability of
ICT facilities in their schools. This could mean that while
teachers are willing to use technology, they are limited
by the quality or accessibility of the resources available
to them. Issues like outdated equipment, poor internet
connection, or a lack of sufficient devices can make it
difficult for teachers to effectively integrate technology

1.00-1.75 Never / Very Negative

into their lessons. This situation may cause frustration
for teachers who want to enhance their teaching with
digital tools but are hindered by these challenges. It also
highlights the importance of schools investing in better
and more reliable ICT facilities to support teachers and
students.

The indicator, I have inadequate funds for purchasing
and upgrading technology, hindering technological
advancements in the classroom, got the highest mean
of 3.71 (SD = 0.80), described as Strongly Agree. This
means that teachers feel they are Highly Challenged in




Am. J. Arts Hum. Sci. 5(1) 33-60, 2026

@ oalli
acquiring the necessary resources to improve their use
of technology. This financial limitation can prevent them
from fully utilizing modern tools and resources that
could enhance their teaching. Despite their willingness
to incorporate technology, the lack of adequate funding
means they may have to rely on outdated equipment or
make do with fewer resources. This issue does not only
affects the quality of teaching but also limits students’
exposure to the latest technological advancements,
potentially putting them at a disadvantage.

On the other hand, the indicator I have limited availability
of specialized technology, such as science or engineering
equipment obtained the lowest mean of 1.97 (SD=0.53)
described as Disagree. This means that teachers are

Slightly Challenged in accessing specialized technology
and the overall sentiment indicates a relatively lesser
degree of difficulty in this area compared to other
technological challenges. This may mean that, while there
are some limitations, teachers are still able to manage
with the resources available to them. It could also suggest
that specialized technology is not as critical in their day-
to-day teaching as other types of ICT tools. However,
the lower level of challenge in this area still highlights
the importance of having access to specialized tools,
especially in subjects like science and engineering, where
hands-on experiences with advanced equipment can
significantly enhance student learning,

Table 12: Distribution of Respondents’ Level of Challenges on Technology-Driven Instruction with regards to

Technology Adaptability

Indicator Mean SD Description
I have limited familiarity with technological tools, which makes | 3.56 0.92 Strongly Agree
it hard to use them effectively.
I have resistance to change, which often stops me from | 2.98 0.66 Agree
adopting new technologies.
I have difficulties navigating complex software platforms, | 3.54 0.91 Strongly Agree
making technology integration tough.
I have insufficient training and professional development, | 2.16 0.48 Disagree
which hinders my adaptability.
I have a lack of confidence in using technology, which can be | 2.14 0.46 Disagree
a big challenge for me.
I have limited access to necessary technology and resources, | 3.10 0.63 Agtree
which hinders integration efforts.
I have inconsistent support from school administration, that | 2.13 0.44 Disagree
affects my ability to adapt to technology.
I have unclear expectations and standards for technology | 3.50 0.87 Strongly Agree
integration, which pose challenges.
I have difficulty aligning technology use with curriculum | 3.17 0.77 Agree
objectives, thereby creating obstacles.
I have insufficient time and heavy workloads, which may hinder | 3.48 0.91 Strongly Agree
my ability to integrate technology effectively.
Overall 2.98 0.71 Agtree

Legend: 3.26-4.00 Strongly Agree / Very Positive 1.76-2.50 Disagree | Negative

2.51-3.25 Agree /| Positive

Table 12 illustrates the distribution of respondents’
level of challenges on technology-driven instruction as
regards to technology adaptability, with an overall mean
of 2.98 (SD=0.71) described as Agree and interpreted as
Challenged. This indicates that teachers face challenges
in adapting to new technological tools and integrating
them effectively into their teaching practices. This could
mean that while they recognize the value of new tools,
they might struggle with learning how to use them
effectively in the classroom. Teachers may need more
time and support to become comfortable with new
technologies, as adapting to constantly changing tools
can be overwhelming, especially if they do not receive
enough training or resources. These challenges can also

1.00-1.75 Never /| Very Negative

affect the quality of teaching, as teachers may not be able
to fully utilize the potential of new technology if they are
not confident in using it. Many educators recognize the
benefits of technology in instruction but often encounter
difficulties in keeping up with constantly evolving tools
and platforms. Some teachers express hesitation in
exploring advanced features due to a lack of familiarity
or fear of making mistakes. This underscores the
importance of ongoing training and hands-on support to
help teachers build confidence in technology use.

The indicator, I have limited familiarity with technological
tools, which makes it hard to use them effectively, got the
highest mean of 3.56 (SD=0.92) described as Strongly
Agree. This suggests that many teachers are Highly
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Challenged with using technological tools due to a lack of
familiarity, making it difficult to integrate these tools into
their teaching effectively. The findings show that many
teachers feel highly challenged by their limited familiarity
with technological tools. This lack of familiarity can make
it hard for them to integrate technology effectively into
their teaching. This challenge can hinder their ability
to fully engage students with technology and may lead
to frustration or reluctance to use digital tools in the
classroom. To overcome this, teachers would likely benefit
from more structured training programs that focus on
hands-on learning and provide ongoing support as they
familiarize themselves with new technologies.

On the other hand, the indicator I have inconsistent
support from school administration, that affects my
ability to adapt to technology got the lowest mean of
2.13 (SD=0.44) described as Disagree suggesting that

most teachers are Slightly Challenged on this aspect
and do not see inconsistent administrative support as
a major barrier to their ability to integrate technology
into their teaching. This implies that teachers generally
feel that administrative support, while important, is not
a major barrier to their ability to use technology in their
classrooms. It could be that teachers are finding ways
to adapt and integrate technology on their own, or that
the support they do receive is sufficient to help them
overcome challenges. However, this also indicates that
there might still be room for improvement in providing
more consistent and structured support from school
leadership. While teachers may not see it as a major issue,
having consistent administrative backing could help them
feel more confident and empowered in fully embracing
technology.

Table 13: Distribution of the Respondents’ Level of Challenges on Technology-Driven Instruction as regards to

Students’ Adaptability

Indicator Mean SD Description
I have limited exposure to technology outside the classroom, | 3.63 0.76 Strongly Agree
which may hinder pupils' adaptability.
I have a lack of prior experience or familiarity with digital | 3.78 0.84 Strongly Agree
tools, posing challenges for pupils in integrating technology.
I have insufficient training or guidance on using technology | 3.77 0.82 Strongly Agree
during teaching and learning, which hampers pupils' adaptability.
I have resistance to using technology for learning purposes, | 3.56 0.51 Strongly Agree
which may impede pupils' integration efforts.
I have limited access to technology devices or internet | 3.15 0.67 Agree
connectivity outside of school, affecting pupils' ability to use
technology.
I have inconsistent availability of necessary software or | 3.54 0.74 Strongly Agree
educational apps, which hinders pupils' adaptability.
I have technical difficulties or unreliable technology | 3.80 0.93 Strongly Agree
infrastructure, creating obstacles for pupils in accessing and
using technology effectively.
I have limited support or availability of technical assistance | 3.10 0.73 Agtree
during teaching and learning, affecting pupils' technology
adaptability.
I have inadequate digital resources or educational materials, | 3.66 0.79 Strongly Agree
impacting pupils' integration efforts.
I have pootly designed or confused user interfaces of | 3.45 0.73 Strongly Agree
digital tools, making it challenging for pupils to engage with
technology effectively in the teaching and learning process.
Overall 3.45 0.75 Strongly Agree
Legend: 3.26-4.00 Strongly Agree / Very Positive 1.76-2.50 Disagree / Negative

2.51-3.25 Agree | Positive 1.00-1.75 Never / 1'ery Negative

Table 13 outlines the distribution of the respondents’
level of challenges on technology-driven instruction
regarding students’ adaptability. The overall mean score
is 3.45 (SD=0.75) described as Strongly Agree. This
means that most teachers perceive students’ adaptability
to technology-driven instruction as Highly Challenged.
This suggests that while technology is becoming more

common in education, not all students can easily adjust to
using digital tools for learning. Some students may struggle
due to a lack of experience, limited access to devices at
home, or difficulty in understanding how to use technology
effectively for schoolwork. These challenges can slow
down learning and create gaps between students who are
comfortable with technology and those who are not.
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The indicator, I have technical difficulties or unteliable
technology infrastructure, creating obstacles for pupils in
accessing and using technology effectively, got the highest
mean of 3.80 (SD=0.93) described as Strongly Agree.
This means that most teachers are Highly Challenged by
technological limitations, making it difficult for students
to fully engage in technology-driven instruction. When
internet connections are slow, devices are outdated, or
technical issues frequently disrupt lessons, students may
lose focus and have difficulty keeping up with digital
learning activities. These challenges can lead to frustration
among both teachers and students, making technology-
driven instruction less effective. Inconsistent access to
functional technology can also widen learning gaps, as
students who have better access at home may progress
faster than those who rely solely on school resources.

On the other hand, the indicator I have limited support
or availability of technical assistance during teaching and

learning, affecting pupils’ technology adaptability got the
lowest mean of 3.10 (SD=0.73) described as Agree and
interpreted as Challenged. This means that while teachers
acknowledge the challenge, the level of difficulty they
experience is slightly lower compared to other indicators.
When technical assistance is limited, teachers may struggle
to fix technical problems quickly, causing delays in lessons
and disrupting students’ learning. However, since this
challenge has a lower level of difficulty compared to
others, it suggests that some teachers may have found
ways to manage minor technical issues on their own.
Despite this, having reliable technical support can still
make a big difference in ensuring smooth technology-
driven instruction. When teachers can focus more on
teaching rather than troubleshooting, students can have
a more seamless learning experience.

Table 14 examines the respondents’ level of challenges

on technology-driven instruction with regards to

Table 14: Distribution of the Respondents’ Level of Challenges on Technology-Driven Instruction with regards to

Sustainability

Indicator

Mean SD Description

technology-driven instruction.

I have an unavailability of necessary resources to sustain

3.54 0.81 Strongly Agree

infrastructure, leading to disruptions and inefficiencies.

I have inadequate stability and reliability of the technological

3.57 0.83 Strongly Agree

3.16 0.73

I have a lack of financial sustainability, which undermines Agree

ongoing technology integration in education and hinders
progtess.

I have limited continuous training opportunities for educators, | 3.28 0.77 Strongly Agree

resulting in difficulties adapting to evolving technology.

I have inaccessible and non-user-friendly technology, which | 3.26 0.74 Strongly Agree

hampers participation and engagement in the educational
process.

I have irregular updating and lack of relevance on digital | 2.31 0.71 Disagree

content, diminishing effectiveness and limiting educational
outcomes.

I have minimal community engagement and support, | 2.17 0.60 Disagree
jeopardizing the long-term success of technology-driven

instruction.

I have adopt energy-efficient technologies,
contributing to environmental degradation and unsustainable

failure to 2.26 0.67 Disagree

practices in education.

I have insufficient implementation of data security measures, | 3.78 0.91 Strongly Agree

eroding user trust and compromising sensitive information.

I have disregarded the environmental impact of technology- | 1.98 0.53 Disagree

driven instruction, exacerbating ecological harm and

undermining sustainable practices.
Overall

Legend: 3.26-4.00 Strongly Agree
2.51-3.25 Agree | Positive

2.93 0.73
1.76-2.50 Disagree /| Negative
1.00-1.75 Never / 1Very Negative

Agtree

Very Positive

sustainability. The overall mean score is 2.93 (SD=0.73)
described as Agree. The finding reveals that most
teachers are Challenged in sustaining the effective use
of technology in their instruction. This challenge may

come from limited resources, lack of regular training,
or the need for ongoing technical support. Without
proper funding and consistent updates, teachers may find
it difficult to keep up with new technologies, affecting
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their ability to integrate them effectively into lessons.
Additionally, the sustainability of technology use in the
classroom depends on school policies and administrative
support, which can influence how well teachers adapt to
and maintain digital instruction.

The indicator I have insufficient implementation of
data security measures, endangering user trust and
compromising sensitive information, got the highest
mean of 3.78 (SD=0.91), described as Strongly Agree
interpreted as Highly Challenged. This means that most
teachers are highly challenged in ensuring data security,
which affects user trust and puts sensitive information
at risk. This challenge may come from a lack of proper
training on data protection, limited security measures in
schools, or uncertainty about best practices for handling
digital information. When data security is weak, both
teachers and students may be vulnerable to privacy
issues, cyber threats, or unauthorized access to important
files. This can create concerns about using technology
in education, as trust in digital tools is essential for
effective learning. Teachers may need more support in
understanding safe data practices to help protect both

their own information and that of their students.

On the other hand, the indicator I have disregarded the
environmental impact of technology-driven instruction,
exacerbating  ecological harm  and
sustainable practices, got the lowest mean of 1.98
(SD=0.53), described as Disagree interpreted as Slightly

Challenged, which means that most teachers do not

undermining

perceive environmental concerns as slightly challenged
in technology-driven instruction. This may be because
their focus is on teaching effectiveness rather than the
ecological impact of using digital tools. Many schools also
do not emphasize sustainability in technology use, which
may contribute to a lack of awareness. However, while
this challenge is perceived as less significant, responsible
technology wuse is still important. Proper e-waste
management, energy-efficient devices, and mindful
printing practices can help minimize the environmental
impact of technology in education. Encouraging
sustainable habits among teachers and students can
support long-term ecological responsibility.

Table 15 presents the summary of the respondents’
perceived  level of

Challenges on Technology-

Table 15: Summary Distribution of the Respondents’ Level of Challenges on Technology-Driven Instruction

Indicators Mean SD Interpretation
School ICT Facilities 3.13 0.67 Challenged
Technology Adaptability 2.98 0.71 Challenged
Students’ Adaptability 3.45 0.75 Highly Competent
Sustainability 2.93 0.73 Challenged
Overall 3.12 0.72 Challenged

Legend: 3.26-4.00 Strongly Agree / Very Positive 1.76-2.50 Disagree | Negative

2.51-3.25 Agree | Positive

Driven Instruction, with four main indicators: School
ICT Facilities, Technology Adaptability, Students’
Adaptability, and Sustainability. The overall mean is
3.12 (SD=0.72), which indicates that the respondents
generally feel Challenged in these areas. The findings
show that teachers generally feel challenged in several key
areas of technology-driven instruction, including school
ICT facilities, adaptability to new technologies, students’
ability to adjust to tech-based learning, and the long-
term sustainability of using technology effectively. This
suggests that while teachers recognize the importance
of integrating technology, they face hurdles in ensuring
that both the infrastructure and the support systems
are in place to make this integration smooth and lasting;
Improving school facilities, providing consistent technical
support, and addressing sustainability concerns could
help ease these challenges. Teachers also need continuous
professional development to enhance their ability to
adapt to new tools and to help students adapt as well.
These efforts will not only improve the current use of
technology but also ensure its effective use in the future.
The variable, Students’ Adaptability, got the highest mean
of 3.45 (SD=0.75), interpreted as Highly Challenged. This

means that most teachers perceive student adaptability

1.00-1.75 Never / VVery Negative

to technology-driven instruction as highly challenged.
The high challenge score for students’ adaptability to
technology-driven instruction reflects that many teachers
feel students struggle with adjusting to tech-based
learning. This could be due to various factors such as alack
of digital literacy, limited access to devices, or inadequate
training on how to effectively use technology in learning;
It highlights the need for additional support, both for
teachers and students, to bridge the gap in adapting to
digital tools. Schools may need to provide more training
for students to build their digital skills and confidence,
ensuring they can make the most of technology in their
education.

On the other hand, the variable, Sustainability, obtained
the lowest mean of 2.93 (SD=0.73), interpreted as
Challenged. This means that while teachers recognize the
importance of sustaining technology-driven instruction,
they are challenged in ensuring its long-term viability. The
lower challenge score for sustainability suggests that while
teachers understand the need for long-term planning and
resources to keep technology in the classroom, they face
difficulties in maintaining it over time. This could be
due to factors like insufficient funding, lack of ongoing
training, or the rapid pace of technological change, which
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requires constant updates to both equipment and teaching
strategies. To ensure the continued success of technology
in education, schools may need to prioritize long-term
investments in infrastructure, regular professional
development, and strategies for managing the evolving

tech landscape. This will help teachers maintain the

effectiveness of technology in their teaching practices.
Problem 4. Is there a significant relationship between
the teachers’ ICT competence and their challenges on
technology-driven instruction?

Table 16 shows the correlation coefficients (r-values)
and p-values of the relationship between Teachet’s

Table 16: Result of the Test on Significant Relationship Between the Teachers’ Competence and their Challenges on

Technology-Driven Instruction

Teacher’s Challenges on Technology - Driven Instruction
Teachers’ Competence | School ICT | Adaptability | Student’s Adaptability | Sustainability | Overall
on Technology Facilities
r-value r-value r-value r-value r-value
p-value p-value p-value p-value p-value
Operations and Concept | 0.183 0.148 0.639 0.362 0.334
0.0015 S 0.0024S 0.1340NS 0.0163S 0.0386S
Pedagogical 0.875 0.340 0.701 0.360 0.561
0.00158 0.0289S 0.160NS 0.0480S 0.0596S
Innovative Instructional | 0.362 0.366 0.361 0.450 0.386
Design 0.01368 0.01898 0.0236NS 0.01798 0.0185S
Content Development 0.430 0.976 0.977 0.167 0.639
0.0126 0.142 0.0139 0.0034 0.043
And Management Skills | S NS S S S

Note: Significant if p-valne < 0.05%

Competence and their Challenges on Technology-Driven
Instruction. The table categorized Teachers’ Competence
on Technology into four areas: Technology Operations
and Concept, Pedagogical, Innovative Instructional
Design and Content Development and Management
Skills. The challenges on Technology-Driven Instruction
analyzed include School ICT TFacilities, Adaptability,
Students’ Adaptability and Sustainability. This suggests
the need to study how leadership affects the connection
between teachers’ competence and the challenges they
face in using technology for teaching. Strong leadership
can provide guidance, training, and support, helping
teachers develop their skills and overcome difficulties in
technology-driven instruction.

These findings highlight the importance of continuous
teacher training and access to proper technological
resources. If teachers are well-equipped with the right
skills, they can adapt to new teaching methods, make the
most of available ICT facilities, and support students in
using technology effectively. Schools and policymakers
should focus on providing ongoing professional
development, improving ICT infrastructure, and ensuring
long-term support for technology integration. By doing
so, they can enhance the overall quality of education and
create a more sustainable and effective technology-driven
learning environment.

In contrast, the findings reveal that there is no
significant relationship between teachers’ competence
in technology-driven instruction in terms of pedagogy
and the challenges they encountered, as indicated by
the p-values. Since the null hypothesis, which stated
that no significant relationship exists between teachers’

competence in technology-driven instruction in terms
of pedagogy and the challenges they encountered, was
accepted, this suggests that a teacher’s ability to design
and deliver lessons using technology does not necessarily
determine the difficulties faced in its implementation.
While pedagogical knowledge remains crucial for
effective instruction, external elements may play a more
dominant role in shaping these challenges.

A key takeaway from this result is that strengthening
teachers’ pedagogical competence alone may not be
sufficient to overcome obstacles in technology-driven
instruction. Schools must also focus on improving access
to digital tools, ensuring reliable technical support, and
fostering a supportive learning environment where both
teachers and students feel confident using technology.
Even educators with advanced teaching skills may
struggle if these fundamental needs are not met.
DepEd’s  efforts to integrate technology into the
classroom align with these findings. For example,
the DepEd ICT Literacy Plan (2019) emphasizes the
importance of equipping teachers with the necessary
training and resources. They argue that when teachers are
provided with the right support and ICT facilities, they are
more capable of overcoming challenges, such as adapting
new technologies and ensuring these technologies are
effectively and sustainably integrated into their teaching
practices. The significance found in the relationship
between teacher competence and school ICT facilities
aligns with these initiatives, illustrating that investing in
teacher development and infrastructure is essential for
the success of technology-driven instruction.

Problem 5. Is there a significant difference in the
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teachers’ challenges on technology-driven instruction
when grouped according to their profile?

Table 17 explores the results of a statistical test analyzing
the significant difference in the teachers’ challenges on

Table 17: Result of the Difference in the Teachers” Challenges on Technology-Driven Instruction when Grouped

According to their Profile

Respondents’ Characteristics

School ICT Facilities Adaptability Student’s Adaptability | Sustainability

t-value t-value t-value t-value

p-value p-value p-value p-value

Grade Level Taught 0.4320 0.3209 0.6450 0.3298
0.0101 S 0.3200 NS 0.2093NS 0.00018

Pedagogical 0.1654 0.3690 0.4749 0.4890
0.0001S 0.0001S 0.1609NS 0.00018

Position 0.3765 0.6523 0.1980 0.7450
0.0001S 0.0001S 0.0208S 0.00018

Highest Educational Attainment | 0.430 0.976 0.977
0.0126 0.142 0.0139

Teaching Experience 0.1654 0.4806 0.2764 0.3286
0.0001S 0.0001S 0.0109S 0.00028

Perception Towards ICT Driven | 0.5632 0.1549 0.2760 0.4705

Instruction 0.1760NS 0.0109S 0.0001S 0.0001S

Overall 0.3405 0.3956 0.3741 0.4726
0.0373S 0.0662NS 0.0804NS 0.00018

Note: Significant if p-value < 0.05%

technology-driven instruction when grouped according
to their profile. It provides insights into the factors
influencing these challenges, covering four dimensions:
school ICT facilities, technology adaptability, students’
adaptability, and sustainability. Each profile characteristic
such as grade level taught, position, highest educational
attainment, teaching experience, and perception toward
ICT-driven instruction was evaluated for its significance
in relation to these challenges.

The results show that there is a significant difference inhow
teachers experience the challenges of technology-driven
instruction based on their position, highest educational
attainment, teaching experience, and perception of 1CT-
driven instruction. Hence, the null hypothesis is rejected.
This means that these factors influence how teachers face
and respond to technology-related challenges in their
classrooms.

One important implication of this finding is that teachers
with different backgrounds and levels of experience
may have unique needs when it comes to technology
integration. For example, more experienced teachers may
struggle with adapting to new digital tools, while younger
or less experienced teachers might find it easier to use
technology but lack confidence in applying it effectively
in teaching. Similarly, those with higher educational
attainment may have received more formal training in
technology use, making them more prepared to handle
ICT-related challenges.

This highlights the need for targeted support and training
programs that address the specific needs of different
groups of teachers. Instead of using a one-size-fits-all

approach, schools should provide customized professional
development opportunities based on teachers’ positions
and levels of experience. Administrators should also
foster a collaborative learning environment where
teachers can share best practices and mentor each other
in using technology effectively.

Furthermore, of ICT-driven
instruction play a critical role in their ability to overcome

teachers’ perceptions
challenges. Those who see technology as beneficial are
more likely to find ways to integrate it successfully, while
those who are hesitant may struggle more.

The results indicate that there is no significant difference
in the challenges teachers face in technology-driven
instruction based on the grade level they teach. Since
the null hypothesis, which stated that no significant
difference exists, was accepted, this means that teachers
across different grade levels experience similar difficulties
when integrating technology into their teaching. Whether
they teach lower or higher grades, they likely encounter
common challenges such as limited ICT resources,
difficulty adapting to new digital tools, and students’
varying levels of technological readiness.

One important implication of this finding is that
technology-related difficulties are not specific to a
particular grade level but are instead shared across all
levels of education. This suggests that the barriers to
effective technology integration are more likely influenced
by broader factors such as school infrastructure, access
to digital tools, and institutional support rather than
differences in curriculum or student age.

Since these challenges affect all teachers equally, schools
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should focus on providing universal solutions that address
these issues at a system-wide level. This could include
improving ICT facilities, offering school-wide training
programs, and ensuring that teachers receive continuous
support regardless of the grade level they handle.
Additionally, fostering a collaborative environment where
teachers share strategies and best practices can help create
a more unified approach to overcoming these challenges.

Discussion

This study analyzed the profile of 305 teacher-
respondents from public elementary schools in the
Schools Division of Camiguin. The majority were Grade
6 teachers, making up 38% (175 respondents). Regarding
44.92% (137 respondents)
had taken units toward a Master’s Degree. In terms of

educational attainment,
teaching experience, the largest group had 6 to 10 years
of experience, representing 27.21% (83 respondents).
Additionally, most teachers had a “Very Positive”
perception of ICT use in the classroom.

3

The study found that teachers are generally “competent”
in technology-driven instruction, indicating their ability
to integrate technology into their teaching practices.
However, among the different aspects of technology-
driven instruction, they are only “slightly competent”
in Content Development and Management Skills.
This suggests that while teachers can use technology
in the classroom, they may struggle with creating and
organizing digital content effectively, as well as managing
technological tools for instruction. This highlights the
need for additional training and support in these areas to
enhance their overall competence.

Teachers also face challenges in technology-driven
instruction, encountering difficulties in effectively
implementing and sustaining its use. Among these
challenges, they are “highly challenged” in terms of
Student Adaptability. This means that students may

struggle to adjust to technology-based learning, which

Table 18: Matrix of School Development Plan

can affect engagement, comprehension, and overall
Addressing  this
requires strategies to enhance students’ digital literacy,

classroom  effectiveness. challenge
provide proper guidance, and ensure that technology is
used in a way that supports diverse learning needs.
Meanwhile, a significant relationship was found between
teachers’ competence and the challenges they encounter in
technology-driven instruction, particularly in technology
operations and concepts, innovative instructional design,
content development, and management skills. This
suggests that as teachers develop their technical and
instructional skills, the challenges they face in these areas
may also change. However, pedagogical competence
alone does not show a significant relationship, indicating
that effective technology integration relies more on
technical proficiency and instructional strategies rather
than traditional teaching methods alone.

Additionally, the challenges teachers face in technology-
driveninstruction vary significantly based on their position,
highest educational attainment, teaching experience,
and perception of technology-driven instruction.
This indicates that factors such as professional rank,
educational background, and experience influence the
difficulties teachers encounter in integrating technology.
However, the grade level taught does not show a
significant difference in these challenges, suggesting
that technology-related difficulties are consistent across
different elementary grade levels. For instance, both a
Grade 2 and a Grade 6 teacher may experience the same
issues, such as unreliable internet access or difficulty in
keeping students engaged in technology-driven learning,
regardless of the specific content they teach.

Problem 6. What improved school ICT Development
Plan can be formulated based on the findings of the
study?

CONCLUSION

Based on the findings, the study concluded that public
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elementary school teachers were generally competent in
technology-driven instruction, particularly in the areas
of technology operations, pedagogy, and instructional
design. However, they showed only slight competence in
content development and management skills, indicating
a need for targeted training in creating and organizing
digital materials. Teachers also faced notable challenges,
especially in terms of student adaptability and limited
ICT facilities, which affected the effectiveness of
classroom integration. Despite these challenges, teachers
maintained a strong and positive perception toward
ICT-driven instruction, demonstrating their openness to
digital innovation in education. These findings come up
with the Teacher-Centered Digital Adaptability Theory,
which builds on Rogers” Person-Centered Theory and
emphasizes that teacher empowerment, continuous
support, and a nurturing environment are essential for
successful technology integration in basic education.
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