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INTRODUCTION 
Performance Management Systems have long been part of the 

Department of Education’s reforms because of their direct impact 

on learning outcomes and their role in achieving DepEd’s goals in 

curriculum and instruction. These systems involve teachers’ 

performance planning, review, and evaluation, which strengthen 

accountability and improve teaching and learning outcomes. 

In line with this, DepEd institutionalized the Results-Based 

Performance Management System (RPMS) through DepEd Order 

No. 2, s. 2015, anchored on the Philippine Professional Standards 

for Teachers (PPST). More recently, DepEd issued Memorandum 

No. 017, s. 2025, introducing the Interim Performance 

Management and Evaluation System (I-PMES) for School Year 
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2024–2025. This policy reinstated the previously suspended PMES 

by reiterating its objectives, processes, performance standards, and 

compliance requirements, directing teachers to resume systematic 

documentation and evaluation of performance. Division offices 

supported this transition through orientations and advisories to 

clarify implementation. 

Studies show that teachers encounter recurring challenges when 

performance systems are implemented or revised. Common 

difficulties include documentation requirements, frequently 

changing guidelines, limited technological and resource support, 

and variations in teachers’ and school leaders’ capacity to interpret 

indicators and produce Means of Verification (MOVs) (Esteban, 

2024; IOER-IMRJ, 2024). Research in Philippine divisions and 

similar contexts abroad also reports moderate to significant 

difficulties in adapting to RPMS or PMES (Mamauag, 2023). To 

cope, teachers use strategies such as time management and 

planning, peer collaboration, professional development, and stress 

management routines, as well as resourceful practices like creating 

templates and adjusting workflows (Paril, 2023). 

Despite these findings, gaps remain in the context of I-PMES, 

particularly regarding teachers’ level of awareness, the extent of 

challenges, and coping mechanisms in specific local settings. There 

is also limited evidence linking awareness, challenges, and coping 

strategies, especially in relation to teacher profile variables. This 

lack of updated local data may contribute to policy-practice 

misalignment and insufficient targeted support. It may also affect 

the fairness and validity of PMES evaluations if teachers are 

unaware of standards or overwhelmed by requirements. 

This study therefore examines the awareness, challenges, and 

coping mechanisms of public secondary school teachers in 

Gattaran in relation to I-PMES. It aims to generate evidence for 

improved orientations, capacity-building initiatives, and support 

systems, and to inform the formalization of effective coping 

practices. Ultimately, it provides baseline data for future research 

on teacher practice, performance, and well-being. 

Statement of the Problem 

This study aims to determine the level of awareness, challenges, 

and coping mechanisms of Teachers in Public Secondary Schools 

in Gattaran on the Interim Guidelines for Performance 

Management and Evaluation System (I-PMES). It seeks to answer 

the following questions: 

i. What is the profile of the secondary school teachers in 

terms of the following: 

a. Socio-demographic 

i. Age 

ii. Sex 

iii. Civil status 

iv. Educational Attainment 

b. Employment 

i. Position 

ii. Length of Service 

iii. IPCRF rating 

2. What is the level of awareness of secondary school 

teachers on the following Interim Guidelines for PMES: 

a. Cycle and Timeline 

b. PPST-Based Objectives 

c. Assessment 

d. Coaching, Mentoring, and Monitoring 

e. Rating 

f. Ratee, Rater, and Approving Authority 

3. To what extent do secondary school teachers encounter 

challenges in the implementation of the following Interim 

Guidelines for PMES: 

a. Cycle and Timeline 

b. PPST-Based Objectives 

c. Assessment 

d. Coaching, Mentoring, and Monitoring 

e. Rating 

f. Ratee, Rater, and Approving Authority 

4. What coping mechanisms are used by secondary school 

teachers in addressing the challenges on the following 

Interim Guidelines for PMES: 

a. Cycle and Timeline 

b. PPST-Based Objectives 

c. Assessment 

d. Coaching, Mentoring, and Monitoring 

e. Rating 

f. Ratee, Rater, and Approving Authority 

5. Is there a significant difference in the level of awareness, 

extent of challenges, and coping mechanisms of teachers 

when grouped according to their profile? 

6. Is there a significant relationship between the teachers’ 

level of awareness, extent of challenges, and coping 

mechanisms in the implementation of the Interim 

Guidelines for PMES? 

METHODOLOGY 
This section presents the methodology employed in the study, 

including the research design, locale of the study, respondents, 

sampling procedure, research instruments, data gathering procedures, 

and ethical considerations. It explains the systematic processes 

undertaken to ensure the validity, reliability, and rigor of the study in 

examining the awareness, challenges, and coping mechanisms of 

public secondary school teachers in relation to the Interim 

Performance Management and Evaluation System (I-PMES). 

Research Design 

This study employs a descriptive–correlational research design. A 

descriptive design is used to describe systematically and factually 

the profile of teachers, their level of awareness, challenges 

encountered, and coping mechanisms in relation to the Interim 

Guidelines for Performance Management and Evaluation System 

(I-PMES) (Creswell, 2014). Meanwhile, the correlational aspect of 

the design determines the significant differences and relationships 

between the profile variables and the teachers’ awareness, 

challenges, and coping mechanisms. 

The study utilizes both descriptive and correlational variables. The 
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descriptive variables included the socio-demographic profile of the 

respondents such as age, sex, civil status, and educational 

attainment, along with their employment profile covering position, 

length of service, and designation. It also examines the 

respondents’ level of awareness, the challenges they encountered, 

and the coping mechanisms they employed. Meanwhile, the 

correlational variables focuses on determining the relationships 

among teachers’ awareness, challenges, and coping mechanisms, 

as well as identifying significant differences in these variables when 

respondents were grouped according to their profile categories. 

Locale of the Study 

The study was conducted in different public secondary schools in 

Gattaran, Cagayan, Philippines. These schools are under the 

supervision of the Department of Education–Division of Cagayan. 

Gattaran is a first-class municipality with both rural and semi-

urban areas, and its schools cater to a diverse population of 

students. Public secondary schools in the municipality are staffed 

by teachers of varying ages, educational backgrounds, and lengths 

of service, which make the setting ideal for exploring differences 

and relationships across teacher profiles. 

Respondents and Sampling Technique 

The respondents of this study are public secondary school teachers 

in Gattaran. The target population includes permanent teachers 

currently serving during the school year. To determine the 

respondents, purposive sampling was employed since the study 

specifically focuses on teachers covered by the Interim Guidelines 

for Performance Management and Evaluation System (I-PMES). 

The sample size was computed using Lynch’s formula at a 5% 

margin of error to ensure representativeness of the population. The 

following matrix shows the breakdown of the respondents 

according to their schools. 

Research Instruments 

The main instrument for data collection is a structured survey 

questionnaire developed by the researcher and validated by experts 

in education and research. It consists of five parts. The first part 

covers the profile of teachers, including questions on socio-

demographic and employment characteristics. The second part 

measures teachers’ awareness of I-PMES using Likert-scale items 

ranging from Very High Awareness to Very Low Awareness, 

focusing on objectives, policies, processes, performance standards, 

and compliance requirements. The third part identifies challenges 

encountered through Likert scale items related to workload, 

guidelines, resources, and time management. The fourth part 

assesses coping mechanisms using Likert-scale items evaluating 

time management, peer support, stress management, professional 

development, and resourcefulness. Finally, the fifth part provides an 

open- ended section where respondents may offer qualitative 

insights. 

Data Gathering Procedure 

A formal letter was sent to the Division Office of Cagayan and to 

the school principals to request permission to conduct the study. 

After Approval, the questionnaire undergone validation and pilot 

testing with a small group of teachers who are not part of the actual 

study. The validated survey was distributed personally and through 

online platforms such as Google Forms, depending on accessibility 

and the teachers’ preferences. The researcher collected and 

retrieved all responses within the agreed timeline to ensure a high 

response rate. Finally, the gathered data was organized, coded, and    

tabulated in preparation for statistical analysis. 

Data Analysis 

Frequency and percentage were used to describe the profile of the 

respondents. Mean and standard deviation helps determine the 

level of awareness, the extent of challenges, and the coping 

mechanisms of the participants. To identify significant differences 

in awareness, challenges, and coping mechanisms when grouped 

according to their profile, t-tests and ANOVA will be employed. 

Pearson r correlation were utilized to examine the relationship 

among teachers’ awareness, challenges, and coping mechanisms. 

Lastly, Cronbach’s Alpha was applied to test the reliability of the 

research instrument. 

Ethical Consideration 

Informed consent was obtained from all respondents before 

participation, with a written form explaining the study’s purpose, 

procedures, voluntary participation, right to withdraw without 

penalty, time requirement, and assurance of confidentiality. 

Participants were given sufficient time to understand the document 

before signing, and no coercion was applied. Confidentiality and 

anonymity were strictly observed, with optional names replaced by 

codes for data handling. Individual responses were not disclosed to 

administrators or third parties and were reported only in aggregate 

form. Data access was restricted to the researcher and adviser. All 

records were securely stored in password-protected devices and 

locked cabinets. After the retention period, physical and electronic 

data were properly disposed of. The study complied with DepEd 

ethical guidelines for research involving human participants. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 
This section presents, analyzes, and interprets the data gathered in 

the study in relation to the research objectives. The results are 

organized according to the specific problems posed, focusing on 

the teachers’ profile, level of awareness, extent of challenges, 

coping mechanisms, and the relationships among the variables. 

Statistical findings are supported with relevant literature to provide 

deeper understanding and context. 

Profile of the Secondary School Teachers 

Socio-demographic Profile 

Table 1a. Distribution of secondary school teachers in 

terms of their socio- demographic profile 

Variables Frequency 

(n=114) 

Percentage 

Age (in years)   

30 or below 32 28.1 

31 to 40 44 38.6 

41 to 50 24 21.1 

51 or above 14 

Mean= 37.92 y/o 

12.3 

SD= 9.00 

Sex 

Female 

 

76 

 

66.7 

Male 38 33.3 

Civil status 

Single 

 

46 

 

40.4 

Married 68 59.6 
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Educational attainment 

Bachelor’s graduate 

 

2 

 

1.8 

With units in a masteral 

program 

44 38.6 

Masteral graduate 52 45.6 

With units in a doctorate 

program 

14 12.3 

Doctorate graduate 2 1.8 

Table 1a presents the socio-demographic profile of secondary school 

teachers, including age, sex, civil status, and educational attainment, 

which are important factors influencing teaching practices and 

responsiveness to institutional policies. In terms of age, most 

teachers belong to the 31–40 years old group, with a mean age of 

37.92 years (SD = 9.00), indicating a moderately varied workforce 

largely composed of mid-career professionals. This suggests a 

balance between experience and adaptability to reforms, consistent 

with Santos et al. (2021), who noted that mid-career teachers exhibit 

higher instructional competence and openness to innovation. The 

smaller proportion of teachers aged 51 and above (12.3%) may 

reflect retirement trends, as observed by Garcia and Lopez (2019). 

Regarding sex, 66.7% are female while 33.3% are male, confirming 

the persistent female dominance in teaching as reported by DepEd 

(2020). Cruz et al. (2020) further noted that female teachers often 

demonstrate strong nurturing skills, although limited male 

representation may affect diversity in teaching styles. In terms of 

civil status, 59.6% are married and 40.4% are single, suggesting 

potential work-life balance demands among many teachers (Reyes et 

al., 2022). Lastly, most respondents have pursued graduate studies, 

with 45.6% holding master’s degrees and a small proportion holding 

doctoral degrees, indicating strong professional development 

orientation. Valdez et al. (2021) emphasized that higher educational 

attainment enhances teaching effectiveness. Overall, the profile 

reflects a female-dominated, mid-career, academically engaged 

teaching workforce. 

Employment Profile 

Table 1b. Distribution of secondary school teachers in terms of their 

employment profile 

Variables Frequency 

(n=114) 

Percentage 

Position   

Teacher 1 32 28.1 

Teacher 2 14 12.3 

Teacher 3 60 52.6 

Master Teacher 1 6 5.3 

Master Teacher 2 2 1.8 

Length of service (in years)   

3 or below 20 17.5 

4 to 10 52 45.6 

11 to 20 30 26.3 

21 or above 12 10.5 

Mean= 9.46 years SD= 7.42 

IPCRF Rating 

Very satisfactory (3.500 to 

4.499) 

 

2 

 

1.8 

Outstanding (4.500 to 

5.000) 

112 98.2 

 Mean= 4.764 

(Outstanding) 
SD= 0.154 

Table 1b presents the employment profile of secondary school 

teachers in terms of position, length of service, and performance 

rating. In terms of position, 52.6% are Teacher III, indicating that 

most respondents have advanced beyond entry-level roles, 

reflecting experience and compliance with promotion requirements 

(DepEd, 2020). However, only a small proportion occupy Master 

Teacher positions, suggesting limited or competitive advancement 

opportunities, consistent with Valdez et al. (2021). Regarding 

length of service, 45.6% have served for 4–10 years, with a mean 

of 9.46 years (SD = 7.42), indicating a moderately experienced 

workforce with a mix of early-, mid-, and late-career teachers that 

supports mentoring and knowledge sharing (Santos et al., 2021). In 

terms of performance, 98.2% received an Outstanding rating in 

their IPCRF, with a mean of 4.764, while only 1.8% were Very 

Satisfactory, reflecting generally high performance levels. 

However, studies suggest that such uniform ratings may also 

indicate possible rating inflation or limited differentiation in 

evaluation systems (Ortega et al., 2022). Overall, the profile 

reflects a stable, experienced, and highly performing teaching 

workforce. 

Level of Awareness of the Secondary School Teachers on the 

Interim Guidelines for Performance Management Evaluation 

System 

Performance Management and Evaluation Cycle and Timeline 

Table 2a. Weighted means and level of awareness of the secondary 

school teachers on the interim guidelines for PMES along 

performance management and evaluation cycle and timeline 

Statements Weighted 

Mean 

Descriptive 

Value 

1. I am aware of the phases 

included in the PMES cycle. 

4.27 Highly aware 

2. I understand the timeline for 

each phase of the PMES. 

4.25 Highly aware 

3. I am familiar with the start 

and end periods of the 

PMES cycle. 

4.19 Aware 

4. I know my responsibilities at 

each stage of the PMES 

timeline. 

4.25 Highly aware 

5. I am aware of the deadlines 

related to PMES 

implementation. 

4.16 Aware 

Dimension Mean 4.22 Highly aware 

As presented in Table 2a, the overall awareness of teachers on the 

PMES cycle is High, with a composite mean of 4.22 (Highly 



Copyright © ISRG Publishers. All rights Reserved. 

 DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.19881781   
676 

 

Aware). The highest-rated dimensions include familiarity with the 

phases of the cycle (4.27), responsibilities at each stage (4.25), and 

the timeline for each phase (4.25), indicating strong understanding of 

system operations and expectations. While the lowest awareness 

was observed in knowledge of the start and end periods of the 

cycle and implementation deadlines, interpreted as Aware. This 

only suggests that while teachers are generally well-informed, 

guidance on cycle schedules may further enhance comprehension 

(Santos et al., 2021; Garcia & Lopez, 2019). 

PPST-Based Objectives for Proficient and Highly Proficient 

Teachers 

Table 2b. Weighted means and level of awareness of the secondary 

school teachers on the interim guidelines for PMES along PPST-

based objectives for proficient and highly proficient teachers 

Statements Weighted 

Mean 

Descriptive 

Value 

1. I am aware that PMES 

objectives are aligned with the 

PPST. 

4.44 Descriptive 

Value 

2. I understand the difference 

between objectives for 

Proficient and Highly 

Proficient teachers. 

4.50 Highly aware 

3. I am familiar with the PPST 

indicators used in setting 

objectives. 

4.39 Highly aware 

4. I know how PPST-based 

objectives are identified for my 

position. 

4.38 Highly aware 

5. I am aware of how PPST-based 

objectives support professional 

growth. 

4.51 Highly aware 

Dimension Mean 4.44 Highly 

aware 

As presented in Table 2b, the overall awareness of teachers on PMES 

alignment with professional standards is High, with a dimension 

mean of 4.44 (Highly Aware). The highest-rated dimensions 

include recognition that PMES objectives align with the PPST, 

understanding differences between objectives for Proficient and 

Highly Proficient teachers, and awareness of how these objectives 

support professional growth, all interpreted as Highly Aware. While 

the lowest awareness, though still high, pertains to identification of 

PPST indicators based on position. This suggests that teachers not 

only understand the framework but can also relate it to their roles, 

enhancing goal setting, performance alignment, and professional 

development (Santos et al., 2021; Garcia & Lopez, 2019). 

Assessing PPST-Based Objectives 

Table 2c. Weighted means and level of awareness of the secondary 

school teachers on the interim guidelines for PMES along 

assessing PPST-based objectives 

Statements Weighted 

Mean 

Descriptive 

Value 

1. I am aware of the tools used to 

assess PPST-based objectives. 

4.40 Highly 

aware 

2. I understand the criteria for 

evaluating PPST-based 

objectives. 

4.32 Highly 

aware 

3. I am familiar with the required 

Means of Verification (MOVs). 

4.39 Highly 

aware 

4. I know how my performance is 

measured against PPST 

indicators. 

4.36 Highly 

aware 

5. I am aware of the assessment 

process for PPST-based 

objectives. 

4.35 Highly 

aware 

Dimension Mean 4.36 Highly 

aware 

In terms of assessing PPST-based objectives, as reflected by the 

dimension mean of 4.36 (Highly Aware), teachers demonstrate a 

strong level of awareness of the processes and tools used in 

evaluating their performance under the PMES. They show high 

awareness of the tools used to assess PPST-based objectives, the 

required Means of Verification (MOVs), and how their 

performance is measured against PPST indicators. Teachers also 

show high awareness of the criteria for evaluating PPST-based 

objectives and the overall assessment process indicating that 

teachers are not only familiar with the requirements but also 

understand how performance is evaluated. 

This tells us that teachers are well-informed about the assessment 

mechanisms of PPST-based objectives, which can lead to more 

accurate documentation, better preparation of MOVs, and 

improved performance outcomes. 

Strengthening Coaching, Mentoring, and Performance 

Monitoring 

Table 2d. Weighted means and level of awareness of the secondary 

school teachers on the interim guidelines for PMES along 

strengthening coaching, mentoring, and performance monitoring 

Statements Weighted 

Mean 

Descriptive 

Value 

I am aware that coaching and 

mentoring are integral parts of 

PMES. 

4.48 Highly 

aware 

1. I understand the role of school 

leaders in coaching and 

mentoring. 

4.58 Highly 

aware 

2. I am familiar with performance 

monitoring mechanism under 

PMES. 

4.33 Highly 

aware 

3. I am aware of feedback processes 

included in PMES. 

4.30 Highly 

aware 

4. I know how coaching and 

mentoring support my performance 

improvement. 

4.42 Highly 

aware 

Dimension Mean 4.42 
Highly 

aware 

In terms of Strengthening Coaching, Mentoring, and Performance 
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Monitoring as evident in table 2d, teachers demonstrate a strong 

understanding of how these processes are integrated into the 

PMES. They show high awareness that coaching and mentoring are 

integral parts of PMES, understand the role of school leaders in 

providing guidance, and recognize how coaching and mentoring 

support their performance improvement. They also exhibit high 

awareness of the performance monitoring mechanisms and the 

feedback processes included in PMES suggesting that teachers not 

only understand the existence of these systems but also their 

practical application in supporting professional growth and 

enhancing their performance. Findings indicate that teachers are 

well-informed about coaching, mentoring, and monitoring practices, 

which can facilitate more effective guidance, timely feedback, and 

continuous improvement in their teaching performance. 

Computation of Rating 

Table 2e. Weighted means and level of awareness of the secondary 

school teachers on the interim guidelines for PMES along 

computation of rating 

Statements Weighted 

Mean 

Descriptive 

Value 

1. I am aware of how performance 

ratings are computed under 

PMES. 

 Highly 

aware 

2. I understand the components 

included in the rating 

computation. 

 Highly 

aware 

3. I am familiar with the 

weighting of different 

performance indicators. 

 Highly 

aware 

4. I know how my final 

performance rating is derived. 

 Highly 

aware 

5. I am aware of how ratings 

affect professional 

development. 

 Highly 

aware 

Dimension Mean 4.35 Highly 

aware 

As reflected by the dimension mean of 4.35 (Highly Aware), 

teachers demonstrate a strong understanding of how performance 

ratings are determined under the PMES. They show high 

awareness of how performance ratings are computed, the 

components included in the rating computation, and the weighting 

of different performance indicators. Teachers also exhibit high 

awareness of how their final performance rating is derived and 

how ratings affect professional development. It indicates that 

teachers understand the technical aspects of rating computation and 

recognize the implications of their ratings for career growth and 

professional improvement. The findings suggest that teachers are 

well-informed about the rating computation process, which can 

contribute to transparency, fairness, and motivation to meet 

performance expectations. 

Ratee, Rater, and Approving Authority 

Table 2f. Weighted means and level of awareness of the secondary 

school teachers on the interim guidelines for PMES along ratee, 

rater, and approving authority 

Statements Weighted 

Mean 

Descriptive 

Value 

1. I am aware of my role as a 

ratee in the PMES process. 

 Highly 

aware 

2. I understand the 

responsibilities of the rater. 

 Highly 

aware 

3. I am familiar with the role of 

approving authority. 

 Highly 

aware 

4. I know how communication 

flows among the ratee, rater, 

and approving authority. 

 Highly 

aware 

5. I am aware of accountability 

mechanisms for each role. 

 Highly 

aware 

Dimension Mean 4.49 Highly 

aware 

In terms of ratee, rater, and approving authority, as reflected by the 

dimension mean of 4.49 (Highly Aware), teachers demonstrate a 

strong understanding of the roles and responsibilities of each party 

involved in the PMES process. They show high awareness of their 

own role as a ratee, understand the responsibilities of the rater, and 

are familiar with the role of the approving authority which are all 

interpreted as highly aware. This indicates that teachers not only 

understand their individual responsibilities but also recognize the 

collaborative and procedural aspects of the PMES system. The 

findings suggest that teachers are well-informed about the roles 

and accountability structures within PMES. 

Summary of Level of Awareness 

Table 2g. Overall mean and level of awareness of the secondary 

school teachers on the interim guidelines for PMES 

Dimension Mean Descriptive 

Value 

1. Performance 

Management and 

Evaluation Cycle and 

Timeline 

 

4.22 

 

Highly aware 

2. PPST-Based Objectives for 

Proficient and Highly 

Proficient Teachers 

 

4.44 

 

Highly aware 

3. Assessing PPST-Based Objectives 4.36 Highly aware 

4. Strengthening 

Coaching, Mentoring, 

and Performance 

Monitoring 

 

4.42 

 

Highly aware 

5. Computation of Rating 4.35 Highly aware 

6. Ratee, Rater, and Approving 

Authority 

4.49 Highly aware 

Overall Mean 4.38 Highly aware 

As presented in Table 2g, the overall awareness of secondary school 

teachers on the interim guidelines for PMES is high, with a 

composite mean of 4.38 (Highly Aware). Across the different 

dimensions, the highest awareness was observed in 
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understanding the PMES cycle and timeline, PPST-based 

objectives for Proficient and Highly Proficient teachers, and the 

assessment of these objectives. Teachers also demonstrated 

strong awareness of coaching, mentoring, and performance 

monitoring processes, computation of ratings, and the roles of ratee, 

rater, and approving authority. 

These findings suggest that teachers not only comprehend the 

procedural and technical aspects of PMES but also recognize its 

alignment with professional growth and accountability. The 

consistent high ratings across all dimensions indicate readiness to 

actively participate, comply with system requirements, and 

leverage PMES to improve instructional practices and 

performance. Similar results were reported by Santos et al. 

(2021) and Valdez et al. (2021), who found that high teacher 

awareness of performance management systems enhances 

compliance, professional development, and instructional 

effectiveness. 

Extent of Challenges Encountered by the Secondary School 

Teachers on the Interim Guidelines for Performance 

Management Evaluation System 

Performance Management and Evaluation Cycle and Timeline 

Table 3a. Weighted means and extent of challenges encountered by 

the secondary school teachers on the interim guidelines for PMES 

along performance management and evaluation cycle and timeline 

Statements Weighted 

Mean 

Descriptive 

Value 

1. I have trouble following the 

PMES timeline. 

3.05 Fair extent 

2. The PMES schedule conflicts 

with other school 

responsibilities. 

3.16 Fair extent 

3. Time constraints affect my 

compliance with PMES 

requirements. 

3.16 Fair extent 

4. The PMES cycle is difficult to 

manage within the school year. 

2.96 Fair extent 

5. Monitoring deadlines under 

PMES is challenging. 

3.26 Fair extent 

Dimension Mean 3.12 Fair extent 

In terms of PMES cycle and timeline, as reflected by the 

dimension mean of 

3.12 (Fair extent), teachers experience a moderate level of 

challenges in managing the implementation of the system. They 

report a fair extent of difficulty in monitoring deadlines, as well as 

dealing with schedule conflicts with other school responsibilities 

and time constraints affecting compliance, which are all interpreted 

as fair extent suggesting that while teachers are generally aware of 

the PMES processes, they encounter practical difficulties in 

balancing their requirements with their existing workload. These 

imply that time management and scheduling remain key concerns 

in PMES implementation. 

PPST-Based Objectives for Proficient and Highly Proficient 

Teachers 

Table 3b. Weighted means and extent of challenges encountered by 

the secondary school teachers on the interim guidelines for PMES 

along PPST-based objectives for proficient and highly proficient 

teachers 

Statements 

 

Weighted 

Mean 
Descriptive 

Value 

1. Aligning objectives with PPST 

indicators is challenging. 

3.25 
Fair 

extent 

 

2. Differentiating objectives for 

Proficient and Highly Proficient 

levels is difficult. 

3.02 Fair extent 

3. I find PPST indicators complex 

to interpret. 

2.98 Fair extent 

4. Setting realistic PPST-based 

objectives is challenging. 

3.19 Fair extent 

5. There is limited 

guidance in formulating 

PPST-based objectives. 

 

3.23 

 

Fair extent 

Dimension Mean 3.13 Fair extent 

Table 3b presents PPST-based objectives for Proficient and Highly 

Proficient teachers, which reflects the dimension mean of 3.13 

(Fair extent) This implies that teachers experience a moderate level 

of challenges in aligning their objectives with the PMES 

requirements. The findings suggest that while teachers are aware of 

PPST-based objectives, translating these standards into clear and 

attainable goals remains somewhat difficult. The results imply that 

teachers may benefit from additional support, such as clearer 

guidelines, exemplars, and training, to better understand and apply 

PPST indicators in objective settings. 

Assessing PPST-Based Objectives 

Table 3c. Weighted means and extent of challenges encountered by 

the secondary school teachers on the interim guidelines for PMES 

along assessing PPST-based objectives 

Statements Weighted 

Mean 

Descriptive 

Value 

1. Preparing appropriate MOVs is 

challenging. 

3.47 Moderate 

extent 

2. Assessment criteria for PPST-

based objectives are unclear. 

3.04 Fair extent 

3. Gathering evidence for 

performance assessment is time-

consuming. 

3.44 Moderate 

extent 

4. I find it difficult to self-assess 

using PPST indicators. 

3.07 Fair extent 

5. Consistency in assessment is a 

challenge. 

3.21 Fair extent 

Dimension Mean 3.25 Fair extent 

In terms of assessing PPST-based objectives, as reflected by the 

dimension mean of 3.25 (Fair extent), teachers experience a 

moderate level of challenges in the evaluation process. It suggests 

that while teachers are generally capable of navigating the 
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assessment process, certain areas still require improvement, 

particularly in ensuring clarity and consistency. The results imply 

that although challenges are manageable, additional support in 

terms of clearer guidelines, streamlined documentation processes, 

and capacity-building activities may help reduce difficulties and 

improve the efficiency and reliability of assessing PPST-based 

objectives.  

Strengthening Coaching, Mentoring, and Performance 

Monitoring 

Table 3d. Weighted means and extent of challenges encountered by 

the secondary school teachers on the interim guidelines for PMES 

along strengthening coaching, mentoring, and performance 

monitoring 

Statements Weighted 

Mean 

Descriptive 

Value 

1. There is limited time 

for coaching and 

mentoring sessions. 

3.37 Fair extent 

2. Access to mentors or 

coaches is 

insufficient. 

3.07 Fair extent 

3. Performance 

feedback is not 

always timely. 

3.12 Fair extent 

4. Monitoring 

performance 

progress is 

challenging. 

3.12 Fair extent 

5. Coaching and 

mentoring activities 

are not consistently 

implemented. 

3.07 Fair extent 

Dimension Mean 3.15 Fair extent 

As shown in Table 3d. Weighted means and extent of challenges 

encountered by the secondary school teachers on the interim 

guidelines for PMES along strengthening coaching, mentoring, and 

performance monitoring with dimension mean of 3.15 (Fair extent), 

teachers experience a moderate level of challenges in the 

implementation of these support mechanisms. 

The findings suggest that while such support systems exist, they 

may not be fully optimized or consistently practiced within the 

school setting. The results imply that although challenges are only 

to a fair extent, improvements in time allocation, accessibility of 

mentors, and consistency of implementation may enhance the 

effectiveness of coaching, mentoring, and performance monitoring. 

Strengthening these areas can lead to better professional support 

and continuous improvement among teachers under the PMES. 

Computation of Rating 

Table 3e. Weighted means and extent of challenges encountered by 

the secondary school teachers on the interim guidelines for PMES 

along computation of rating 

Statements Weighted 

Mean 

Descriptive 

Value 

1. The rating 2.82 Fair extent 

computation process 

is difficult to 

understand. 

2. I find the scoring 

system complex. 

2.81 Fair extent 

3. There is limited 

transparency in rating 

computation. 

2.74 Fair extent 

4. Clarifications on 

rating results are 

insufficient. 

2.67 Fair extent 

5. Discrepancies in 

ratings are 

challenging to 

address. 

2.61 Fair extent 

Dimension Mean 2.73 Fair extent 

In terms of computation of rating, the dimension mean is 2.73 (Fair 

extent). Teachers experience a moderate level of challenges in 

understanding how performance ratings are determined under the 

PMES. This suggests that while the overall process is understood, 

practical difficulties in clarity, transparency, and resolution of rating 

issues persist. It implies that although the challenges are moderate, 

providing clearer explanations, more transparent procedures, and 

accessible support for addressing discrepancies can help teachers 

better understand and engage with the rating computation process. 

Improving these areas may enhance trust and confidence in the 

PMES evaluation system. 

Ratee, Rater, and Approving Authority 

Table 3f. Weighted means and extent of challenges encountered by 

the secondary school teachers on the interim guidelines for PMES 

along ratee, rater, and approving authority 

Statements Weighted 

Mean 

Descriptive 

Value 

1. Roles and responsibilities are 

not always clearly defined. 

2.63 Fair extent 

2. Communication with the rater 

can be challenging. 

2.60 Fair extent 

3. Feedback from the approving 

authority is limited. 

2.75 Fair extent 

4. Conflicting interpretations of 

roles affect PMES 

implementation. 

2.91 Fair extent 

5. Coordination among ratee, 

rater, and approving authority 

is challenging. 

2.72 Fair extent 

Dimension Mean 2.72 Fair 

extent 

In terms of ratee, rater, and approving authority, the mean is 2.72 

(Fair extent). This means that teachers experience a moderate level 

of challenges related to roles, communication, and coordination 

within the PMES process suggesting that while the framework for 

roles and responsibilities exists, practical issues in understanding, 

communication, and collaboration can hinder smooth 
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implementation. Although challenges are moderate, enhancing role 

clarity, improving communication channels, and strengthening 

coordination mechanisms may help teachers better navigate the 

PMES process. 

Summary of Level of extent of challenges 

Table 3g. Overall mean and extent of challenges encountered by 

the secondary school teachers on the interim guidelines for PMES 

Dimension Mean Descriptive 

Value 

1. Performance Management and 

Evaluation Cycle and Timeline 

3.12  

Fair extent 

2. PPST-Based Objectives for 

Proficient and Highly 

Proficient Teachers 

3.13  

Fair extent 

3. Assessing PPST-Based 

Objectives 

3.25 Fair extent 

4. Strengthening Coaching, 

Mentoring, and Performance 

Monitoring 

3.15  

Fair extent 

5. Computation of Rating 2.73 Fair extent 

6. Ratee, Rater, and Approving 

Authority 

2.72 Fair extent 

Overall Mean 3.02 Fair extent 

As reflected in Table 3g, the summary of the extent of challenges 

encountered by secondary school teachers in implementing the 

interim guidelines for PMES indicates a moderate level of 

difficulty, with an overall mean of 3.02 (To a Fair Extent). Across 

dimensions, teachers reported the greatest challenges in assessing 

PPST-based objectives, strengthening coaching, mentoring, and 

performance monitoring, and aligning objectives with the PPST. 

Slightly lower challenges were noted in the computation of ratings 

and understanding the roles of ratee, rater, and approving authority. 

These results suggest that while teachers are generally 

knowledgeable and aware of PMES processes, practical 

implementation issues—such as time constraints, documentation 

requirements, coordination, and procedural clarity—pose moderate 

difficulties. Similar findings were reported by Alvarez et al. (2021) 

and Garcia & Lopez (2019), who noted that even well-informed 

teachers often face challenges in translating performance 

management guidelines into practice. Addressing these issues 

through clearer procedures, targeted guidance, and support 

mechanisms may reduce difficulties and facilitate more effective 

PMES implementation. 

Coping Mechanisms Used by the Secondary School Teachers in 

Addressing the Interim Guidelines for Performance 

Management Evaluation System 

Performance Management and Evaluation Cycle and Timeline 

Table 4a. Weighted means and extent of coping mechanisms used 

by the secondary school teachers on the interim guidelines for 

PMES along performance management and evaluation cycle and 

timeline 

Statements Weighted 

Mean 

Descriptive 

Value 

1. I create a personal schedule to 

track PMES deadlines. 

3.53 Moderate 

extent 

2. I prioritize PMES tasks 

alongside teaching 

responsibilities. 

3.19 Fair extent 

3. I seek clarification from school 

heads regarding timelines. 

3.30 Fair extent 

4. I collaborate with colleagues to 

manage PMES requirements. 

4.04 Moderate 

extent 

5. I use reminders or planning 

tools to cope with PMES 

schedules 

3.65 Moderate 

extent 

Dimension Mean 3.54 Moderate 

extent 

As reflected by the dimension mean of 3.54 (Moderate extent), 

teachers employ several coping mechanisms to manage the 

demands of the PMES. This indicates that while teachers actively 

adopt strategies to cope with PMES demands, some approaches 

particularly those requiring personal initiative or balancing multiple 

responsibilities are less frequently practiced or more challenging to 

implement. It suggests that teachers rely on a combination of 

planning, collaboration, and support-seeking to navigate the PMES 

cycle and timeline. 

PPST-Based Objectives for Proficient and Highly Proficient 

Teachers 

Table 4b. Weighted means and extent of coping mechanisms used 

by the secondary school teachers on the interim guidelines for 

PMES along PPST-based objectives for proficient and highly 

proficient teachers 

Statements Weighted 

Mean 

Descriptive 

Value 

1. I review PPST documents to 

better understand indicators. 

4.02 Moderate 

extent 

2. I consult colleagues when setting 

PPST-based objectives. 

4.14 Moderate 

extent 

3. I attend orientations or trainings 

related to PPST. 

3.63 Moderate 

extent 

4. I seek guidance from school 

leaders in formulating objectives. 

3.74 Moderate 

extent 

5. I reflect on my teaching practice 

to align objectives with PPST. 

4.32 High extent 

Dimension Mean 3.97 Moderate 

extent 

Apparent in table 4b, the dimension mean of 3.97 (Moderate 

extent), teachers employ various coping mechanisms to effectively 

align their objectives with the PPST standards. Teaching practice to 

align objectives with PPST got the highest weighted mean which is 

classified as High extent. These mechanisms indicate that teachers 

rely on a combination of self-directed learning, collaboration, and 

support-seeking to cope with the challenges of setting PPST-based 

objectives suggesting that teachers actively engage in reflective 

practice and collaborative strategies to overcome difficulties in 

understanding and applying PPST-based objectives. 
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Assessing PPST-Based Objectives 

Table 4c. Weighted means and extent of coping mechanisms used 

by the secondary school teachers on the interim guidelines for 

PMES along assessing PPST- based objectives 

Statements Weighted 

Mean 

Descriptive 

Value 

1. I organize my MOVs 

regularly. 

3.68 Moderate 

extent 

2. I use self-reflection to evaluate 

my performance. 

3.91 Moderate 

extent 

3. I seek feedback to improve 

assessment results 

4.12 Moderate 

extent 

4. I refer to rubrics to guide my 

performance assessment 

4.19 Moderate 

extent 

5. I document teaching practices 

consistently. 

3.75 Moderate 

extent 

Dimension Mean 3.93 Moderate 

extent 

With a mean of 3.93 (Moderate extent), this implies that teachers 

utilize various coping mechanisms to effectively manage the 

assessment process. The mechanisms suggest that teachers rely on a 

combination of personal organization, reflective practice, and 

feedback-seeking to cope with the demands of assessing PPST-

based objectives. This means that teachers actively engage in 

systematic and reflective practices to manage assessment tasks, 

which helps ensure more reliable evaluation, maintain accurate 

documentation, and promote continuous professional growth under 

the PMES framework. 

Strengthening Coaching, Mentoring, and Performance 

Monitoring 

Table 4d. Weighted means and extent of coping mechanisms used 

by the secondary school teachers on the interim guidelines for 

PMES along strengthening coaching, mentoring, and performance 

monitoring 

Statements Weighted Mean Descriptive 

Value 

1. I actively participate in 

coaching and mentoring 

sessions. 

4.11 Moderate 

extent 

2. I seek feedback to 

improve my teaching 

performance. 

4.19 Moderate 

extent 

3. I apply suggestions 

from mentors in my 

classroom practice. 

4.30 High extent 

4. I monitor my progress 

based on feedback 

received. 

4.28 High extent 

5. I engage in professional 

discussions with 

colleagues. 

4.26 High extent 

Dimension Mean 4.23 High extent 

In terms of strengthening coaching, mentoring, and performance 

monitoring, as reflected by the dimension mean of 4.23 (High 

extent), teachers employ a variety of coping mechanisms to 

enhance their professional growth and teaching effectiveness 

suggesting that they are proactive in accessing support and 

guidance but may vary in consistency or frequency of participation. 

This only implies that teachers effectively leverage mentorship, 

feedback, and peer collaboration as coping mechanisms, which 

help them address challenges in PMES implementation. 

Computation of Rating 

Table 4e. Weighted means and extent of coping mechanisms used 

by the secondary school teachers on the interim guidelines for 

PMES along computation of rating 

Statements Weighted 

Mean 

Descriptive 

Value 

1. I ask for clarification regarding 

my performance rating. 

3.81 Moderate 

extent 

2. I review rating components to 

understand my results. 

4.16 Moderate 

extent 

3. I compare my performance 

against set standards. 

4.04 Moderate 

extent 

4. I use my rating as a basis for 

professional improvement. 

4.26 High 

extent 

5. I document concerns related to 

rating computation. 

3.82 Moderate 

extent 

Dimension Mean 4.02 Moderate 

extent 

In terms of computation of rating, as reflected by the dimension 

mean of 4.02 (Moderate extent), teachers employ several coping 

mechanisms to better understand and utilize their performance 

ratings under the PMES. They demonstrate a high extent of coping 

by using their ratings as a basis for professional improvement 

(4.26), indicating that performance evaluations are actively 

leveraged to guide growth and development. Teachers also report 

coping to a moderate extent by reviewing rating components to 

understand results, comparing their performance against set 

standards, asking for clarification regarding ratings, and 

documenting concerns related to rating computation. These 

strategies suggest that teachers take a proactive and reflective 

approach to navigating rating procedures and addressing 

uncertainties. The findings imply that teachers effectively combine 

reflection, analysis, and feedback-seeking as coping mechanisms to 

manage challenges related to rating computation. Such practices 

help them interpret their performance more accurately and use the 

results constructively for continuous professional growth. 

Ratee, Rater, and Approving Authority 

Table 4f. Weighted means and extent of coping mechanisms used 

by the secondary school teachers on the interim guidelines for 

PMES along ratee, rater, and approving authority 

Statements Weighted 

Mean 

Descriptive 

Value 

1. I maintain open communication 

with my rater. 

4.35 High extent 
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2. I seek clarification on feedback 

from the approving authority. 

4.07 Moderate 

extent 

3. I comply with documentation 

requirements promptly. 

4.33 High extent 

4. I respectfully raise concerns 

regarding performance 

evaluation. 

4.04 Moderate 

extent 

5. I follow established protocols in 

dealing with PMES concerns 

4.28 High extent 

Dimension Mean 4.21 Moderate 

extent 

In terms of ratee, rater, and approving authority, as reflected by the 

dimension mean of 4.21 (Moderate extent), teachers employ a 

range of coping mechanisms to effectively navigate 

communication, feedback, and accountability processes within the 

PMES. These actions suggest that while teachers are generally 

confident in engaging with evaluators, they may still require 

guidance or reassurance when addressing complex feedback or 

procedural issues. The findings imply that teachers effectively 

combine proactive communication, procedural compliance, and 

respectful inquiry as coping mechanisms. These strategies help 

ensure clarity, accountability, and smooth coordination between 

ratees, raters, and approving authorities, which contributes to a 

more effective and transparent PMES implementation. 

Summary of Level of Coping Mechanisms 

Table 4g. Overall mean and extent of coping mechanisms used by 

the secondary school teachers on the interim guidelines for PMES 

Dimension Mean Descriptive 

Value 

1. Performance 

Management and 

Evaluation Cycle and 

Timeline 

 

3.54 

 

Moderate 

extent 

2. PPST-Based Objectives for 

Proficient and Highly Proficient 

Teachers 

 

3.97 

 

Moderate 

extent 

3. Assessing PPST-Based Objectives 3.93 Moderate 

extent 

4. Strengthening Coaching, 

Mentoring, and 

Performance Monitoring 

 

4.23 

 

High extent 

5. Computation of Rating 4.02 Moderate 

extent 

6. Ratee, Rater, and Approving 

Authority 

4.21 High extent 

Overall Mean 3.98 Moderate 

extent 

As reflected in Table 4g, the summary of coping mechanisms 

employed by secondary school teachers in addressing the interim 

guidelines for PMES indicates that teachers implement strategies to 

a moderate extent, with an overall mean of 3.98 (Moderate Extent). 

The highest-rated dimensions include strengthening coaching, 

mentoring, and performance monitoring (4.23, High Extent) and 

managing interactions with ratee, rater, and approving authority 

(4.21, High Extent), suggesting that teachers actively utilize 

mentorship, feedback, communication, and adherence to protocols 

to address challenges. 

For other dimensions—PMES cycle and timeline (3.54), PPST-

based objectives (3.97), assessing PPST-based objectives (3.93), 

and computation of ratings (4.02), teachers employ coping 

strategies to a moderate extent, such as planning, self- reflection, 

peer consultation, and use of rubrics or guidelines. These findings 

imply that while teachers are generally proactive, some areas 

require additional support and structured strategies to optimize 

effectiveness. Similar studies by Lopez et al. (2021) and Urbano et 

al. (2022) note that combining individual and collaborative coping 

mechanisms enhances teachers’ ability to navigate performance 

management challenges, improve professional growth, and ensure 

smoother PMES implementation. 

Difference in the Level of Awareness of the Secondary School 

Teachers on the Interim Guidelines for the PMES by Profile 

Table 5a. Comparison statistics of the level of awareness of 

the secondary school teachers on the interim guidelines for the 

PMES when grouped by profile 

Grouping Variables 

Level of awareness 

F- or t-

value 

Probability Inference 

Age 1.638 0.185 Not significant 

Sex 0.174 0.677 Not significant 

Civil status 5.743 0.018 Significant 

Educational attainment 1.795 0.135 Not significant 

Position 2.097 0.086 Not significant 

Length of service 0.068 0.977 Not significant 

IPCR rating 2.871 0.093 Not significant 

*tested at 0.05 level of significance 

Apparent in Table 5a is the difference in the level of awareness of 

secondary school teachers on the interim guidelines for PMES 

across various profile variables. 

The results indicate that awareness is generally consistent, with no 

significant differences observed for age (F = 1.638, p = 0.185), sex 

(t = 0.174, p = 0.677), educational attainment (F = 1.795, p = 

0.135), position (F = 2.097, p = 0.086), length of service (F = 

0.068, p = 0.977), and IPCR rating (F = 2.871, p = 0.093). This 

suggests that demographic and employment characteristics, in most 

cases, do not substantially affect teachers’ familiarity with PMES 

guidelines, consistent with the findings of Santos et al. (2021), who 

reported that awareness of performance management systems is 

often uniform across age, sex, and educational background. 

However, a significant difference was found based on civil status 

(F = 5.743, p 

= 0.018), indicating that single and married teachers differ in their 

awareness levels. Married teachers may have higher engagement 

with PMES due to greater professional responsibilities or longer 

tenure in structured school processes, whereas single teachers may 

approach the guidelines differently. Similar observations were 

noted by Reyes et al. (2022), who highlighted those personal 
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circumstances, including family obligations, can influence teachers’ 

familiarity with institutional policies. 

The findings suggest that while PMES awareness is largely uniform 

across most teacher profiles, civil status may influence the extent of 

engagement, highlighting the role of personal and contextual 

factors in understanding performance evaluation processes. 

Difference in the Extent of Challenges Encountered by the 

Secondary School Teachers on the Interim Guidelines for the 

PMES by Profile 

Table 5b. Comparison statistics of the extent of challenges 

encountered by the secondary school teachers on the interim 

guidelines for the PMES when grouped by profile 

Grouping Variables 

Extent of challenges 

encountered 

F- or t-

value 

Probability Inference 

Age 5.004 0.003 Significant 

Sex 1.585 0.211 Not significant 

Civil status 2.570 0.112 Not significant 

Educational attainment 2.192 0.075 Not significant 

Position 1.386 0.244 Not significant 

Length of service 0.242 0.867 Not significant 

IPCR rating 6.205 0.014 Significant 

*tested at 0.05 level of significance 

The differences in the extent of challenges encountered by 

secondary school teachers in implementing the interim guidelines 

for PMES across various profile variables, as shown in Table 5b, 

indicate that, for most characteristics, challenges are not 

significantly different. No significant differences were observed for 

sex (t = 1.585, p = 0.211), civil status (F = 2.570, p = 0.112), 

educational attainment (F = 2.192, p = 0.075), position (F = 1.386, 

p = 0.244), or length of service (F = 0.242, p = 0.867), suggesting 

that teachers generally face similar levels of challenges regardless 

of these factors. 

However, significant differences were noted for age (F = 5.004, p = 

0.003) and IPCR rating (F = 6.205, p = 0.014), indicating that 

teachers’ age and performance levels influence the extent of 

challenges they encounter. Older teachers or those with higher 

IPCR ratings may experience fewer or more manageable 

difficulties due to greater familiarity, experience, or confidence in 

performance management tasks, whereas younger teachers or those 

with lower ratings may face more pronounced challenges. These 

findings are consistent with Alvarez et al. (2021) and Dominguez 

& Torres (2020), who observed that experience and prior 

performance influence teachers’ ability to navigate and cope with 

evaluation systems. 

Overall, while PMES challenges are broadly consistent across most 

demographic and employment variables, age and performance level 

significantly affect how teachers perceive and manage these 

challenges, highlighting the importance of targeted support for 

younger or lower-rated educators. 

Difference in the Extent of Coping Mechanisms Used by the 

Secondary School Teachers on the Interim Guidelines for the 

PMES by Profile 

Table 5c. Comparison statistics of the extent of coping mechanisms 

used by the secondary school teachers on the interim guidelines for 

the PMES when grouped by profile 

Grouping Variables F- or t-value Probability Inference 

Extent of coping 

mechanisms 

Age 

 

0.736 

 

0.533 

 

Not 

significant 

    

Sex 2.821 0.096 Not 

significant 

Civil status 3.227 0.075 Not 

significant 

Educational 

attainment 

1.205 0.313 Not 

significant 

Position 0.467 0.760 Not 

significant 

Length of service 0.343 0.794 Not 

significant 

IPCR rating 0.334 0.565 Not 

significant 

*tested at 0.05 level of 

significance 

   

As shown in Table 5c, the differences in the extent of coping 

mechanisms employed by secondary school teachers across various 

profile variables indicate no significant differences for all 

characteristics studied. Specifically, age (F = 0.736, p = 0.533), sex 

(t = 2.821, p = 0.096), civil status (F = 3.227, p = 0.075), 

educational attainment (F = 1.205, p = 0.313), position (F = 0.467, 

p = 0.760), length of service (F 

= 0.343, p = 0.794), and IPCR rating (F = 0.334, p = 0.565) all 

showed no statistically significant differences at the 0.05 level. 

These results suggest that teachers, regardless of demographic or 

employment profiles, employ similar coping strategies to manage 

the demands and challenges of PMES. Common strategies include 

planning, collaboration, self-reflection, seeking feedback, and 

adherence to established protocols, indicating a consistent and 

proactive approach across all teacher groups. This aligns with the 

findings of Lopez et al. (2021) and Urbano et al. (2022), who noted 

that teachers adopt comparable coping mechanisms when navigating 

performance evaluation systems, reflecting a shared professional 

commitment to managing challenges and maintaining instructional 

effectiveness. 

Coping strategies are universally applied among teachers, 

highlighting collective awareness and engagement in addressing 

PMES-related demands, independent of personal or professional 

characteristics. 

Relationship among the Level of Awareness, Extent of 

Challenges Encountered and Extent of Coping Mechanisms 

Used by the Secondary School 

Teachers on the Interim Guidelines for the PMES 

Table 6. Correlation statistics among the level of awareness, extent 

of challenges encountered and extent of coping mechanisms used 
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by the secondary school teachers on the interim guidelines for the 

PMES 

Variables r-value Probability Inference 

Awareness vs. Challenges -0.346 0.000 Significant 

Awareness vs. Coping 

mechanisms 

0.503 0.000 Significant 

Challenges vs. Coping 

mechanisms 

-0.028 0.765 Not 

significant 

*tested at 0.05 level of 

significance 

   

Apparent in Table 6, the correlation analysis examining the 

relationship among teachers’ level of awareness, extent of 

challenges encountered, and coping mechanisms used in 

implementing the interim PMES guidelines reveals several 

important patterns. First, there is a significant negative correlation 

between awareness and challenges encountered (r = -0.346, p = 

0.000), indicating that teachers with higher awareness of PMES 

guidelines tend to experience fewer challenges. This suggests that 

understanding system processes and expectations enables teachers 

to navigate difficulties more effectively (Santos et al., 2021; Garcia 

& Lopez, 2019). 

A significant positive correlation exists between awareness and 

coping mechanisms (r = 0.503, p = 0.000), implying that more 

knowledgeable teachers are more likely to employ strategies such as 

planning, collaboration, feedback-seeking, and self-reflection. 

Awareness appears to empower teachers to proactively manage 

PMES demands, consistent with findings by Lopez et al. (2021), 

who emphasized that informed teachers adopt more effective 

coping strategies. 

Finally, no significant relationship was observed between 

challenges encountered and coping mechanisms (r = -0.028, p = 

0.765), suggesting that the extent of challenges does not 

necessarily determine the use of coping strategies. Teachers 

employ mechanisms consistently, regardless of the severity of 

challenges, highlighting a proactive approach to performance 

management. Overall, these findings underscore the critical role of 

awareness in reducing challenges and promoting effective coping, 

emphasizing that well-informed teachers are better equipped to 

navigate PMES processes successfully. 

Conclusion 
The study revealed that secondary school teachers are generally 

highly aware of the interim guidelines for the Performance 

Management Evaluation System (PMES), demonstrating strong 

understanding across all dimensions including PPST-based 

objectives, assessment processes, and roles and responsibilities. 

Despite this high level of awareness, teachers experience 

challenges to a fair extent, particularly in areas such as time 

management, preparation of Means of Verification (MOVs), and 

alignment of objectives with PPST indicators, indicating that 

awareness does not eliminate implementation difficulties. 

Teachers employ coping mechanisms to a moderate extent, relying 

on planning, collaboration, feedback-seeking, and reflective 

practices to manage these challenges. Significant differences were 

found in awareness based on civil status, and in challenges based on 

age and IPCR rating, while coping mechanisms remained 

consistent across profiles. Furthermore, awareness was found to 

have a significant relationship with both challenges and coping 

mechanisms, where higher awareness reduces challenges and 

enhances the use of coping strategies. These findings imply that 

strengthening teachers’ understanding of PMES can improve 

implementation, reduce difficulties, and promote more effective 

professional practices. 

Recommendations 
Based on the findings of the study, several recommendations are 

proposed to improve the implementation of the PMES. The 

Department of Education (DepEd) should implement continuous 

and targeted capacity-building programs focused on PPST-based 

objective setting, preparation of Means of Verification (MOVs), 

and performance rating computation to address teachers’ moderate 

challenges. Administrators are encouraged to strengthen coaching 

and mentoring systems through regular mentoring sessions, timely 

feedback, and accessible support mechanisms. School heads should 

also improve workload management by providing structured 

timelines and minimizing overlapping tasks to ease difficulties 

related to PMES deadlines. Raters should enhance transparency by 

conducting orientations and clearly explaining rating computations 

to build teachers’ understanding and trust. Teachers are likewise 

encouraged to engage in collaborative practices such as peer 

mentoring and professional learning communities to strengthen 

coping strategies. Additionally, school administrators should 

provide targeted interventions for teachers who experience greater 

challenges in implementation. Finally, future researchers are 

encouraged to further explore PMES implementation by including 

additional variables and broader contexts. 
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