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Abstract— The pandemic brought a lot of changesin lives of al people around the world even in the field of education.
This became a subject of discussions whether people were able to cope and were still satisfied with what they were doing
personally and professionally; and teachers were not exempted to this aspect. The research study aimed to determine the
level and correlation of teachers’ job satisfaction and performance during the new set-up of education. The result of the
study isintended to be shared to school administration to help them in crafting localized programs and intervention that
could lift the teachers’ morale, spirit, work ethics, and performance. The researchers used quantitative research design
particularly the correlative design. Theteachersanswered asurvey regarding their job satisfaction that would be correl ated
to their annual performance rating. It wasfound out that the teachers were “satisfied” in their job in terms of compensation
and benefits, leadership of administrators, social relationship, work environment based on overall mean score. However,
there were still undecided and dissatisfied based on the frequency and percentage. They also had the same level of job
satisfaction when they were grouped according to their demographic profile namely gender, age group, teaching position,
years in service, highest educational attainment and grade level taught. Furthermore, this revealed that teachers’ job
satisfaction and performance had very weak positive correlation.
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increased demands of the teaching profession during the
global pandemic (Dora, 2022).

INTRODUCTION
The Coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic

brought extraordinary challenges to mankind thus
affecting the world’s education system, including the
educators. Teachers became particularly challenged
when they suddenly had to experience remote teaching
due to school closures (Hilger et al., 2021).

Self-efficacy is known to be a key factor of successful
teaching (Szabo, 2022). Herman et al. (2021) suggested
that the competence and efficacy of teachers in
managing student behavior and in engaging them in
learning also helps the teachers adapt to the stressors of
This drastic change affected the teachers both positively the pandemic.
and negatively. Teachers  with  caretaking
responsibilities such as department heads and
coordinators, and more experienced teachers became
more vulnerable to the crisis brought by the pandemic as
they experienced a smaller or no decrease in job
demands while their job resources and support system

diminished (Hilger et ., 2021).

Though it is evidently a challenge for teachers to switch
the mode of learning from face to face to remote
learning, several studies show that the decrease in job
demands of teachers has mutual relations with the
decreasein in fatigue and psychosomatic complaints.

On the other hand, decrease in job resources which
resulted to less support system teachers get at work
including work relationships, coaching and mentoring,
and advancement opportunities correlated with the
decrease in teachers’ job satisfaction (Hilger et al.,
2021). Mot of these studies were conducted in other
parts of the world and the researchers wanted to gauge
the levels of teachers’ job satisfaction and performance

According to Herman et a. (2021), teachers are reported
to have lower levels of work-related stress after the
pandemic has begun compared to their stress levels
before the pandemic. Thiswasin the beginning of 2020;
however, throughout school year 2020 — 2021, job
demands of teachers have increased and they are
reportedly have been working more than usual. The

increase in job demands is slightly more noticeable for
more experienced teachers and surprisingly for female
teachers. Several researches have emphasized the
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in the Philippines.

Job Satisfaction as described by Oco (2022) is the
amount of pleasure or contentment associated with ajob.


https://uijrt.com/
mailto:johnritchie.reyes001@deped.gov.ph
mailto:myla.mendoza003@deped.gov.ph
mailto:jennibel.lagatic@deped.gov.ph
mailto:carol.amora001@deped.gov.ph

United International Journal for Research & Technology

UIJRT

m ISSN: 2582-6832

It was put simply as the designation of how happy a
worker is with his job”. In this trying time of pandemic
which has not been completely declared to be over,
teachers still struggle to work differently due to the
challenges that emerged in the environment brought
about by the sudden shift in teaching modalities. Szabo
et al.’s (2022) research findings indicated that job
satisfaction and sel f-efficacy had significant relationship
with positive correlation.

Thus, the research study aimed to determine the level
and correlation of a high school faculty’s job satisfaction
and performance during the new set-up of education.

The result of the study was intended to be shared to
school administration to help them in crafting localized
programs and intervention that could lift the teachers’
morale, spirit, work ethics, and performance.

MATERIALSAND METHODS
The researcher used an adapted survey questionnaire to

measure the level of job satisfaction of theteachers. This
was based on the survey questionnaire of Keith Davis
and Lera Fay Cotiangco as cited in the study of Oco
(2022).

The researchers contacted Mr. Oco to give them an
approval to utilizethetool and he willing permitted them
to do so.

The survey questionnaire was composed of two parts.
Part 1 asked for teachers’ demographic profile such as
gender, age, teaching position, years in service, highest
educationa status, and grade level taught.

Part 2 was comprised of four (4) subparts with ten (10)
statements each in which the teachers will self-assess
their job satisfaction level. The four subparts were
compensation and benefits, leadership of administrators,
social relationship, and work environment.

Table 1 shows the scale and the descriptor to be used in
survey questionnaire assessing the teachers’ job
satisfaction level.

Table 1: Scale and Descriptor for Teachers’ Self-
assessment of their Job Satisfaction Level

Scale Descriptor
5 Strongly Satisfied
q Satisfied
3 Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied
y] Dissatisfied
i Strongly Dissatisfied

Table 2 shows the scale and the interpretation for
teachers’ job satisfaction level.
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Table 2: Scale and Interpretation for Teachers’ Job

Satisfaction Level
Scale Interoperation
4.20-500 Strongly Satisfied
3.40-419 Satisfied
260-339 Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied
1.60-2.59 Dissatisfied
1.00-1.79 Strongly Dissatisfied

The researchers asked the school heads’ permission to
conduct the study. After being approved, they sent a
letter to each teacher requesting them to respond to their
survey questionnaire and let their IPCRF rating to be
used aso for this study.

The Department of Education introduced the PPST or
the Professional Standards for Teachers pursuant to
DepEd Order No, 42, series of 2017. It has undergone
several developmentsincluding the alignment of RPMS
and PPST. This led to the development of the RPMS
Manual for Teachers and School Heads. The RPMS
Tools include performance appraisals forms such as the
IPCRF.

Individual Performance Commitment and Review Form
or IPCRF for Teachers are utilized to rate teachers’
performance which uses the rating scale based on the
Civil Service Commission Memorandum Circular No.
06, series of 2012. Teachers were rated according to
adjectival ratings. Outstanding, Very Satisfactory,
Satisfactory, Unsatisfactory, and Poor. IPCRF are said
to provide a venue for agreement on standards of
performance and behavior which lead to professional
and personal growth in the organization.

The collected data were recorded, tabulated, and treated
using the appropriate statistical treatments.

Table 3 shows the range and the adjectival rating for
Individual Performance Commitment and Review Form
or IPCRF based on DepEd Order No. 2, s. 2015.

Table 3: Range and Adjectival Rating for Individual
Performance Commitment and Review Form

Scale Descriptor
4.500-5.000 Dutstanding
3.500—4.489 Very Satisfactory
2.500—3.489 Satisfactory
1.500—2.489 Unsatisfactory

Below 1.499 Poor
Ethical Issue

The researchers made sure to adhere to different ethical
considerations to uphold scientific integrity. Ethical
conditions such as informed consent, voluntary
participation, confidentiality, potential of harm, and
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communication of results were strictly followed.
Informed consent was already approved by the heads
and as return, the researchers were encouraged to share
the accurate result to be used as basis for crafting
programsat school. The participants were also provided
with detailed consent letter for them to understand the
purpose of the study, how the data gathered would be
treated, and how their participation was valuable. Asthe
school authorities encouraged research culture, 100% of
the teachers as participants willingly participated. Still,
the researchers made it clear that they might choose to
partake in or out of the study anytime. In designing this
research, the researchers considered its needed
methodology and instruments to have a bare minimum
to no potential harm to a person’s social and
psychological aspects; making sure that there were no
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shameful and stigmatizing questions in the survey
guestionnaire. As much as the researchers wanted to
mai ntai n anonymity through data pseudonymization, the
design of thisstudy required to link participants personal
information to other variableto generate appropriate and
precise results to answer the research questions. To
compensate this unavoidable ethical issue, the
researchers pledged to keep the data with utmost
confidentiality and would only be used the information
with the stated purpose of this research.

RESULTSAND DISCUSSIONS

Table 4 shows the frequency and the percentage of
teachers according to their job satisfaction level interms
of the four dimensions.

Table 4: Freguency and Percentage of Teachers based on their Job Satisfaction Level

Meither
: N Strongly - - : e i
Job Satisfaction's Satisfied Satisfied %a:g:;iﬁsdﬁr::’r Dissatisfied
Dimensions
F Yo F Yo F Yo F %
Compensation and
Benefits 9 20.00% 24 53.33% 12 26.67% 0 0.00%
Leadership of

Administrators 4 8.89% 29 64 44% 7 15.56% 5 11.11%
Social Relationship 23 51.11% 20 44 44% 2 4.44% 0 0.00%
Work Environment 9 20.00% 30 66.67% 6 13.33% 0 0.00%

Thetable showsthat morethan 73% of the teacherswere
either strongly satisfied or satisfied with the
compensation and benefitsthat they werereceiving from
the government while the rest of them were undecided
about this matter. While more than 75% of them
responded that they were strongly satisfied or satisfied
how the school administrators led them and 15.56%
were neutral with their perception. However, it is
noticeable that 5 out of 45 or 11.11% of the teachers
were dissatisfied regarding the leadership of the
administrators. Furthermore, they seemed to be happy
with their relationship with their colleagues as more than
95% of them answered that they were under the
categories of strongly satisfied or satisfied and just less
than 5% were in between. Lastly, at least 86% of the

teaching staff were contented with their work
environment while the rest were neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied. In terms of frequency and percentage, it is
remarkable that most of them were satisfied in all
dimensions of job satisfaction and half of them were
strongly satisfied in terms of socia relation. The results
aso indicate that most of them did not feel any
dissatisfaction despite of the changes that they have
encountered during the new norma in Philippine
education. Nevertheless, there were till torn between
being satisfied and dissatisfied in four aspects and some
were dissatisfied in administrators' |eadership.

Table5 showsthe teachers job satisfaction survey mean
scores in terms of the four dimensions

Table 5: Teachers Job Satisfaction Survey Mean Scores and Interpretation

Job Satisfaction’s Dimensions Mean sD Interpretation
Compensation and Benefits 3.73 0.56 Satisfied
Leadership of Administrators 3.65 0.63 Satisfied
Social Relationship 419 05 Satisfied
Work Environment 18 0.51 Satisfied

The table shows that the teachers are satisfied in all
dimensions of job satisfaction as the compensation and
benefits got a mean score of 3.73, the leadership of

All rights are reserved by UIJRT.COM.

administrators had 3.65, the social relationship got 4.19,
and work environment 3.81. Teachers socid
relationship had the highest mean score whileleadership
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of administrators had the lowest. It is also worth noting
that teachers had the most disperse responses in
leadership of administrators as it got a standard
deviation of 0.63, dightly higher compared to other
aspects.

Table 6 shows the frequency and percentage of teachers
based on their job performance according to |PCRF.

Table 6: Frequency and Percentage of Teachers based
on their Job Performance

Teaching Position F Outstanding %
laster Teacher | 3 6.67%
Teacher Il 14 31.11%
Teacher Il 18 35.56%
Teacher | 12 26.67%
Total 45 100.00%

The table presents that all of the teachers regardless of
position were classified as "Outstanding" according to
the rating that they got in IPCRF for the school year
2021 - 2022. This implies that in spite of the rapid
changes and bulk of works that they encountered on the
aforementioned period, they still worked very
efficiently.

Table 7 shows the teachers' job performance mean
scores based on |PCRF.

Volume 04, I'ssue 02, 2022 | Open Access | | SSN: 2582-6832

Table 7: Teachers Job Performance Mean Scores and
Interpretation

Mean
4917
4818
4.756
4.725
4.778

Teaching Position
Master Teacher |
Teacher Il
Teacher Il
Teacher|
Total

8D
0.02
0.08
0.09
0.08
0.10

Interpretation
Qutstanding
Outstanding
Qutstanding
Qutstanding
Qutstanding

The table shows that each teaching position got a mean
score that is categorized as "Outstanding” in IPCRF
(S.Y. 2021 - 2022). The Master Teacher | earned the
highest mean score of 4.917. This is followed by
Teacher |1l (X = 4.818), Teacher Il (x = 4.756), and
Teacher | (4.725), respectively.

Thisresultsalso tell that the | PCRF ratings gotten by the
master teachers were very closed to each other as they
got astandard deviation of 0,02.

Their ratings were from 4.900 to 4.950. Overdl, the
teachers performed well in this school year asthey got a
composite of 4.778.

Table 8 shows the results of the test of significance
difference between the mean scores of job satisfaction
of teachers based on gender.

Table 8: Results of t-Test of Independents Means of the Teachers’ Job Satisfaction based on Gender

Job Satisfaction's Male Female p-value Decision
Dimensions Mean sD Mean sp | (a=005
Compensation L
and Benefits 3.89 0.35 366 0.60 012 fail to reject the H,
Leadership of ] ]
Administrators 3.87 0.50 3.52 0.66 0.21 fail to reject the H,
Social Relationship 432 0.44 415 0.52 0.37 | failtorejectthe H,
Work Environment 3.80 0.56 3.80 0.52 099 fail to reject the H,

The table shows that compensation and benefit got a p-
value of 0.12, leadership of administrators got 0.21,
social relationship got 0.37, and work environment got
0.99. All of these are greater than the alpha which is
0.05; thus, the null hypotheses are failed to reject. There
is no significant difference between the male teachers
and female teachers job satisfaction in terms of any

dimensions. This means that both genders had the same
level of job satisfaction during the school year 2021 -
2022.

Table 9 shows the results of the test of significance
difference among the mean scores of job satisfaction of
teachers when they are grouped according to age group.

Table 9: Results of Analysis of Variance of the Teachers’ Job Satisfaction based on Age Group

Job Over 55 years old 51 - 55 years old 46 - 50 years 41 -45 years 36 - 40 years
satisfaction's old old old
Dimensions Mean 5D Mean SD | Mean: SD | Mean: SD @ Mean: SD
Compensation
and Benefits 398 0.76 410 : 049 330 : 060 354 063 370 ! 068
Leadership of
Administrators 3.96 0.05 427 049 0 303 : 110 357 : 074 344 1 072
Social
Relationship 4.45 0.39 387 068 403 0561 417 046 437 041
Work 420 0.45 390 @ 047 ¢ 363 : 032 364 045 398 1046

Environment

All rights are reserved by UIJRT.COM.
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Job 31-36years old | 25 - 30 years old Under 25 |
Satisfaction's P 0e Decision
Dimensions Mean sD Mean | SD | Mean:@ SD | (2=0.05)
Compensalion 363 | 042 370 040 378 041 057  failtorejectthe ,
poadershipof | 353 | 057 363 037 380 016 008 | faitoreiectthe H,
Relstorehip | 420 | 053 419 059 414 054 067  faltorsictties,
Erork & 360 | 100 357 044 378 027 050 | failtoreiectthe K,

Thetableindicates that the p-value of compensation and
benefits is 0.57, leadership of administrators is 0.08,
social relation is0.67, and work environment is0.50. All
of these values are greater than 0.05 alpha; therefore, the
null hypotheses are accepted. There is no significant
difference among the teachers job satisfaction in the
said four aspectsin terms of age group. Thisimpliesthat

all teachershad the samejob satisfaction level regardless
of their age group.

Table 10 shows the results of the test of significance
difference among the mean scores of job satisfaction of
teachers when they are classified according to their
teaching position.

Table 10: Results of Analysis of Variance of the Teachers’ Job Satisfaction based on Teaching Position

R JOb_ Master Teacher lil Teacher Il Teacher | p-value
Satisfaction's Teacher | (a= Decision
Dimensions Mean | SD ' Mean : SD | Mean : SD | Mean | SD 0.05)
Compensation . .
- 433 07a 378 | 051 065 ! 052 363 | 059 020 | fail to reject the H,
and Benefits 1 °
Leadership of . .
S 3.90 0.10 380 | 066 348 ! 084 353 | 044 0.54
Administrators fail to reject the H,
Social . .
. . 377 0.68 422 | 050 422 049 422 | 051 053 | fail to reject the H,
Relationship 1 °
Work 387 0.41 387 | 054 378 057 377 | 051 0.93  fail to reject the H,
Environment ] ) ] i} ) ) ) ) ) ! i

The table presents that compensation and benefits,
leadership of administrators, social relation, and work
environment got the p-values of 0.20, 0.54, 0.53, and
0.93, respectively. These exceed the a pha (0.05); hence,
the null hypotheses were failed to reject.

There is no significant difference among the job
satisfaction of the Master Teacher |, Teacher III,

Teacher I, and Teacher |. This means that they had the
same level of job satisfaction when they are group
according to teaching position.

Table 11 shows the results of the test of significance
difference among the mean scores of job satisfaction of
teacherswhen they are classified according to their years
in service.

Table 11: Results of Analysis of Variance of the Teachers’ Job Satisfaction based on Years in Service

Job

. R More than 10 yrs. 4 -10 years 0 -3 years value
Satisfaction's |:|1}= e Decision
Dimensions Mean SD Mean 8D | Mean | SD .
Compensation . .
and Benefits 393 0.57 350 | 047 0 372 ! 060 0.10 fail to reject the H,
Leadership of ; .
Administrators 3.90 063 337 ¢ 065 361 049 =005 fail to reject the H,
Social ] ,
Relationship 417 0.54 413 | 047 | 430 : 051 068 fail to reject the H,
Work ] ,
Environment 393 0.53 369 ' 048 376 : 056 0.40 fail to reject the H,

The table shows that the p-values of the four dimensions
of teachers’ job satisfaction range from >0.05 to 0.68
which are more than the value of apha, 0.05. The null
hypotheses are accepted.

There is no significant difference among the job
satisfaction of the teachers based on their age groups.
This tells that even they are grouped in three IPCRF's

All rights are reserved by UIJRT.COM.

years in service categories, they still had statistically
equal job satisfaction level.

Table 12 shows the results of the test of significance
difference among the mean scores of job satisfaction of
teachers when they are classified according to their
educational background.
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Table 12: Results of Analysis of Variance of the Teachers’ Job Satisfaction based on Highest Educational Attainment

Job Doc Units MA Grad MA Units Bachelor's p-

Satisfaction's | oo sp | Mean| SD | Mean SD | Mean  SD "{ﬂf Decision
Dimensions 0.05)

c::;";:z::::s“ 390 | 099 365 077 366 054 404 051 043 fa““‘:ysim

k::,l‘?:i':t’:;’:;'rs 395 | 007 378  1.00 361 |044) 369 012 086 fa““‘:;’;ie‘j
Rel::i':i:;hip 445 064 468 | 017 415 [ 026 404 020 017 fai't,‘]‘;;‘;im
Env:f:r:; ent | 445 084 400 052 375 050 372 055 026 fa“tﬁ;ﬁim

The table shows that compensation and benefits' p-value
is 0.43, leadership of administrators is 0.86, socia
relation is 0.17, and work environment is 0.26. All the
p-vaues are greater than 0.05 alpha; therefore, the null
hypotheses are failed to reject. There is no significant
difference among the teachers job satisfaction when
they are classified according to their highest educational
attainment. This implies that whatever educational
attainment reached by the teachers, they had the same
level of job satisfaction last school year.

Table 13 shows the results of the test of significance
difference among the mean scores of job satisfaction of
teachers when they are classified according to their
grade levelstaught in school year 2021 — 2022.

Table 13: Results of Analysis of Variance of the
Teachers’ Job Satisfaction based on Grade Levels

Designation
Job Satisfaction's Grade 7 Grade Grade 9 Grade 10
Dimensions Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean sD
Compensation
I e 398 | 042 | 353 | 030 | 314 | 048 | 429 | 063
jeadershipof | 40 | o049 | 33 | 057 | 338 | 076 | 368 | 051
Social Relationship | 425 | 067 | 413 | 043 | 430 | 062 | 421 i 041
Vork Environment | 3.0 | 085 | 467 | 023 | 386 | 047 | 412 | 067
i o Grade 11 Grade 12
Job g A s p-\:'alue Decision
Dimensions Mean sD Mean sD {o=0.05)
Compensation " )
and Banerts 370 | 038 | 370 | 040 | <0.00 refect the Hy
Leadership of 353 | 078 | 382 | 035 | 018 | falloreectihed,
s
Social Relationship 409 | 052 | 415 | 041 | 097 | falltoreiectthe &,
Wark Environment 367 | 041 | 370 | 041 | 024 | falltorejectthe &,

The table presents that leadership of administrators (p =
0.18), socid relationship's (p = 0.97), and work
environment's (p = 0.24) p-values exceed the apha
(0.05); thus, the null hypotheses are accepted. There is
no significant difference among job satisfaction of
teachers based on grade levels in terms of the three
aforementioned dimensions.

However, compensation and benefits got a p-value of
<0.00** which is less than the 0.05 apha. The null
hypothesis is rejected. There is significant difference
among the job satisfaction of the teachers based on grade
in terms of this aspect. This tells that they did not have
same level of satisfaction in terms of compensation and
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benefits when they were group according to the grade
level they belonged.

Table 14 shows the results of the test of significance
difference between the mean scores of job satisfaction
of teachersin terms of compensation and benefits when
they are paired according to grade levels.

Table 14. Results of Analysis of Bonferroni
Correlation Method for Compensation & Benefits
based on Grade L evel

Group 1

Mean sD
398 042
3.98 0.42
398 042
398 0.42
398 042
353 0.30
353 030
353 0.30
353 030
314 0.48
314 0.48
314 0.48
429 063
429 0.63
370 038

Group 2
Mean sD
353 0.30
314 048
429 063
370 038
370 0.40
314 048
429 063
370 038
370 0.40
429 063
370 038
370 040
370 038
370 040
370 0.40

p-value
(a=0.003)

Grade Level Pairings Decision

Grade 7 Vs. Grade 8

Grade 7 Vs. Grade &

Grade 7 Vs. Grade 10
Grade 7 Vs. Grade 11

Grade 7 Vs. Grade 12

Grade 8 Vs. Grade 8

Grade 8 Vs. Grade 10
Grade 8 Vs. Grade 11

Grade 8 Vs. Grade 12
Grade & Vs. Grade 10
Grade § Vs. Grade 11

Grade 8 Vs. Grade 12
Grade 10 Vs. Grade 11
Grade 10 Vs. Grade 12
Grade 11 Vs. Gradae 12

0.051
0.002~
0.265
0.180
0.244
0.102
0.020
0.389
0437
0.001=
Q017
0.039
0.033
0.071
1.000

fail to reject the H,
reject the Hy

fail to reject the H,
fail to reject the H,
fail to reject the H,
fail to reject the H,
fail to reject the H,
fail to reject the H,
fail to reject the H,
reject the H,
fail to reject the H,
fail to reject the H,
fail to reject the H,
fail to reject the H,
fail to reject the H,

Since there was significant difference among the
teachers' satisfaction level in terms of compensation and
benefits based on grade levels, the researchers used the
Bonferroni Correlation Method. The table shows the p-
value of each pair of grade levelsthat were compared. It
was found out that Grade 7 and Grade 9 got a p-value of
0.002, and Grade 9 and Grade 10 got a p-value of 0.001.
Both of these are lower than the alpha of 0.05. The null
hypotheses for these pairs are reected. There is
significant difference on the level of satisfaction in
terms of compensation and benefits between Grades 7 &
9 teachers, and between Grades 9 & 10 teachers. Only
these two pairs showed the difference in level of
satisfaction in the said dimension but the rest of the pairs
did not.

Table 15 shows the results of the test of the test of
relationship between the mean scores of job satisfaction
of teachers and their performance based on IPCRF
rating.
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Table 15: Results of Test of Relationship of Teachers’ Job Satisfaction and Job Performance
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Job Satisfaction's Dimensions [3:?]:"';&5] r-value Interpretation
Compensation and Benefits 033 0.15 Very Weak Positive Comelation
Leadership of Administrators 0.52 0.10 Very Weak Positive Correlation
Soclal Relationship 0.89 0.0z Very Weak Positive Comelation
Work Environment 0.30 0.16 Very Weak Positive Correlation

The table shows that the p-value of compensation and
benefits is 0.033, leadership of administrators is 0.52,
socia relationship is 0.98, and work environment is
0.30. All these exceed the value of apha which is 0.05;
thus, the null hypotheses are accepted. there is no
significant relationship between each dimension of
teachers' job satisfaction and their performance. Their r-
values range from 0.02 to 0.16 which are al interpreted
as very weak positive correlation. These indicate that
there is no enough proof that the job performance of
participating teachers was affected by their job
satisfaction in the school year 2021 - 2022.

CONCLUSIONSAND RECOMMENDATIONS
The objective of this study is to determine the job

satisfaction level of al teachers of a certain high school
for the school year 2021 — 2022. The said variable is
subdivided into four dimensions namely compensation
and benefits, leadership of administrators, socia
relationship, and work environment (Oco, 2022). Each
component was intended to correlate with teachers’ job
performance measured through the IPCRF ratings given
by the superiors at the end of said school year. Thisstudy
was done to know the status of the teachers amidst the
left and right school tasks and alterations of educational
policy and guidelines brought by pandemic. These are
the conclusions formulated based on the findings of the
study.

It was found out that majority of the teachers were
satisfied with their current situation and perception in
terms of the four aforementioned aspects of job
satisfaction. Most of them are very happy with their
relationship with their co-workers. However, it is
noticeable that around a quarter out of 45 teachers were
still reluctant whether they were satisfied or dissatisfied
with compensation and benefits that they are receiving
from the government. Moreover, there were severa
teachers who were also neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
in the three other dimension. In addition, some teachers
were dissatisfied on how the school administrators led
and managed the institution.

On the other hand, despite of heavy workloads and
abrupt modifications of instructions every now and then,

All rights are reserved by UIJRT.COM.

all the teachers performed well in the last school year
based on the IPCRF rating that they got.

The job satisfaction of the teachers was further analyzed
by comparing the data based on their demographic
profile. The researchers learned that teachers’ job
satisfaction levels are the same in the four dimensions
when they are grouped according to their gender, age
group, teaching position, years in service, and highest
educational attainment. But they showed significant
difference in compensation and benefits when they were
classified according to grade levels taught. It was found
out that Grades 7 & 9 did not have the same level of
satisfaction in terms of this aspect, as well with Grades
9 & 10. Nevertheless, the teachers still had the same
level of job satisfaction in other three components based
on grade levels taught.

Lastly, it is concluded in this study that there was no
enough evidence that participating teachers’ job
satisfaction had significant relationship with their job
performance because it was al so revealed that these two
variables had very weak positive correlation. It is in
contrast to the result in the study of Szabo et a in 2022
that showed that the two variables had significant
positive correlation. Nevertheless, the results of this
study affirm the claim that teachers still do their job
efficiently despite of any hurdle that they are facing
(Szabo et a, 2022).

Based on the results of the study, the researchers came
up with these recommendations.

Onthisbasis, future research should consider expanding
the variables to gather more comprehensive details on
job satisfaction and performance. In addition, this study
could also be donein different settings beyond the time
of the pandemic. This could also be used in larger and
more diverse populations.

In addition, this study revealed that the maority of
teachers were satisfied considering the four dimensions
of job satisfaction. Thisappealsto maintain and increase
the progressive awareness of an organization of the
importance of necessary compensation and benefits, the
best possible leadership of administrators, inclusive and
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meaningful social relationships, and a conducive work
environment for employees regardiess of their title,
gender, and educational background. The resiliency of
the teachersin any situation should not be romanticized
as heroism and noble. The development and
advancement of the system of the Department of
Education should always consider the well-being and
welfare of itsteachers.

At the school level, the researchers recommend that the
school may devise an annual or quarterly feedback
mechanism that can measure or determine the teachers’
status physically, emotionally, socialy, professionally,
spiritualy, and others. In this way, the school can make
intervention programs that can address the teachers’
concerns and conditions. Thus, schools may help
teachersto work efficiently and enthusiastically.

Lastly, it was concluded that there was not enough
evidence that the teachers’ job satisfaction had a
significant relationship with their job performance asthe
data revealed that these two variables had a very weak
positive correlation. On this basis, future research could
consider other methodol ogies like interviews and focus
group discussions (FGD) to have more comprehensive
data on teachers’ perceptions regarding their job
satisfaction and performance. A mixed method could
also give in-depth knowledge of thistopic.
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