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ABSTRACT: The effective implementation of the Revised K–10 Curriculum depends on the coherence between curriculum goals 

and pedagogical practices. This study investigated the alignment between pedagogical practices and curriculum goals, and the 

implementation of the Revised K–10 Curriculum, among Physical Education and Health (PEH) teachers in the Department of 

Education–Schools Division of Sorsogon City. It described the respondents' profiles, assessed the extent of pedagogical alignment 

and the level of curriculum implementation, and tested significant differences and relationships among the variables. It also 

explored the challenges that explain these results and proposed a Pedagogical Enhancement Framework. An explanatory 

sequential mixed methods design was used, with 60 teachers in the quantitative phase and six purposively selected participants 

in the qualitative phase. Instructional strategies and learning resource utilization were aligned to a very high extent (M = 3.26). 

Assessment practices (M = 3.13) and classroom engagement strategies (M = 2.94) were aligned to a high extent. Adherence to 

standards (M = 3.43) and instructional planning and preparation (M = 3.42) were always implemented, while contextualization (M 

= 3.12) and quality delivery (M = 3.00) were often implemented. Assessment practices (U = 575.000, p = .022) and instructional 

planning and preparation (U = 562.000, p = .038) differed significantly by the number of curriculum-related trainings attended; no 

other profile comparison was significant. A strong positive relationship was found between pedagogical alignment and curriculum 

implementation (ρ = .780, p < .001). Four themes emerged: (1) Alignment Is Clear in Lesson Design but Harder to Sustain in 

Assessment Evidence and Delivery; (2) Material and Temporal Constraints Reshape the Enacted PEH Curriculum; (3) Adaptation 

Sustains Access While Changing the Form of Performance; and (4) Collective Support Enables Implementation but Requires 

Coherent Guidance and Resources. The integrated findings indicated that teachers attend deliberately to curriculum goals. 

However, crowded classes, limited time and resources, and gaps in formative evidence constrain how consistently these goals are 

enacted. In response, the ALIGN Framework was proposed as a continuous, school-based improvement cycle for review and 

piloting. 

KEYWORDS: curriculum implementation, explanatory sequential mixed methods, pedagogical alignment, Physical Education and 

Health, Revised K–10 Curriculum 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Pedagogical practices have become a central focus in contemporary educational discourse, particularly in the context of 

improving instructional quality and student learning outcomes across diverse educational systems worldwide. Globally, education 

systems have increasingly emphasized the need for effective teaching practices that align with curriculum goals, promote learner 

engagement, and support the development of 21st-century competencies. Pedagogical practices encompass the strategies, 

methods, and approaches that teachers employ to facilitate learning, assess student progress, and create meaningful classroom 

experiences. As emphasized by Muniandy and Abdullah (2023), high-quality pedagogical practices positively influence students’ 

learning, underscoring effective instructional approaches in achieving educational goals. This highlights the need for educators to 

consistently strengthen their pedagogical practices to ensure that curriculum goals are translated into meaningful learning 

experiences. 

Finally, the findings of this study will serve as the basis for developing a Pedagogical Enhancement Framework to strengthen 

instructional coherence and improve curriculum implementation in Physical Education and Health Education.  
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Research Question 

This study soughts to answer the following quantitative research questions: 

1. What is the profile of the respondents in terms of: 

1.1 Age; 

1.2 Sex; 

1.3 Educational qualification; 

1.4 Years of teaching experience; 

1.5 Grade Level; 

1.6 Number of Revised K-10 Curriculum-related trainings attended; and 

1.7 Number of Teaching Loads? 

2. What is the extent of alignment between pedagogical practices and curriculum goals under the Revised K-10 Curriculum in 

terms of: 

2.1 Instructional strategies; 

2.2 Assessment practices; 

2.3 Learning resource utilization; and 

2.4 Classroom engagement strategies? 

3. What is the level of implementation of the Revised K-10 Curriculum in terms of: 

3.1 Instructional planning and preparation; 

3.2 Adherence to standards; 

3.3 Quality delivery; and 

3.4 Contextualization? 

4. Is there a significant difference in the extent of alignment between pedagogical practices and curriculum goals in terms of 

instructional strategies, assessment practices, learning resource utilization, and classroom engagement strategies when 

respondents are categorized according to their profile? 

5. Is there a significant difference in the level of implementation of the Revised K-10 curriculum in terms of instructional planning 

and preparation, adherence to standards, quality delivery, and contextualization when respondents are categorized according to 

their profile? 

6. Is there a significant relationship between the extent of alignment between pedagogical practices and curriculum goals and the 

level of implementation of the Revised K-10 Curriculum? 

Qualitative Research Question 

 The qualitative phase of the study seeks to answer the following questions: 

7. How do the challenges of teachers explain the observed extent of alignment between pedagogical practices and curriculum 

goals and the level of implementation of the Revised K-10 Curriculum? 

8. Based on the quantitative and qualitative findings, what pedagogical enhancement framework may be proposed to strengthen 

curriculum alignment under the Revised K-10 Curriculum? 

 

II. SCOPE AND LIMITATION OF THE STUDY 

 This study focused on examining the alignment between pedagogical practices and curriculum goals under the Revised K-10 

Curriculum among Grade 7 and Grade 8 Physical Education and Health teachers in the Department of Education – Sorsogon City 

Division during the School Years 2024–2025 and 2025-2026. This period is significant as it corresponds to the initial 

implementation phase of the revised K–10 curriculum in Grade 7 and Grade 8, which aims to streamline competencies, strengthen 

foundational learning, and improve instructional coherence in basic education. The study is anchored in the context of this 

curriculum reform, particularly as it applies to Physical Education and Health instruction in public secondary schools. 

 The study employed an explanatory sequential mixed-methods design consisting of two phases. The quantitative phase 

involved the use of a researcher-made questionnaire that was administered to sixty (60) Grade 7 and 8 Physical Education and 

Health teachers to determine their profile, assess the extent of pedagogical alignment, evaluate the level of curriculum 

implementation, and examine differences and relationships among variables. The qualitative phase followed, involving 

purposively selected participants who were interviewed to provide deeper explanations of the quantitative findings, particularly 

in relation to the challenges encountered in implementing the Revised K-10 Curriculum. 
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FRAMEWORK 

 
This study is anchored in three complementary theoretical perspectives, namely Constructive Alignment Theory, Teacher 

Sensemaking Theory, and Curriculum Implementation Theory, which collectively explain the structural, interpretive, and 

operational dimensions of curriculum alignment and implementation under the Revised K-10 Curriculum. These theories provide 

a comprehensive lens for understanding how pedagogical practices are aligned with curriculum goals and how such alignment 

influences the effective implementation of curriculum reforms among Physical Education and Health teachers in the Department 

of Education–Sorsogon City Division. 

Constructive Alignment Theory, proposed by Biggs and Tang (2020), serves as the primary theoretical foundation of this 

study. This theory emphasizes the coherence between intended learning outcomes, instructional strategies, and assessment 

practices. It posits that effective teaching occurs when all components of instruction are aligned toward achieving clearly defined 

learning objectives. In the context of the MATATAG Curriculum, this theory highlights the importance of ensuring that pedagogical 

practices, including instructional strategies, assessment practices, learning resource utilization, and classroom engagement 

strategies, are directly aligned with curriculum goals. When such alignment is achieved, instructional coherence is strengthened, 

and learners are more likely to attain the intended competencies of the curriculum. 

Research Design 

The study used an explanatory sequential mixed-methods design, represented as QUAN → qual. The quantitative strand 

was conducted first and received primary emphasis. It established the respondents’ profile, the reported extent of pedagogical 

alignment, the level of curriculum implementation, differences across profile groups, and relationships between alignment and 

implementation. The qualitative strand followed the statistical analysis and was designed to explain how teachers’ challenges, 

experiences, and working conditions helped account for the quantitative patterns. This sequence was appropriate because the 

research questions required both measurement of reported practices and an explanation of how those practices were enacted 

under actual school conditions. 

The quantitative phase employed a descriptive-correlational design. Survey responses from 60 teachers were used to 

describe the four alignment domains of instructional strategies, assessment practices, learning resource utilization, and classroom 

engagement strategies. The same responses described the four implementation domains of instructional planning and 
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preparation, adherence to standards, quality delivery, and contextualization. The analysis also examined whether domain scores 

differed across respondent profile categories and whether alignment and implementation scores were associated. 

Integration occurred through connecting, building, and merging procedures consistent with mixed-methods integration 

described by Fetters et al. (2013). Connecting occurred when the qualitative participants were selected from the quantitative 

respondents. Building occurred when the statistical results informed the interview questions and the focus of qualitative coding. 

Merging occurred when the quantitative results and qualitative themes were compared through narrative discussion and joint 

displays. The integrated interpretations were then used to formulate the proposed Pedagogical Enhancement Framework. 

Research Instruments 

The quantitative instrument was a researcher-made questionnaire aligned with the research questions, the conceptual 

definitions, and the reviewed literature. It consisted of three parts. Part I gathered the respondent profile: age, sex, educational 

qualification, years of teaching experience, grade level handled, curriculum-related training attendance, and teaching load. These 

variables described the sample and served as grouping variables in the tests of difference. 

Part II measured the extent of alignment between pedagogical practices and curriculum goals. It contained four ten-item 

subscales: instructional strategies, assessment practices, learning resource utilization, and classroom engagement strategies. Part 

III measured the level of implementation of the Revised K–10 Curriculum through four ten-item subscales: instructional planning 

and preparation, adherence to standards, quality delivery, and contextualization. The instrument therefore contained 80 practice 

indicators across the eight quantitative domains. 

Parts II and III used the same four-point practice-frequency scale: 4 = Always, 3 = Often, 2 = Sometimes, and 1 = Rarely. The 

item and composite means were interpreted using the ranges reported in Chapter 4: 3.26–4.00 = Always, 2.51–3.25 = Often, 1.76–

2.50 = Sometimes, and 1.00–1.75 = Rarely. For the alignment tables, the corresponding extent descriptors were very high, high, 

low, and very low. The forced-choice scale was used to obtain a definite report of practice frequency without a neutral midpoint. 

Data Gathering Procedures 

Data collection followed the explanatory sequence. The researcher first obtained the required institutional and division 

permissions and coordinated the survey schedule with the concerned school authorities. Prospective respondents received 

information about the study, the voluntary nature of participation, confidentiality measures, and their right to decline or 

withdraw. The validated questionnaire was then administered to the 60 identified teachers, and completed responses were 

checked for completeness before encoding. 

The survey data were organized and analyzed in SPSS. Descriptive results were produced first, followed by normality 

assessment, group comparisons, and correlation analysis. The quantitative results were reviewed to identify the domains, 

indicators, differences, and relationships that required follow-up explanation. 

 

III. RESULTS 

 This chapter presents, analyzes, and interprets the findings of the study on the alignment between pedagogical practices and 

curriculum goals under the Revised K–10 Curriculum among Physical Education and Health teachers in the Department of 

Education–Sorsogon City Division. Following the explanatory sequential mixed-methods design, the chapter begins with the 

presentation of the quantitative findings, followed by the qualitative findings, and concludes with the integration of both strands 

to provide a comprehensive understanding of the research problem and address the central mixed-methods research question. 

Quantitative Findings 

1.On the profile of the respondents in terms of age, sex, educational qualification, years of teaching experience, grade level, 

number of Revised K–10 Curriculum-related trainings attended, and number of teaching loads 

The first profile comparison describes the ages of the 60 respondents. Table 1 presents the frequency and percentage in each age 

category. 
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 Half of respondents were 40–49 years old (n = 30), whereas only one was at least 50. This age distribution means that the 

subsequent group tests chiefly compare teachers below 50, and any inference about the oldest category is particularly unstable. 

The review treats teachers’ prior experience and interpretation of reform as relevant to classroom enactment (Spillane et al., 

2021; Battey et al., 2021), but the age profile itself does not establish a difference in practice. 

 
 Women constituted 46 of the 60 respondents (76.7%). Findings therefore describe a sample weighted toward female 

teachers, and comparisons with the 14 male respondents should be read with the unequal group sizes in mind. The review 

identifies teacher characteristics as possible correlates of instructional beliefs (Wang et al., 2022), yet sex alone cannot explain 

how an individual teacher aligns PEH activities with MATATAG competencies. 

 Educational qualification provides context for the respondents’ formal preparation. Table 3 presents the distribution of their 

reported qualifications. 

 

 
 Most teachers held a bachelor’s degree (n = 39), with another 14 reporting MA units; the categories above these qualifications 

contained one to four respondents each. The data thus provide more information about differences among the larger bachelor’s-

level groups than about advanced-degree holders. Teacher sensemaking theory emphasizes that preparation interacts with beliefs 

and context in the interpretation of reform (Battey et al., 2021), so qualification should be treated as one aspect of professional 

preparation rather than an automatic measure of implementation quality. 

  Teaching experience may shape how teachers interpret and enact revised competencies. Table 4 describes the 

respondents by years of teaching experience.  

 
 Experience was distributed across the first four five-year bands, with 17 teachers in the 11–15-year group and only two 

reporting more than 20 years. This affords a reasonable description of early and middle career teachers while leaving the longest-

serving group too small for stable comparisons. The review links experience to adaptation under changing instructional demands 

(Aldahdouh et al., 2023), but years in service do not reveal the quality or relevance of a teacher’s experience with the revised PEH 

competencies. These categories also conceal the kind of work that teachers have done during their years of service. A teacher 

with fewer total years may have substantial recent experience with MATATAG training, whereas a longer-serving teacher may 

need support with new competency sequencing or tools. Aldahdouh et al. (2023) associate experience and pedagogical training 

with adaptation, but the review also describes reform implementation as contingent on school support and available resources 

(Villaver et al., 2024). The group comparisons that follow should therefore be interpreted as descriptions of this sample, not as a  

test of professional expertise itself. Table 5 presents the frequency and percentage for each reported assignment. 
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 Thirty-two respondents handled Grade 7, 22 handled Grade 8, and six handled both. The results therefore chiefly describe 

these two grade levels, even though the instrument offered Grades 9 and 10 as options. The emphasis matters because 

instructional tasks must match grade-specific competency progression and performance expectations. The review stresses 

coherence between intended and enacted curriculum (Yang et al., 2023); this sample cannot establish whether the same patterns 

hold for other grades. The review’s constructive alignment framework emphasizes that tasks and assessments must match 

intended outcomes (Biggs & Tang, 2020), and its implementation framework treats adherence to grade-level standards as an 

operational issue (Century et al., 2021). This grade distribution is thus an important boundary on the study’s applicability. 

 
 All respondents reported one to four MATATAG-related trainings: 37 attended one or two and 23 attended three or four. The 

absence of zero-training and five-or-more categories limits the comparison to these two exposure bands. The review identifies 

professional development as a potential support for teacher competence and reform adaptation (Abbas et al., 2021; Villaver et 

al., 2024). The tally records attendance, however, rather than training duration, quality, or application in PEH lessons. Because 

both groups have received some training, a later group contrast estimates differences between lower and higher reported 

attendance within a narrow range, rather than the impact of receiving training versus none. The review describes teacher learning 

as most relevant when it helps teachers interpret curriculum guidance and address real classroom constraints (Abbas et al., 2021; 

Herrera, 2025). Those features cannot be recovered from the frequency categories alone. 

 Teaching load provides a measure of the number of sections assigned to each respondent. Table 7 presents its frequency 

distribution. 

 
 Teaching loads clustered at six sections (n = 33) and seven sections (n = 19), with four teachers each at five and eight. Workload 

may influence time available to prepare materials, assess performance, and adapt activities, a possibility consistent with the 

implementation constraints described by Herrera (2025) and Spillane et al. (2021). The profile is descriptive; it does not show that 

the heavier loads caused any observed difference in alignment or implementation. 

 2. On the extent of alignment between pedagogical practices and curriculum goals under the Revised K–10 Curriculum in 

terms of instructional strategies, assessment practices, learning resource utilization, and classroom engagement strategies 

 Instructional strategies are the first dimension of pedagogical alignment. Table 8 presents the actual survey indicators, their 

weighted means, standard deviations, verbal interpretations, and ranks. 
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 The sub-variable mean was 3.26 (Always (very high extent)). The highest-rated indicator was Item 1 (M = 3.70), and the lowest 

was Item 6 (M = 2.33). Teachers reported frequent explicit links between lesson plans and competency codes, while following the 

prescribed pacing was much less frequent. That gap matters because identifying the goal on paper does not ensure adequate time 

to develop the corresponding movement or health competency in class. Constructive alignment requires a workable connection 

among objectives, teaching activity, and expected performance (Biggs & Tang, 2020; Zepeda et al., 2023). 

 Assessment practices show how teachers connect evidence of learning to curriculum goals. Table 9 presents the indicator-

level results and the dimension mean. 
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 The sub-variable mean was 3.13 (Often (high extent)). The highest-rated indicator was Item 2 (M = 3.67), and the lowest was 

Item 6 (M = 2.67). Rubric or criteria matching the competency was reported most often, whereas use of a documented formative 

tool during instruction was least frequent. This distinguishes clarity about how performance will be judged from the routine 

collection of evidence while skills are still developing. In PEH, formative observation can identify errors in movement, concepts, 

or participation early enough to adjust practice (Yan &  

The result points to a need for feasible tools and calibration, but it does not verify whether the reported rubrics themselves were 

valid or consistently scored. Learning resource utilization concerns the selection and use of materials to support the intended 

competencies. Table 10 presents the indicator-level ratings and their ranks. 

 
 The sub-variable mean was 3.26 (Always (very high extent)). The highest-rated indicator was Item 6 (M = 3.55), and the lowest 

was Item 7 (M = 2.77). Preparation and safety-checking of materials and equipment was the most frequent resource practice, 

whereas organizing stations or rotations for equitable equipment access was the least frequent. This suggests attention to 

readiness and safety alongside a weaker routine for distributing practice opportunities across the class. In PEH, access to suitable 

equipment affects how often each learner can enact the targeted skill. 

  Classroom engagement strategies concern learners’ participation in competency-based activities. Table 11 presents the 

survey indicators and their descriptive results. 
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 The sub-variable mean was 2.94 (Often (high extent)). The highest-rated indicator was Item 7 (M = 3.70), and the lowest was 

Item 8 (M = 2.27). Competency-linked questioning was the highest-rated engagement practice, while structured peer feedback 

with a competency-aligned checklist was the lowest. Teachers appear to prompt learners verbally about skill cues and health 

concepts more often than they organize learners to assess and coach one another with shared criteria. The lower overall 

engagement mean makes this domain a priority for follow-up among the four alignment dimensions. 

 3. On the level of implementation of the Revised K–10 Curriculum in terms of instructional planning and preparation, 

adherence to standards, quality delivery, and contextualization 

 Instructional planning and preparation is the first dimension of curriculum implementation. Table 12 presents its indicator-

level ratings and the dimension mean. 

 
 The sub-variable mean was 3.42 (Always). The highest-rated indicator was Item 2 (M = 3.73), and the lowest was Item 6 (M = 

2.52). Alignment of objectives and tasks with grade-level performance standards was the most frequent planning practice. The 

lowest item concerned use of a quarterly or weekly curriculum map to schedule competencies in sequence. Teachers may be 

strong at preparing an individual lesson while less consistently using a longer-range map to secure progression across lessons.  

 The sub-variable mean was 3.43 (Always). The highest-rated indicator was Item 5 (M = 3.72), and the lowest was Item 3 (M = 

3.07). Following grading and assessment-recording policy was the highest-rated standards practice, whereas matching learning 

tasks to the grade’s expected performance standard was the lowest. Compliance with formal recording requirements may be 

easier to routinize than calibrating the complexity and quality of PEH performance tasks to the intended level. 

 The sub-variable mean was 3.00 (Often). The highest-rated indicator was Item 5 (M = 3.23), and the lowest was Item 4 (M = 

2.68). Adjusting instruction in response to observed learner errors was the most frequent quality-delivery practice, whereas 

requiring an authentic performance task was least frequent. Responsive correction is valuable, but opportunities to apply a target 

skill or health concept in an authentic game, routine, fitness, or similar task were reported less consistently. The overall quality-

delivery mean was lower than the planning and standards means. 

  The sub-variable mean was 3.12 (Often). The highest-rated indicator was Item 5 (M = 3.60), and the lowest was Item 9 

(M = 2.32). Connecting competencies to real-life physical activity and health situations was the strongest contextualization 

practice. Home or community-linked tasks were the weakest. Teachers thus reported making classroom examples relevant to 

everyday life more often than extending competency practice beyond school. 
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being assessed. 
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Inferential Statistical Analysis 

 Before comparing profile groups and examining relationships, the distribution of each composite score was assessed. Table 

16 presents the Shapiro–Wilk normality results that informed the choice of inferential tests. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

All eight Shapiro–Wilk tests were significant at α = .05. Among the alignment domains, instructional strategies (W = .917, p < .001), 

assessment practices (W = .942, p = .006), learning resource utilization (W = .918, p < .001), and classroom engagement strategies 

(W = .931, p = .002) departed from normality. The same was true for instructional planning and preparation (W = .913, p < .001), 

adherence to standards (W = .930, p = .002), quality delivery (W = .942, p = .006), and contextualization (W = .946, p = .010). The 

null hypothesis of a normal distribution was therefore rejected for each reported domain. These significant values concern score 

distributions; they do not indicate a difference between teacher groups or a relationship between alignment and implementation. 

 This distinction is relevant to the later interpretation: the analyses concern teachers’ reported practices, whereas the study’s 

constructive alignment and implementation frameworks concern the coherence and enactment of instruction.  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4. On the significant difference in the extent of alignment between pedagogical practices and curriculum goals in terms of 

instructional strategies, assessment practices, learning resource utilization, and classroom engagement strategies when 

respondents are categorized according to their profile 

For the age comparison, the four alignment dimensions were tested separately across the reported age categories. Table 17 

presents the test statistics, p-values, and decisions for these comparisons. 
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 Table 17 shows no statistically significant age differences in instructional strategies (H = 0.972, p = .808), assessment practices 

(H = 0.596, p = .897), learning resource utilization (H = 3.264, p = .353), or classroom engagement strategies (H = 2.089, p = .554). 

The null hypotheses were not rejected for all four domains. The oldest age category has only one respondent, which limits 

interpretation of that category. These results do not establish equivalent practices across ages; they provide no evidence in this 

sample for allocating alignment support on the basis of age alone. 

 Teacher Sensemaking Theory explains policy interpretation through beliefs, experience, training, and local conditions (Battey 

et al., 2021; Honig et al., 2022). That perspective helps explain why age need not divide teachers into distinct alignment groups: 

teachers within an age category can encounter different supports and demands. The nonsignificant results do not establish 

equivalence or rule out smaller differences. 

 The analysis next compares alignment scores by sex. Table 18 presents the results for all four dimensions.  

 
 Table 18 shows no significant sex difference in instructional strategies (U = 410.500, p = .120), assessment practices (U = 

428.500, p = .060), learning resource utilization (U = 383.500, p = .278), or classroom engagement strategies (U = 325.500, p = 

.951). Assessment at p = .060 remains above the .05 threshold. The female and male groups contain 46 and 14 teachers, 

respectively, so the null findings should be interpreted with their unequal sizes in mind. The group means retained in the table 

describe the observed scores, while the Mann–Whitney tests determine whether the distributions differ significantly. 
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 Table 19 shows no significant qualification differences in instructional strategies (H = 7.954, p = .093), assessment practices 

(H = 4.300, p = .367), learning resource utilization (H = 1.827, p = .768), or classroom engagement strategies (H = 0.126, p = .998). 

Some advanced-degree categories contain only one or two respondents. The retained group means describe variation across 

categories, but none of the four tests establishes that educational qualification accounts for differences in alignment. 

Years of teaching experience was compared across all four alignment dimensions. Table 20 presents the test results and null-

hypothesis decisions.  

 
 Table 20 shows no significant experience-group differences in instructional strategies (H = 0.887, p = .926), assessment 

practices (H = 0.853, p = .931), learning resource utilization (H = 1.617, p = .806), or classroom engagement strategies (H = 2.507, 

p = .643). The null hypotheses were not rejected for all four domains. Total years of service do not measure experience with the 

revised competencies or the quality of recent professional learning. 

 No domain shows a statistically established separation across service-length categories. Experience therefore cannot be used 

here to rank teachers’ reported alignment with the revised curriculum. The results concern total years of teaching, which may 

differ from experience with the new competencies or particular PEH assessment techniques. Only two respondents belonged to 

the longest-serving category, further limiting conclusions about that group. 

 
 Table 21 shows no significant grade-assignment differences in instructional strategies (H = 0.273, p = .965), assessment 

practices (H = 0.850, p = .838), learning resource utilization (H = 0.464, p = .927), or classroom engagement strategies (H = 1.141, 

p = .767). The SPSS export treats the labels “7,8” and “7, 8” as two different categories, although the descriptive profile combines 

them as six teachers handling both grades. These four-category tests cannot be represented as a valid comparison among only 

three substantively distinct groups without rerunning the analysis after harmonizing the labels. They remain nonsignificant as 

exported. 
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For this study, the finding suggests that greater reported training exposure is associated with differences in how teachers align 

assessment with the Revised K–10 competencies. The assessment domain includes matching tasks and rubrics to the intended 

performance, documenting formative evidence, giving criterion-referenced feedback, and using results to adjust instruction. 

 
   

 Table 23 shows no significant teaching-load differences in instructional strategies (H = 2.112, p = .550), assessment practices 

(H = 2.799, p = .424), learning resource utilization (H = 1.463, p = .691), or classroom engagement strategies (H = 6.052, p = .109). 

The section count alone does not measure learner numbers, preparation time, space, or equipment access. Four teachers each 

reported five and eight loads, which limits conclusions about those categories. 

 

5.  On the significant difference in the level of implementation of the Revised K–10 Curriculum in terms of instructional planning 

and preparation, adherence to standards, quality delivery, and contextualization when respondents are categorized according 

to their profile 

 The first implementation comparison examines age categories. Table 24 presents the test results for planning and 

preparation, adherence to standards, quality delivery, and contextualization. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 24 shows no significant age differences in instructional planning and preparation (H = 0.925, p = .819), adherence to 

standards (H = 2.432, p = .488), quality delivery (H = 2.340, p = .505), or contextualization (H = 2.387, p = .496). The oldest age 

category contains one teacher. The findings provide insufficient evidence of a difference among the exported age groups and do 

not establish equivalent implementation across them. 

 Curriculum Implementation Theory emphasizes competence, resources, and institutional support in enactment (Fullan, 2020), 

while Honig et al. (2022) emphasize teachers’ interpretation of reform. These perspectives support examining the conditions 

under which teachers implement the curriculum across ages. The tests establish neither equivalent implementation nor the 

absence of age-related differences in a larger sample. 
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 Implementation scores were also compared by sex. Table 25 presents the results for the four implementation dimensions. 

 Table 25 shows no significant sex difference in planning and preparation (U = 396.500, p = .192), adherence to standards (U = 

357.000, p = .538), quality delivery (U = 382.500, p = .284), or contextualization (U = 354.500, p = .568). These comparisons do not 

support assigning different implementation needs to female and male teachers based on the reported scores. Unequal group sizes 

and self-report limit the scope of that inference. 

 The review describes implementation as an interaction among teacher competence, professional learning, resources, and 

school support (Fullan, 2020; Hadisputra et al., 2024). These are more direct areas for investigating the lower quality-delivery 

indicators than sex alone. Unequal group sizes and self-report limit precision, so the conclusion is insufficient evidence of a 

difference, rather than proof of identical implementation. 

 The analysis next considers whether implementation differs by educational qualification. Table 26 reports the four group 

comparisons. 

 Table 26 shows no significant qualification differences in planning and preparation (H = 2.886, p = .577), adherence to 

standards (H = 2.386, p = .665), quality delivery (H = 6.320, p = .176), or contextualization (H = 3.529, p = .473). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
  Table 27 shows no significant teaching-experience differences in planning and preparation (H = 0.872, p = .928), 

adherence to standards (H = 1.887, p = .757), quality delivery (H = 3.206, p = .524), or contextualization (H = 1.853, p = .763). Years 
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in teaching did not statistically distinguish the four reported implementation domains in this sample. This does not establish equal 

practice across experience groups or discount the value of relevant prior experience. 

 The review associates planning with purposeful instruction (Abapo, 2024; Escanda, 2023) and recognizes professional 

experience as a possible resource for adaptation (Aldahdouh et al., 2023). In this sample, however, years alone do not distinguish 

implementation statistically. Continuing support should therefore address the requirements of the revised curriculum across 

career stages rather than presume mastery from tenure. 

 The grade level handled was examined as another grouping variable for curriculum implementation. Table 28 presents the 

four comparisons. 

 
 Table 28 shows no significant grade-assignment differences in planning and preparation (H = 0.766, p = .858), adherence to 

standards (H = 0.555, p = .907), quality delivery (H = 0.718, p = .869), or contextualization (H = 5.173, p = .160). The SPSS export 

split the dual-grade label into “7,8” and “7, 8”; thus, these results describe four exported categories rather than three harmonized 

assignments. All four tests are nonsignificant as exported, but the grade comparison should be rerun after resolving the coding 

inconsistency before a substantive claim is made about dual-grade teachers. 

 Curriculum-related training attendance was compared across the four implementation dimensions. Table 29 presents the test 

results for the two reported training groups. 

 
 Table 29 shows a significant difference by training attendance in instructional planning and preparation (U = 562.000, p = 

.038). The retained group means were 3.30 for teachers with one to two trainings and 3.70 for those with three to four trainings, 

indicating a higher descriptive planning score in the latter group. Adherence to standards (U = 528.500, p = .115), quality delivery 

(U = 530.500, p = .106), and contextualization (U = 536.000, p = .091) did not differ significantly.  

The final implementation comparison concerns the respondents’ teaching loads. Table 30 presents the results for each dimension.  

 
 Table 30 shows no significant teaching-load differences in planning and preparation (H = 2.207, p = .531), adherence to 

standards (H = 1.105, p = .776), quality delivery (H = 0.762, p = .859), or contextualization (H = 4.927, p = .177). 
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 The review identifies resources and training as conditions affecting delivery (Ceremonia-Cerda, 2024; Po, 2024). These 

accounts support examining workload through the instructional conditions attached to a section, rather than section count alone. 

The results provide insufficient evidence for a load-group difference; they do not establish that workload and implementation are 

unrelated in all circumstances. 

 

6. Significant relationship between the extent of alignment between pedagogical practices and curriculum goals and the level 

of implementation of the Revised K–10 Curriculum 

 Table 31 reports thirteen significant positive associations at the stated unadjusted .05 threshold: twelve cross-construct 

domain pairings and the total-score association. Teachers reporting higher scores on these alignment dimensions tended to rank 

higher on implementation dimensions. The attached output does not include the four instructional-strategy correlations 

previously described in the manuscript, so no conclusion is drawn about those pairings. Correlation indicates association between 

reported practices and does not identify a causal pathway. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

The eight retained Shapiro–Wilk results were significant at .05 and support the reported choice of rank-based comparisons and 

correlations. Those original diagnostics are retained in Table 16, although they are not repeated in the attached selected SPSS 

extract. The tests found two unadjusted significant profile comparisons: assessment alignment by training attendance (U = 

575.000, p = .022) and implementation planning by training attendance (U = 562.000, p = .038). Other domain-by-profile 

comparisons were nonsignificant. The twelve supplied cross-construct domain correlations and the total-score correlation were 

positive and significant; total ρ = .780, p < .001.  

Qualitative Findings 

Themes Emerging from Follow-up Data 

 

7. On the challenges of teachers explain the observed extent of alignment between pedagogical practices and curriculum goals 

and the level of implementation of the Revised K–10 Curriculum 

 To address how teachers’ challenges, explain the observed extent of alignment and level of implementation under the Revised 

K–10 Curriculum, interview responses from six Physical Education and Health (PEH) teachers were examined alongside the survey 

findings. Significant experiences were organized into axial codes, 15 formulated meanings, 11 subthemes, and four major themes. 

The interviews describe how teachers translate curriculum goals into lessons, and why the reported strength of planning and 

standards adherence is accompanied by less consistent assessment evidence, active engagement, and quality delivery. The 

interview accounts offer explanations of these patterns; they do not establish causes or measure their prevalence among all 60 

survey respondents. 
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Joint Displays of Integrated Findings 

 The first joint display connects the descriptive alignment results to the interview accounts. Table 33 identifies points where 

the two strands reinforce or qualify one another. 

 Table 33 integrates the four alignment dimensions with the experiences teachers reported in interviews. Instructional 

strategies and resource utilization each reached M = 3.26, indicating frequent reported alignment at the dimension level. Yet the 

low pacing item (M = 2.33) and station-access item (M = 2.77) qualify that result. 

 

 
   

The review treats alignment as a connection among outcomes, activities, and evidence (Biggs & Tang, 2020; Zepeda et al., 2023), 

while UNESCO (2023) and Herrera (2025) identify resources and implementation conditions as relevant constraints. 

 The assessment row draws a further distinction between specifying performance criteria and using evidence during learning. 

Aligned rubrics were rated highly (M = 3.67), whereas documented formative tools were less frequent (M = 2.67). Participants’ 

accounts of crowded classes and limited observation time offer a plausible explanation: a teacher may prepare a rubric for a 

culminating task yet struggle to record each learner’s progress and give timely feedback during practice.  

  The second joint display links the implementation results to the challenges and adaptations described by participants. 

Table 34 presents these connections and the resulting interpretation. 
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 Table 34 shows that the strongest implementation dimensions concern preparation and formal adherence. Planning and 

preparation (M = 3.42) and standards adherence (M = 3.43) were rated higher than quality delivery (M = 3.00) and 

contextualization (M = 3.12). Participants described using curriculum guides, unpacking objectives, and discussing lessons with 

colleagues, which helps explain the stronger planning pattern. However, the curriculum-map item was lower (M = 2.52), suggesting 

that day-to-day lesson alignment may be easier to sustain than a consistent view of competency progression across a term. The 

review connects purposeful planning to coherent instruction (Abapo, 2024; Escanda, 2023), and the interview data indicate where 

collaborative mapping could strengthen that coherence. 

 
 Table 35 places the two significant training comparisons alongside the interview accounts. Assessment alignment differed by 

training attendance (U = 575.000, p = .022), with retained means of 2.90 for one to two trainings and 3.30 for three to four. 

Instructional planning also differed (U = 562.000, p = .038), with retained means of 3.30 and 3.70, respectively. Participants 

requested competency-based assessment, content guidance, and coaching. These accounts support examining professional 

learning while leaving its causal contribution unresolved. 

 This chapter interprets the integrated findings in relation to the study’s research questions and theoretical foundations. The 

central finding is that teachers report deliberate alignment with curriculum goals, while the consistency of implementation 

depends on conditions that enable the intended competency to be practiced, observed, and assessed. Quantitative patterns 
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identify the domains in which reported practice differs; the qualitative findings describe the judgments and constraints that make 

those patterns understandable. 

Interpretation of Integrated Findings 

1. On the Profile of the Respondents 

The profile establishes the population represented by the findings. The survey principally reflects teachers aged below 

50, bachelor’s-degree holders, teachers handling Grades 7 and 8, and respondents with one to four curriculum-related trainings. 

It supplies limited evidence about teachers in the smallest qualification, age, and experience categories. Profile characteristics 

should therefore frame the interpretation rather than function as explanations in themselves. A teacher’s age or credential does 

not directly reveal the relevance of professional learning, access to equipment, or ability to assess a new PEH competency. 

2. On the Alignment between Pedagogical Practices and Curriculum Goals 

The alignment results suggest that teachers attend more consistently to identifying competencies and preparing relevant 

resources than to organizing some of the ongoing evidence and participation processes through which competencies become 

visible. Instructional strategies and resources each had a mean of 3.26, compared with assessment at 3.13 and engagement at 

2.94. The interview accounts of mapping and unpacking competencies give concrete examples of the stronger domains. Accounts 

of difficult individual observation and outcomes that develop over time explain why attaching a rubric to a task may be easier than 

sustaining formative assessment during the lesson. 

3. On the Level of Implementation of the Revised K-10 Curriculum 

Planning and standards adherence were the highest implementation domains, while quality delivery was the lowest. The 

interviews suggest that this descriptive difference is associated with the demands of actual enactment. Teachers need time for 

warm-up, demonstration, repeated practice, observation, correction, and application. 

4. On the significant difference in the extent of alignment between pedagogical practices and curriculum goals 

The SPSS results identify a difference in assessment alignment between training-attendance groups (U = 575.000, p = 

.022). The retained group means were 2.90 for one to two trainings and 3.30 for three to four, indicating higher reported 

assessment alignment in the latter group. Interviews requesting assessment guidance make the domain substantively relevant. 

The significant rank test and descriptive means justify closer examination of assessment-focused professional learning, while 

training duration, quality, content, and classroom application remain unknown. 

5. On the significant difference in the level of implementation of the Revised K–10 Curriculum by respondent profile 

The result shows a difference in instructional planning and preparation by training attendance (U = 562.000, p = .038), 

the only significant implementation profile comparison at the unadjusted .05 threshold. The retained means were 3.30 for one to 

two trainings and 3.70 for three to four. The result suggests higher reported planning among the latter group and points to 

preparation as an area in which professional learning may matter. It does not establish that attendance caused the difference. 

6. On the significant relationship between the extent of alignment between pedagogical practices and curriculum goals 

and the level of implementation of the Revised K–10 Curriculum 

The supplied SPSS output reports thirteen positive significant cross-construct associations: twelve domain pairings and 

the total-score relationship (ρ = .780, p < .001). Engagement with quality delivery had the largest reported domain coefficient (ρ 

= .767), while resource utilization related strongly to planning (ρ = .750) and contextualization (ρ = .742).  

The following conclusions express the insights drawn from the quantitative, qualitative, and integrated findings.  

1. Curriculum renewal in the study setting takes place among teachers who bring established professional preparation 

and classroom experience to revised expectations.  

2. Pedagogical alignment is a continuing connection among the intended competency, the learning activity, and the 

evidence produced by learners.  

3. Curriculum implementation involves both interpreting requirements and creating conditions in which learners can 

enact them. The study indicates that the transition from a coherent plan to an authentic learning experience is a critical point of 

difficulty.  

4. Professional learning appears relevant to the translation of revised competencies into both assessment criteria and 

prepared lessons. The two significant training comparisons and their retained group means identify assessment and planning as 

areas for inquiry.  

5. Demographic and professional categories have limited explanatory value for implementation in this sample, except for 

the reported training-category contrast in planning. Teachers across categories may face common demands, but nonsignificant 

tests do not establish identical practices.   
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6. The reported associations place assessment, resource use, and participation within the same instructional process as 

planning, standards adherence, delivery, and contextualization. The total-score relationship supports studying alignment and 

implementation together.  

7. Teachers’ challenges reveal a recurring tension between preserving curriculum intent and making learning feasible for 

the learners and resources at hand.  

8. The central insight from the integrated findings is that curriculum goals become attainable classroom expectations 

through a combination of teacher judgment and enabling school conditions. Instructional coherence must extend from 

interpretation and planning to practice, feedback, and defensible evidence of learning.  

The recommendations follow the instructional priorities and interpretive limits established in the conclusions.  

Physical Education and Health teachers may prepare a concise competency–task–evidence record for selected lessons, 

identifying the required performance, the planned task, the criteria, and the evidence to be collected during practice. Brief 

observation checklists, structured peer feedback, and a documented instructional response can address the gap between aligned 

rubrics and formative evidence.  

Adaptations should specify which competency is preserved and which evidence changes. A learner’s observational role 

should not automatically be recorded as mastery of a physical skill that has not been demonstrated. 

School heads and instructional leaders may organize coaching around actual lesson artifacts and observed practice. LAC 

sessions can combine curriculum mapping, calibration of performance criteria, and review of student work or anonymized 

observation records.  

The Schools Division Office may support a limited pilot of the proposed framework and provide PEH-specific technical 

assistance on formative assessment, authentic tasks, and matching task complexity to standards. Training records should 

document topic, duration, coaching, classroom application, and follow-up evidence, in addition to attendance.  

Curriculum developers and policymakers may review the clarity and consistency of exemplars, performance expectations, 

and assessment guidance.  

Schools, local government units, and education partners may use a documented inventory and access review to prioritize 

safe spaces, usable equipment, and scheduling arrangements.  

Future researchers may validate the framework with PEH and curriculum specialists and evaluate it through a feasible 

pilot with baseline and follow-up observations, lesson artifacts, and competency-based learner evidence. Larger and more 

balanced samples could improve profile comparisons.  
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