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Rationale of Conducting the Survey

The Challenge of Learning Recovery

“Over the past three years, the pandemic has brought profound disruptions to children’s learning, exacerbating 

the pre-existing global learning crisis. We need to act urgently to recover learning and seize this opportunity to 

build education systems back better.”- World Bank Blogs

https://twitter.com/intent/tweet?text=We+need+to+act+urgently+to+recover+learning+and+seize+this+opportunity+to+build+education+systems+back+better.&url=https://blogs.worldbank.org/education/learning-recovery-education-transformation/?cid=SHR_BlogSiteTweetable_EN_EXT&via=worldbank


General Research Question

What kind of Learning Recovery Actions (LRA)

are ESC JHS undertaking? What is the present

picture of their Learning Recovery Actions?



General Research Objective

This research aims to obtain a baseline profile of 

schools’ LRA in relation to identified context variables 
(i.e., geographic location, school type, school size 

and enrolment, learning modalities and certification 

status) and current literature on LRA.



Specific Research Objectives Related Research Questions

1. Identify challenges private secondary schools participating in the 

ESC program faced with regard to learning loss and learning gaps

1. What challenges related to learning loss did private secondary schools 

participating in the ESC program experience during the time they were 

closed? How did schools determine the extent of their learning loss?

2. Determine the learning recovery efforts that private secondary 

schools participating in the ESC program are undertaking

2. What strategies and interventions related to learning recovery are 

private secondary schools participating in the ESC program planning to 

undertake or have started to implement?

3. Identify the system of evaluation used by private secondary 

schools participating in the ESC program with regard to their learning 

recovery efforts

3. What is the system of evaluating the private secondary school’s learning 

recovery program?

4. Identify resources private secondary schools participating in the 
ESC program used for learning recovery

4. What resources are private secondary schools participating in the ESC 

program using or finding helpful for the development, implementation and 

evaluation of their learning recovery program?

5. Establish changes in the academic program and related areas of 

operations of private secondary schools participating in the ESC 

program to support learning recovery

5. What changes in the school’s other areas of operations (e.g., support 

services; physical plant and instructional support facilities) have resulted to 

support the implementation of a learning recovery program?

6. Identify efforts undertaken by private secondary schools 

participating in the ESC program to encourage return to school by 

vulnerable or at-risk student groups

6. What efforts have private secondary schools participating in the ESC 

program undertaken to encourage vulnerable or at risk student groups to 

return to school?

7. Determine relationships in the schools’ context variables affecting 

learning recovery and possible models

7. How much of school context variables influence or affect the school’s 

development and implementation of a learning recovery program? What 

relationships exist and what models may be derived?

8. Solicit suggestions from schools in terms of support and resources 

schools need to sustain their learning recovery efforts

8. What support do private secondary schools participating in the ESC 

program need to make their learning recovery programs effective and 

sustainable?

9. Suggest directions for formulation of programs and policies for 

conducting learning recovery

9. What directions may be suggested for private secondary schools 

participating in the ESC program regarding the formulation of programs 

and policies for learning recovery?



Survey Instrument Sections: 51 items

Part I: Schools’ Demographic Data

Part II:

A. Institutional Challenges

B. Learning Recovery Actions

C. System of Evaluation

D. Resources for Development of Learning Recovery

E. Related Changes in School Operations

F. Actions for Vulnerable or At-Risk Students

G. Support Schools Need

H. Suggestions and Recommendations by Schools for Learning Recovery Programs

Survey Instrument Format:

Combination of Ranking, Likert Scales, Checklist and Open-Ended Questions

Survey Dissemination:

Electronic via email care of PEAC IT and Information Management Unit (July, 2022)

Methodology – Data Gathering



Methodology – Data Analysis

Quantitative Qualitative

Descriptive Statistics:

frequency, percentage, mean, and 

standard deviation

Word Text Query

Word Frequency Analysis

Word Cloud

Correlation Thematic Mapping

Linear Regression

Model

Independent Variables:

Enrolment

School Type

Certification Status

Regional Poverty Incidence

Learning Modality

Dependent Variable:

Sum of Learning Recovery Actions

Use of open-source software JASP 

Version 0.16.3 (2022)

Use of NVIVO 12 Plus



The study does not:

-measure actual learning loss of students in schools during the pandemic

-measure effectiveness of schools’ learning recovery efforts

Methodologically, the study relies on schools’ self-reports of learning recovery efforts. 

These need to be validated with other methods such as in-depth interviews, 

classroom observations and documents analysis (e.g., sample intervention 

instructional materials)

Limitations of Study

The study focuses on:

-dominant types of learning recovery actions currently practiced by schools

-factors influencing or enabling the practice of these types



Respondents’ Profile:

A total of 1,789 schools answered the survey (the number represents 50.06% of the total 

number of ESC schools which is 3,574). Survey sent to Junior High School Principals.

Majority of school respondents were:

• from Region IV-A (20.35%), 

• family-owned non-sectarian private schools (53.94%), 

• located within the city limits (52.04%),

• fully compliant in terms of certification status (49.69%). 

Across schools:

• average enrolment was 301 students 

• average tuition was around P15,000 per year 

• average drop-out rate (in number) was pegged at 2.63 students 

• average drop-out rate (i.e., in terms of number of drop-outs relative to total student 

population) was around 1.85%.



Discussion

1. There is a widespread perception of learning loss in the different schools that answered the survey. Much of this 

general comment is based on schools’ analysis of students’ performance in classroom-based assessments 

covering formative and summative assessments, in online tasks found in the schools’ Learning Management 

Systems (LMS) and for some, in standardized tests.





Discussion

2. While there is much use of assessments, the top indicators of learning loss that schools focused on were low quality of student 

work (incomplete submissions and outputs in performance tasks), low attendance, and low engagement in online classes. 

These predominant indicators of learning loss differ from current literature which characterizes learning loss 

as the “…difference between the overall level of attainment that a student would have achieved by the 

end of their course of study – if they had not been affected by the pandemic – and the overall level of 

attainment that they actually achieved in its wake” (Newton, 2021).  This definition emphasizes quantifying 

learning loss by comparing students’ proficiency levels before and during the pandemic. This process of obtaining and 

comparing specific data about competency gaps was not a general practice. In the list of measures of 

learning loss, items related to data analysis of attainment of learning competencies were rated as among 

the bottom five. 



3. Because there was minimal comparison and use by schools of data to establish in quantitative terms the students’ 

learning gaps, the schools’ focus on developing LRA also did not involve much use of data 

analysis and understanding students’ learning difficulties in accomplishing certain 

competencies. Much effort was spent on adjusting curriculum requirements (72%), attending to the students’ 

emotional well-being (68%), adjusting the exam methods (65%), training teachers on how to design instructional 

materials for different modalities (65%) and reducing time for extra-curricular activities (62%). Others also mentioned 

home visitations and consulting with stakeholders like parents on students’ progress. In other cases, as shown in the 

thematic maps, the evaluation of schools’ LRA had little to do with data from students’ performance in interventions. 

For instance, schools mentioned undertaking SWOT analysis, conducting surveys among stakeholders, and 

conducting focus group discussions as their evaluation methods.

Discussion





4. These predominant forms of LRA are largely whole class approaches rather than targeted or 

differentiated to address individual differences in performance. In the tables on LRA done by schools 

and LRA that were perceived as effective, remedial and targeted approaches had lower ratings, Results also show 

that providing customized instruction for at-risk students was rated as the 5th method.

Discussion





Discussion

5. These results then show that schools have yet to incorporate in their LRA alternative and 

differentiated practices that involve intensive gathering of data on students’ learning gaps, 

diagnosing specific learning difficulties, implementing varied interventions that align with 

data, and monitoring and obtaining evidences of individual students’ progress and 

proficiency.



6. Correlations:

Schools that used online learning only had significantly fewer learning recovery actions than 

schools using a combination of three different modalities (printed, electronic, and online), 

Schools with an enrollment size between 500 to 999 students implemented more learning 

recovery actions compared to schools with less than 100 students.

Schools located in regions with a poverty incidence rate that is less than 10% have a 

significantly higher mean number of learning recovery actions compared with schools found 

in regions with at least 20% poverty incidence rate.



Discussion

7. Significant predictors:

Enrolment size: For every one unit change in enrolment size, the mean number of 

learning recovery actions increases by .001 unit, while holding all other predictors 

constant.  

Certification: Learning recovery actions decrease by 4.186, on the average, for schools 

that have no certification, compared with schools that are certified or accredited when 

other predictors are held constant.



Some considerations in interpreting the quantitative results

 Measure of learning recovery 

 LRA is the sum of the reported learning recovery actions done by the schools

 We treat each learning recovery action equally (i.e., each one is given equal 
weight in calculating LRA), but this may not be the case in practice.

 LRA is a proxy variable, in the absence of a valid and reliable instrument that 
captures the construct of learning recovery.

 Linear regression results should be interpreted with caution since the value of 
R2 (measure of how well the overall model predicts the outcome variable) is 
quite low (only 1.8%).  This means that there may be other variables that could 
accurately predict learning recovery.

 The quantitative results could be a starting point for examining further the 
phenomenon of “learning recovery,” but we need to develop valid measures 
on which we can anchor our analyses.



Discussion

8. In comparison to other studies on schools’ experiences of LRA, the statistical and thematic 

maps comparative analyses underline the importance of considering school 

context factors that may affect learning recovery actions.  In the case of PEAC 

JHS, these variables are as follows:

a) the factor of enrolment and regional poverty incidence may influence the school’s 

capacity to do LRA; 

b) certification status may point to the presence of a school’s quality assurance system to 

support and sustain LRA; 

c) and the combination of learning modalities may suggest the school’s ability to provide 

differentiated forms of LRA that will respond to the needs of all students at different levels of 

performance.



Recommendations

1. Expand schools’ current concepts of learning loss and LRA by emphasizing the gathering and use of 

data and adoption of differentiated and targeted approaches and clear alignment of the purposes of 

assessment with specific methods. Provide professional development seminars-

workshops on these aspects of learning loss and LRA. Consider also alternative approaches such 

as “learning acceleration” which show how curriculum adjustments can be made to address 

learning gaps.



2. Changes in thinking about learning loss and LRA also depend on the depth of a school’s system of 

data gathering and analysis of students’ performance in required competencies and the teachers’ 

active use of this system and in action research. Consequently, it will be important and helpful for 

schools to establish customized systems of learning analytics where data about student 

learning and achievement is consistently collected, examined, interpreted and used as the basis for 

formulation of varied interventions. “Without regular and reliable data to measure foundational learning, 

countries cannot monitor learning progress and whether their investments and policies are working for 

all children” (WB-UNESCO-UNICEF, 2021).

Recommendations



Recommendations

LEARNING ANALYTICS: 

the measurement, collection, analysis 

and reporting of data about learners and 

their context – Society for Learning Analytics and Research 



Recommendations

https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-learning-analytics-cycle%3A-closing-the-loop-Clow/9b34f26a303b290bd4b610e5598458504096bbe1



Recommendations



3. Address varied learning needs and levels of proficiency by utilizing and maximizing varied 

learning modalities to either supplement or be functionally equivalent to face-to-face 

instruction. ”Countries best able to respond to COVID-19 educational disruptions were those that 

could build on the implementation of long-established ICT in education masterplans and the 

continuous development of digital learning systems, digital learning resources, and teachers’ 

pedagogies for digital and/ or distance learning” (WB-UNESCO-UNICEF, 2021, p. 35). 

Recommendations



4. Intensify schools’ full compliance with standards in the PEAC 2018 Certification Assessment Instrument. 

Certification plays a significant role in undertaking LRA. Certification provides a quality assurance 

system that prompts schools to expand their range of LRA. Certification provides an enabling 

environment for LRA to thrive and make the school system more responsive to learning gaps. 

Encourage schools as part of school improvement planning to develop a roadmap for LRA and 

institutionalize systems and protocols for LRA.

Recommendations







Recommendations



Recommendations



5. Encourage more inter-school partnerships and collaboration, especially by small schools with those 

with larger enrolments. Network to gain insight and actions regarding best practices.

6. The quantitative results could be a starting point for examining further the phenomenon of “learning 

recovery,” but we need to develop valid measures on which we can anchor our analyses. There is a 

need to refine the methods of study of learning recovery and design valid measures to determine 

factors and other variables that influence LRA and the effectiveness of schools’ LRA

Recommendations


