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Intended Curriculum 

A set of formal documents which specify what the relevant national education authorities and society expect that students 
will learn at school in terms of knowledge, understanding, skills, values, and attitudes to be acquired and developed, and 
how the outcomes of the teaching and learning process will be assessed. It is usually embodied in curriculum framework(s) 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 

Between 2011 and 2017, the Department of Education (DepEd) rolled out the K to 12 Curriculum in 
the Philippines, setting in motion large-scale curriculum change. When the roll out was complete, a 
planned, comprehensive review began. The review includes the intended, implemented, tested and 
attained K to 12 Curriculum. Phase 1 comprised the first part of a review of the intended curriculum. 
Its objectives were to describe the cognitive demand of the intended curriculum and to review the 
clarity of expression within the curriculum documents. Findings from this initial part of the review 
revealed that the cognitive demand of the Philippine’s new intended curriculum is higher than that of 
the USA Common Core Curriculum (Bustos, Rickards, Robertson & Dela Cruz, 2019). 
 
Phase 2 of the review comprises five stages, the first of which is a continuation of the review of the 
intended curriculum. This report presents the findings of this second part of the review of the intended 
curriculum. It provides an evidence base on which to make curriculum and policy decisions related to 
the intended curriculum. This work focused on three grade levels – Grades 3, 6 and 10 – which are 
the grade levels tested in the National Achievement Test. This report addresses the following:  

• a review of prerequisites to identify any gaps or redundancies within the spiralling of the 
curriculum  

• a cognitive demand comparison to examine the consistency of cognitive demand across 
different learning areas within the grade levels 

• an international comparison to provide an outside perspective on the emphasis of different 
topics and levels of cognitive demand within the curriculum. 

This review has also built capacity within the Bureau of Curriculum Development (BCD) to help the 
Bureau independently conduct high-quality reviews of other grades in the future. 

METHOD 
A five-day workshop was held between 17 and 21 June 2019 to examine the intended curriculum of 
Grades 3, 6 and 10 in eleven learning areas, including each component of MAPEH (Music, Arts, Physical 
Education, and Health) as a separate learning area. This workshop was a collaboration between the 
Assessment, Curriculum and Technology Research Centre (ACTRC), specialists from the Bureau of 
Curriculum Development (BCD), DepEd school teachers, the faculty of the University of the 
Philippines Integrated School (UPIS), and content area experts from different colleges of the University 
of the Philippines, Diliman. In total, there were 58 participants, most of whom had also been involved 
in Phase 1 of the review.  

The workshop covered a review of learning competencies as stated within the Curriculum Guide. It 
involved the identification of prerequisite concepts and skills – those a student needs to attain prior 
to learning the competency in question– and the cognitive load of the competencies. The workshop 
included five tasks. The first three tasks identified learning competencies and their prerequisites; the 
fourth task explored cognitive demand; and the fifth task involved an international comparison. Task 
1 classified learning competencies that were considered essential or desirable in the curriculum. 
Essential learning competencies were defined as those the student will need for a successful life or for 
continuation to subsequent grades, while desirable learning competencies were defined as those that 
will enhance education but are not essential. Task 2 involved identifying prerequisites of a selection of 
the learning competencies classified as essential in the previous task and locating these across grade 
levels. Task 3 involved checking prerequisites that may have been taught in other learning areas. A 
cognitive demand comparison was conducted in Task 4, which examined a selection of learning 
competencies across subject areas and grade levels to determine the consistency of their cognitive 
demand. Finally, an international comparison was conducted in Task 5, which compared the emphasis 
of different topics and levels of cognitive demand in the curriculum against internationally used 
measures. The results were then analysed by Professor Peter Hill, an external consultant, against a 
database of international comparators. 
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
The results of the review are presented in the order of the five workshop tasks.  

A REVIEW OF PREREQUISITES  
Tasks 1 to 3 were conducted to identify any gaps or redundancies within the spiral curriculum. The 
results of each task are presented below.  

ESSENTIAL LEARNING COMPETENCIES VERSUS DESIRABLE LEARNING COMPETENCIES 
The vast majority of learning competencies in the current curricula for Grades 3, 6 and 10 were 
classified by workshop participants as essential, although the number of identified essential learning 
competencies across subject areas and grade levels varied considerably. Filipino, English and Math 
consistently had the highest number of essential learning competencies across grade levels, with 
students being expected to master at least one essential learning competency per day in each of these 
learning areas. Having such a high number of these learning competencies in the school curriculum 
may raise challenges for implementation. Subsequent parts of the project, examining the 
implementation of the curriculum in classrooms, and student attainment, will determine if this number 
of essential learning competencies is achievable.  

It was found that the language used to describe a learning competency in the curriculum affected its 
classification as essential or desirable. Some learning competencies were identified as partly essential 
and partly desirable, and some were initially identified as desirable but, when rephrased, reclassified as 
essential. It was also found that some learning competencies recurred in different grade levels.  

UNPACKING PREREQUISITES AND LOCATING PREREQUISITES ACROSS GRADE LEVELS 
Many of the prerequisites of the identified essential learning competencies are present in the 
curriculum. A challenge for the curriculum is that a number of these pre-requisites are only implicitly 
stated in the curriculum. When a learning competency in the curriculum is implicit it may not be taught 
if the importance of the prerequisite is not recognised in the teacher guide, learner materials or by 
the teachers themselves. This is a particular concern because it increases the dependence on teacher 
content knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge. Teachers without the necessary knowledge 
might skip the prerequisite, and this will have a negative effect on students’ learning. One participant 
in the workshop emphasised this notion, stating that ‘What is essential should not be invisible to the 
eye’.  

Another concern is that some of the prerequisites of identified essential learning competencies were 
found to be misplaced or missing. Some prerequisites were located at grade levels more advanced 
than the level at which the essential learning competency must be taught. Others were located many 
years prior to the learning of the essential learning competency, which may result in poor retention 
and non-mastery of the concept or skill. The content of the curriculum should be appropriately 
sequenced and progressive (Stabback, 2016). Thus, making prerequisites explicit and correctly locating 
them would improve the usefulness of the curriculum guide. 

LOCATING PREREQUISITES ACROSS LEARNING AREAS 
When the prerequisites of a sample of learning competencies were examined, the majority were found 
to have at least one prerequisite from a different learning area. Typically, these were present prior to 
or at the same grade as they were required; however, some opportunities for improvement were 
found. These are contained within the full report. The prevalence of prerequisites in other learning 
areas demonstrated the importance of personnel from different learning areas working together when 
making curriculum changes, to ensure that changes made in one learning area will not adversely affect 
others.  

COGNITIVE DEMAND COMPARISON  
The cognitive demand comparison was designed to examine the consistency of cognitive demand 
across different learning areas within a grade level by comparing the descriptions of learning 
competencies across learning areas. The results of this task show that the use of verbs is not a reliable 
indicator of a competency’s level of cognitive demand. Competencies may be stated using similar verbs 
even though the difficulty may vary, depending on the context. There was general agreement among 
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the workshop participants that there is a need to review and revise the manner of stating learning 
competencies in the curriculum guides so they can be clearly presented and communicated to 
teachers.  

INTERNATIONAL COMPARISON 
The international comparison was designed to provide an outside perspective by comparing the 
emphasis of different topics and levels of cognitive difficulty within the curriculum against international 
comparators. The comparison showed that while similar topics are taught, the Philippine curriculum 
tends to have a lower emphasis on learning competencies that require students to perform procedures 
– such as mathematical calculations or classifying according to given criteria – than the comparator 
countries, and the Philippine curriculum also has a stronger emphasis on analysis and making 
connections outside taught situations. Overall, the Philippine curriculum appears to be more 
demanding than jurisdictions in the comparison, namely, Australia, Canada (Ontario) and Singapore. 
This evidence is consistent with that of the Phase I review, which indicated that the cognitive demand 
of learning competencies from K to 10 in the Philippines is higher than in the USA Common Core 
curriculum (Bustos, et. al., 2019). Judgements about the cognitive demand of Philippine and 
international curricula were made by different groups, so some caution needs to be exercised around 
the reliability of these datasets. All groups used the same core definitions of levels of cognitive demand, 
but it is not possible to verify the consistency of the judgements across groups. Despite these 
limitations, the trends were consistent across learning areas and, therefore, consideration should be 
given to the balance of cognitive demand for learning competencies within the curriculum. 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
The review of the intended curriculum of Grades 3, 6 and 10 within Phase 2 of the overall curriculum 
review indicated that the current curricula have a substantial number of essential learning 
competencies. The viability of this load will be considered in subsequent parts of the curriculum 
review. While some of the prerequisites of the essential learning competencies were explicitly stated 
in the curriculum, others were implicit and/or misplaced. The inclusion of implicit and misplaced 
prerequisites may have a negative impact on the implementation of the intended curriculum in the 
classroom. International comparison indicates that while similar topics are taught, the Philippine 
curriculum tends to have higher cognitive demand than its comparator countries.  

The following recommendations have been drawn from these conclusions:   

• The number of learning competencies should be considered in the light of future results from the 
review of the implemented and attained curriculum to ensure all learning competencies can be 
taught to the required cognitive depth in the time available in schools. 

• Learning competencies across grade levels and learning areas should be clearly articulated to avoid 
any confusion about the content to be taught and cognitive demand required. Special attention 
should be given to phrasing and language choice within learning competencies.  

• Proper sequencing and placement of prerequisites in the curriculum guide, across grade levels and 
learning areas, should be reviewed prior to the release of any future curriculum changes. 

• Prerequisites in the curriculum guide should be made explicit, as this would improve the usefulness 
of the curriculum guide. 

• Curriculum changes should be reviewed across learning areas to ensure changes accommodate 
prerequisites required by other learning areas. 

Consideration should be given to the balance of cognitive demand within learning competencies to 
ensure students have sufficient opportunity to learn to perform basic procedures before being asked 
to undertake more cognitively demanding competencies.
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INTRODUCTION 

In 2011, the Republic of the Philippines Department of Education (DepEd) introduced a curriculum 
change which led to the implementation of the Enhanced Basic Education (K to 12) Program. The 
program consists of one year of kindergarten education, six years of primary education, four years of 
junior high school and two years of senior high school (Enhanced Basic Education Act of 2013, 2013). 
The rationale for this change is to provide enough time for learners to master expected competencies 
outlined in the national curriculum, develop lifelong learners, and prepare graduates for tertiary 
education, middle-level skills development, employment and entrepreneurship.  

When the rollout was completed by the end of the School Year 2017-2018, a comprehensive 
curriculum review began. The purpose of the review is to provide an evidence-base which can be used 
to inform curriculum and policy decision-making and to build capacity of relevant bureaus within 
DepEd to help them independently conduct high quality reviews in the future. The review of the 
curriculum has two phases. The objectives of Phase 1were to describe the cognitive demand of the 
intended curriculum and to review the clarity of expression within the curriculum documents. Findings 
from this initial part of the review revealed that the cognitive demand of the Philippine’s new intended 
curriculum is higher than that of the USA Common Core Curriculum (Bustos, Rickards, Robertson & 
Dela Cruz, 2019).   

Phase 2 of the curriculum review project comprises five stages, namely, (1) Intended curriculum, (2) 
Implemented curriculum, (3) Tested curriculum, (4) Attained curriculum, and (5) Application of 
research findings to policy. The rationale behind this phase is to explore the curriculum alignment 
which is deemed important as it can inform policy makers and teachers about the reflection of teaching 
and the education standards (Blank, Porter & Smithson, 2001). In particular, such alignment has 
significant correlations with learning achievement (Squires, 2012).  

This report presents findings of the ‘Intended curriculum’ of Phase 2 of the curriculum review project 
which is a continuation of the review of intended curriculum of Phase I. The intended curriculum 
includes documents which detail what teachers are expected to teach and what learners are expected 
to learn. The documents describe how students are expected to progress as they move through the 
grades within the spiraling curriculum. The review of the intended curriculum in this phase focused on 
three grade levels – Grades 3, 6 and 10 – which are the grade levels tested using national standardized 
tests. It dealt only with a sample of learning competencies from the different learning areas in the three 
grade levels. In this regard, this review has built capacity within BCD to help the Bureau independently 
conduct high-quality reviews of other learning competencies and other grades in the future.  

The review of the intended curriculum in this phase had three objectives. The first objective was to 
review prerequisites to identify any gaps or redundancies within the spiralling of the curriculum. This 
specifically involved identifying a sample of prerequisites as essential or desirable and locating them 
across grade levels and learning areas. The second objective was to compare cognitive demand of 
learning competencies to examine the consistency of cognitive demand across different learning areas 
within the grade levels. The third objective was to conduct an international comparison to provide an 
outside perspective on the emphasis of different topics and levels of cognitive demand within the 
curriculum. 

The following section of the report will describe the method and process undertaken to attain these 
objectives.  
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METHOD 

All parts of the review of the intended curriculum in Phase 2 adopted a consensus judgement approach 
as it enabled the identification of prerequisites of the essential learning competencies, comparison of 
cognitive demand and international comparison of learning topics and cognitive demand in the 
curriculum. This approach was formulated by Porter and Smithson (2002, 2004) and was chosen based 
on the recommendation of Professor Peter Hill, an expert in curriculum and former director of the 
Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA), who served as a consultant 
for this project.  

LEARNING AREAS AND GRADE LEVELS  

A five-day workshop was held between 17 and 21 June 2019 to examine the intended curriculum of 
Grades 3, 6 and 10 in eleven learning areas, including each component of MAPEH (Music, Arts, Physical 
Education, and Health) as a separate learning area. Table 1 presents the scope of the review in terms 
of grade levels and learning areas.  

Table 1  
Review coverage 

LEARNING AREAS GRADE  
 Grade 3 Grade 6 Grade 10 

Filipino    

English    

Mother Tongue    

Math    

Science    

Araling Panlipunan (AP)    

MAPEH    

Edukasyong Pantahan at 
Pangkabuhayan (EPP)/ 
Technology and 
Livelihood Education 
(TLE) 

  HE 

AFA 

Edukasyon sa 
Pagpapakatao (EsP) 

   

Note: Gray cells denote learning areas not taught in the grade.  

The learning areas covered in this review are the same as those examined in the Phase 1 workshop, 
with the addition of Mother Tongue as recommended by BCD. Mother Tongue is only taught until 
Grade 3 while EPP/TLE is not taught in the first key stage (Kindergarten to Grade 3). Grade 10 is a 
specialisation level for TLE which offers five tracks. However, only HE (Home Economics) and AFA 
(Agri-Fishery Arts) were examined since these were the same tracks reviewed in the Phase 1 
workshop. 
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PARTICIPANTS  

ACTRC collaborated with specialists from BCD, DepEd school teachers, the faculty of the University 
of the Philippines Integrated School (UPIS), and content area experts from different colleges of the 
University of the Philippines, Diliman, to examine the intended curriculum. In total, there were 58 
participants, most of whom had also been involved in Phase 1 of the review. Table 2 shows the 
composition of workshop participants.   

Table 2  
Composition of Workshop Participants 

 DESIGNATION NO. OF PARTICIPANTS 

DepEd 
BCD specialists 35 
Supervisors/School 
Heads/Teachers 8 

Non-DepEd 

UP College of Education Faculty 
6 

UP College of Human Kinetics 
Faculty 2 

UP College of Music Faculty 1 
UP Integrated School Faculty 6 

TOTAL  58 

A REVIEW OF PREREQUISITES  

The first three tasks related to checking learning competencies and their prerequisites. The purpose 
was to review the manner in which skills and knowledge built over the grades and across learning 
areas. The large number of learning competencies in many learning areas necessitated the first task. In 
this task, learning area groups considered which learning competencies within each learning area were 
essential and which were desirable. Only a sample of essential learning competencies were considered 
in the second and third tasks. In the second task, groups identified prerequisites for a sample of 
essential learning competencies and checked the presence and location of these within the learning 
area curriculum. In the third task, prerequisites located in other learning areas were checked. The 
process involved in each task is detailed below.  

ESSENTIAL LEARNING COMPETENCIES VERSUS DESIRABLE LEARNING COMPETENCIES 

The aim of this task was to classify learning competencies that were considered essential or desirable 
in the curriculum. Essential learning competencies were defined as those that the student will need 
for a successful life, or for continuation to subsequent grades, while desirable learning competencies 
were defined as those that will enhance education but are not essential. This categorization and 
identification of the essential learning competencies was intended to narrow the number of learning 
competencies in order to focus on vertical articulation.  

In this task, participants were asked to use consensus judgement to classify learning competencies as 
essential or desirable. Participants were grouped according to their specialised learning area, and were 
each given a copy of the template containing learning competencies across grade levels in that area in 
order to review it. Table 3 presents the template of Grade 3 Mathematics. In each template, a learning 
competency was classified as essential or desirable by typing “1” in the corresponding column. It was 
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done this way to focus the learning competencies on vertical articulation, and to start discussions that 
may be required if the curriculum is found to be too crowded.  
 
Table 3  
Template 1: Identifying Essential Learning Competencies 

 
Note: Excerpt from the Grade 3 Mathematics Template 
 
Guiding points were provided to each learning area to help them decide which learning competencies 
were essential. These guiding points follow a US-developed competency validation rubric (New 
Hampshire Department of Education, 2012). This rubric assesses four areas: (1) Relevance to Content 
Area, (2) Enduring Concepts, (3) Cognitive Demand, and (4) Relative to Assessment. Only statements 
from areas (1) and (2) were considered relevant for this task, resulting in Characteristics 1 to 3 shown 
in Table 4. Characteristics 4 and 5 were added to emphasise the essentiality of a competency to be 
taught, for such competencies would not typically be learned by the student outside school. Table 4 
presents the characteristics of an essential learning competency. 
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Table 4  
Characteristics of an Essential Learning Competency 

 CHARACTERISTICS 

Learning competency 
is ESSENTIAL if … 

 

1. it is aligned with national, state, and/or local standards/ frameworks 
(eg: 'scientifically literate Filipinos'). 

2. it connects the content to higher concepts across content areas. 
3. it is applicable to real-life situations. 
4. If a student left school after this grade, it would be important for 

them to have this competence above many others. 
5. it would not be expected that most students would learn this 

through their parents/communities if not taught at school.  

 

Finally, a peer review approach was adopted to crosscheck the results of this task. Each learning area 
was asked to pair up with at least one different learning area. The Mathematics group was paired with 
AP group, Science group with Filipino and Mother Tongue groups, English group with EPP/TLE group, 
and EsP group with MAPEH group. In this process, each learning area was asked to present and justify 
to their peers the learning competencies that they identified as essential to their respective learning 
areas. This process provided each group with the opportunity to listen to other groups’ 
recommendations, reflect on their decisions and make changes. 

The classification of learning competencies as essential or desirable was undertaken for two reasons. 
The first reason was that it would allow subsequent parts of the curriculum review to answer the 
following questions:  

• Are the essential learning competencies aligned with what is being implemented in classroom 
instruction? (Implemented Curriculum) 

• Are the essential learning competencies assessed by national standardized tests? (Tested 
Curriculum) 

• Are the essential learning competencies learned by Filipino learners comparative to learners 
in other countries, as reflected in their test performance? (Attained Curriculum) 

In addition, classifying learning competencies as essential or desirable ensured that time was not wasted 
in subsequent parts of the review by focusing attention only on learning competencies identified as 
essential. 

UNPACKING ESSENTIAL LEARNING COMPETENCIES AND LOCATING PREREQUISITES 
ACROSS GRADE LEVELS 

This task involved identifying prerequisites for a selection of the learning competencies classified as 
essential in the previous task and locating them across grade levels. Without referring to the 
curriculum guide, participants were asked to unpack prerequisites of at least four essential learning 
competencies identified in each grade level. Groups were requested to identify all prerequisites 
required by students to learn the competency, irrespective of the learning area they would typically 
be taught in. The reason groups were asked to unpack learning competencies without reference to 
the curriculum documents was to ensure that the groups would come up with prerequisites based on 
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experience in their learning areas, rather than simply repeating those they know to be in the 
curriculum. Table 5 presents the template used for unpacking learning competencies.  
 
Table 5  
Template 2A: Unpacking of Essential Learning Competencies 

CONTENT/ 
DOMAIN/ 
STRAND 

ESSENTIAL 
LEARNING 

COMPETENCY 

PREREQUISITE 
CONCEPTS/ SKILLS 

CLASSIFICATION 
(explicit, implicit or “still 

needed”) 

GRADE LEVEL WHERE 
PREREQUISITE IS 

TAUGHT 
 

 
   

 
 
 

 

 
The template consists of five columns. The first column presents the content, domain or strand of the 
learning areas and the next column lists the essential learning competencies. The third column presents 
the prerequisite concepts or skills considered necessary for each competency listed. Multiple rows for 
the third column may match a single row for the second. The fourth column categorizes the 
classification of the prerequisites of concepts or skills as explicit, implicit or ‘still needed’. A 
prerequisite concept or skill is explicit if it is clearly stated in the learning competency of the learning 
area curriculum. A prerequisite is implicit if it is not clearly stated but will be covered when another 
competency will be taught. It is “still needed” if the prerequisite is not found in the curriculum guide, 
but is perceived by participants as relevant to acquiring mastery of a certain learning competency. The 
last column addresses the grade level where a prerequisite is taught.  

In addition to classifying prerequisites of essential learning competencies as explicit, implicit or “still 
needed”, participants were asked to document their recommended future actions for some essential 
learning competencies, based on their findings from the first two tasks. Table 6 presents a template 
used for recording recommendations for further actions. The first column is focused on grade level 
and the following column on domain/strand of learning areas. Essential learning competencies are 
presented in the third column. The fourth column deals with rewording, where participants could 
record suggested rewordings of essential learning competencies if applicable. The last column presents 
recommendations for future actions for learning competencies.  Recommendations could include 
moving the learning competency to a different grade or quarter in the school year. 

Table 6  
Template 2B: Summary of Recommendations 

GRADE 
LEVEL DOMAIN/STRAND ESSENTIAL LEARNING 

COMPETENCY 
REWORDED 

(if applicable) RECOMMENDATIONS 

  
 
 
 

  

LOCATING PREREQUISITES ACROSS LEARNING AREAS 

The aim of this task was to check the presence and timeliness of prerequisites expected to have been 
taught in other learning areas, e.g. mathematics concepts that are prerequisites for science learning 
competencies. It involved two activities. 
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The first activity related to locating the prerequisites identified in the previous task that were expected 
to be taught in other learning areas. Participants were regrouped into three groups, each of which was 
made up of at least one participant from another learning area. Each group was assigned to work on 
a different grade level using the template 3A, which is presented in Table 7. The template has two 
major parts. The first part is the prompt question, “When is this taught in your learning area?” 
(referring to a prerequisite from a different learning area), which required each group member to 
locate if and when each prerequisite was taught. The purpose of this was to check if assumptions about 
prerequisites taught in other learning areas were correct and to identify prerequisites that were missed 
out due to incorrect assumptions. When prerequisites were found to be present in another learning 
area and were located in a suitable grade and quarter of the school year, no changes were required. 
This activity has allowed for the identification of interdependence of learning areas in terms of the 
prerequisites, and identified any prerequisites that needed to be added or shifted within other learning 
areas.  

The second activity made recommendations based on the previous task. Each learning area expressed 
agreement or disagreement to recommendations that other learning areas had proposed. Table 8 
presents the template 3B used for noting the approval of the recommendations. This template has a 
similar structure to that of 3A, but asks, “Do you agree with this?” (referring to a recommendation 
from the other learning area). There are three possible responses expected from groups: ‘Yes’ (means 
agree), ‘No’ (means disagree), and ‘N/A’ (means that the recommendation will not affect their learning 
area in any way). This activity emphasises the importance of considering all learning areas when 
recommending curriculum changes to any single learning area.  
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Table 7  
Template 3A: Location of Prerequisites Across Learning Areas 

Prompt  Filipino English Mother 
Tongue Math Science AP Music Arts PE Health EPP/TLE EsP 

When is 
this 

taught in 
your 

learning 
area?  

 
(indicate 

grade level 
and 

quarter) 

                        

 

Table 8  
Template 3B: Endorsement of Recommendations 

Prompt  Filipino English Mother 
Tongue Math Science AP Music Arts PE Health EPP/TLE EsP 

Do you 
agree or 

not? 
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COMPARISON OF COGNITIVE DEMAND  

A cognitive demand comparison was conducted to examine a selection of learning competencies 
across learning areas and grade levels in order to determine the consistency of their cognitive 
demands. There was an expectation among participants that the verbs used to express the learning 
competencies were key to ensuring consistency of the cognitive demands across grades. Three verbs 
were chosen for this comparison due to their frequent inclusion in learning competencies from a range 
of learning areas, ‘identify’, ‘explain’ and ‘apply’. In this task, participants worked in groups made up of 
representatives from each learning area. Each group was given a template containing examples of 
learning competencies containing the selected verbs, or equivalents, from all learning areas within one 
grade. Participants examined the consistency of competencies with respect to their cognitive demand 
level and responded to the question, “Are these competencies of equal difficulty? Elaborate.” Table 9 
shows the example of a template using the verb “identify” or equivalent, as examined by the Grade 3 
group.  
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Table 9  
Template 4: Comparison of Cognitive Demand in Learning Competency Statements 

Grade 3 

Filipino English Mother 
Tongue 

Science AP Music Arts PE Health EsP Are these 
competencies 
of equal 
difficulty? 
Elaborate 

Natutukoy 
ang mga 
salitang 
magkakatugma 

Identify 
cause and 
effect 

Identifies 
the 
important 
story 
elements. 

Identify the 
parts and 
functions 
of animals 

Natutukoy ang 
mga katawagan sa 
iba’t ibang layon 
sa 
kinabibilangang 
rehiyon (e.g. 
paggalang, 
paglalambing, 
pagturing) 

identifies 
the 
beginning, 
middle, and 
ending of a 
song 

identifies 
different 
styles of 
puppets 
made in the 
Philippines 
(from 
Teatro 
Mulat and 
Anino 
Theater 
Group) 

identifies 
conditioning 
and 
flexibility 
exercises 
that will 
improve 
posture 

identifies 
risk factors 
for 
diseases 

Nakatutukoy 
ng mga 
damdamin na 
nagpapamalas 
ng katatagan 
ng kalooban 
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INTERNATIONAL COMPARISON 
 
An international comparison was undertaken to provide an external point of reference, indicating 
the extent to which the expectations of the Philippine curriculum were aligned with those of other 
countries. This compared the Philippine curriculum for Mathematics, Science and English of Grade 3, 
6 and 10 against a pre-existing database of curricula from other jurisdictions. Comparison against 
jurisdictions within the pre-existing database was chosen as an efficient and cost-effective method. 

The database used for comparisons was compiled in 2010 and contains curricula used in 2010 from 
Australia, Singapore, Canada (Ontario) and New Zealand. These curricula are still current for all 
jurisdictions except Singapore, where the curriculum was updated between 2013 and 2018. Despite 
this, it was decided to include Singapore because it was the only Asian jurisdiction available within 
the database. Not all learning areas and grades were available for all jurisdictions, so the 
comparators available varied across the international comparison. 

Comparisons were based on the topics and levels of cognitive demand within the curricula. The 
selection of topics and levels of cognitive demand for comparison was based on an approach developed 
by Polikoff et al. (2011), who established a uniform language for the categorization of curriculum 
content. This has two components. The first consists of lists of topics arranged in broad groups in 
each learning area. These are intended to be complete and universal so that they can be used to 
describe any curriculum in the relevant topic group, regardless of year level, context or level of 
complexity. Porter (2004) argued that the content language for an academic subject should be 
exhaustive in its inclusion of all possible types of content, and it should be common in the sense that 
the same language is used across studies and purposes. He proposes that the terms used in the uniform 
language should have a common meaning to different people and over time. The topics and levels of 
cognitive demand used in the database and this study meet these criteria. 

The topics used are listed in Table 11. The descriptions of the levels of cognitive demand are different 
for each learning area, although they are based on similar hierarchies of demand arranged in five levels. 
The following are used for Science: 

• Level 1: Memorise facts/definitions/formulas 
• Level 2: Perform procedures/investigate 
• Level 3: Communicate understanding of science concepts 
• Level 4: Analyse information and advance scientific argument 
• Level 5: Apply concepts/make connections 

Participants worked in groups to analyse these categories because a collaborative process best uses 
their knowledge of how cognitive demand applies to different learning areas (where insufficient 
participants were available to complete the task collaboratively, participants were asked to work 
individually). They were asked to respond to a matrix that required them to indicate whether a 
curriculum framework being considered includes (i) a specific topic; (ii) if so, to what extent the topic 
is taught; and (iii) at what level of cognitive demand students are expected to operate in relation to 
that topic. Table 10 presents an international comparison matrix used for this purpose, using three 
major steps covering group topics, time on topic, and cognitive demand. 

Step 1: Eliminate topic groups not covered in the curriculum at the grade level 
Topics not required to be taught at the grade level should be eliminated. If none of the topics 
in each topic group are taught at the classroom level, the ‘none’ response should be selected 
by typing a ‘1’ in the yellow cell under the vertical ‘none’ column next to the name of the 
group. 
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Step 2: Record time on topic 
If some topics in the group are covered, a cell to the left of the topic needs to be filled in by 
typing a “1” corresponding to the time on the topic required by the curriculum at the grade 
level. Options under ‘Time on Topic’ column head are as follows: 

• None (while some other topics in the topic group are included, this one is not) 
• Slight emphasis (less than one class/lesson) 
• Moderate emphasis (one to five classes/lessons) 
• Sustained emphasis (more than five classes/lessons) 

 
Step 3: Record Cognitive Demand 
For each topic with a ‘Time on Topic’ rating other than ‘none’, a judgment should be made 
about the kinds of cognitive demand that are most appropriate for use with the topic.  At least 
one kind of cognitive demand must be nominated by placing a ‘5’ in the appropriate cell to the 
right of the topic. Topic groups and topics that are not covered in the curriculum require no 
action in the cognitive demand columns. 

One, some or all of the kinds of cognitive demand for the topic may be nominated by indicating 
the order of importance. Five different cognitive demands can be numbered from ‘5’ down to 
‘1’, including as many or as few of the demands perceived appropriate, with ‘5’ indicating the 
most significant cognitive demand in relation to the topic. 
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Table 10  
International Comparison Matrix 

Note: Excerpt from the Math matrix 
 
An example to illustrate this task is that a mathematics framework might include the expectation that 
a student will use a linear equation (the topic) by performing the procedure (the cognitive demand), 
while at a different level the requirement could be to use a linear equation to solve a non-routine 
problem (a different cognitive demand). The topic in this example is the same in both cases but the 
cognitive demand is different. Any curriculum is likely to include some but not all of the content topics 
for the learning area, and some curricula will be more comprehensive in their inclusion of topics. Any 
curriculum is likely to include a range of cognitive demands, and some will include a greater or lesser 
proportion of higher or lower cognitive demands.  

Table 11 presents Mathematics, Science and English topics.  
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Table 11  
Topic groups in Mathematics, Science and English 

Mathematics Science English 
1. Number sense/ properties/ 

relationships/numeration 
2. Operations 
3. Measurement 
4. Consumer applications 
5. Basic algebra 
6. Advanced algebra 
7. Geometric concepts 
8. Advanced geometry 
9. Data displays 
10. Statistics 
11. Probability 
12. Analysis 
13. Trigonometry 
14. Special topics 
15. Functions and relations 
16. Instructional technology 
17. General capabilities and 

processes 

1. Nature of science 
2. Science and society 

(science as a human 
endeavour) 

3. Science and technology 
4. Science, health and 

environment 
5. Measurement and 

calculation in science 
6. Components of living 

systems 
7. Biochemistry 
8. Plant biology/botany 
9. Animal biology 
10. Human biology 
11. Genetics 
12. Evolution 
13. Reproduction and 

development 
14. Ecology 
15. Energy 
16. Electricity 
17. Waves 
18. Kinetics and equilibrium 
19. Properties of matter/ 

materials 
20. Earth systems 
21. Astronomy/space 
22. Meteorology 
23. Elements and the periodic 

system 
24. Chemical reactions and 

formulas 
25. Acids, bases and salts 
26. Organic chemistry 
27. Nuclear chemistry 
28. General capabilities and 

processes 

1. Phonemic awareness and 
Phonics 

2. Vocabulary 
3. Text and Print features 
4. Language study 
5. Critical reasoning 
6. Author's craft 
7. Writing applications 
8. Fluency 
9. Comprehending Reading, 

Listening and Viewing 
10. Writing processes 
11. Elements of presentation 

(multimodal) 
12. Listening and viewing 
13. Reciting 
14. Speaking and presenting 
15. Cross-curricular 

competencies 
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  

The results of the review of the intended curriculum are presented in the order of the three 
objectives of the review.  

REVIEW OF PREREQUISITES  

Tasks 1 to 3 were conducted to identify any gaps or redundancies within the spiral curriculum. The 
results of each task are presented below.   

ESSENTIAL LEARNING COMPETENCIES VS DESIRABLE LEARNING COMPETENCIES  

The majority of learning competencies in the current curriculum for Grades 3, 6 and 10 were classified 
by workshop participants as essential, although the actual number of identified essential learning 
competencies across subject areas and grade levels varied considerably. Table 12 presents the number 
of essential and desirable learning competencies in Grades 3, 6 and 10 curricula. Filipino, English and 
Mathematics consistently had the highest number of essential learning competencies across grade 
levels, with students being expected to master at least one essential learning competency per day in 
each of these learning areas. Having such a high number of these learning competencies in the school 
curriculum may raise challenges for implementation. Subsequent parts of the project, examining the 
implementation and attainment of the curriculum will determine if this number of essential learning 
competencies is achievable.  

The language used to describe a learning competency in the curriculum affected its classification as 
essential or desirable. Some learning competencies were identified as partly essential and partly 
desirable, and some were initially identified as desirable but, when rephrased, reclassified as essential. 
Some learning competencies also recurred in different grade levels. In learning areas where this was 
observed, the learning competency was tagged as essential in its first occurrence, but was tagged 
desirable in its next occurrence in the curriculum guide. This ensured the list of desirable learning 
competencies was not artificially inflated by duplicates. 

One challenge faced in completing this task was that some learning areas (English and Filipino) had an 
overwhelming number of learning competencies making the review of essential and desirable learning 
competencies difficult to complete within the timeframe. 
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Table 12  
Number of Essential and Desirable Learning Competencies 

Learning 
Areas 

Grade 3 Grade 6 Grade 10 
Total No. of 
Competencies 
explored 

Essential 
Competencies 
(ECs) 

Desirable 
Competencies 
(DCs) 

Total No. of 
Competencies 
Explored 

Essential 
Competencies 
(ECs) 

Desirable 
Competencies 
(DCs) 

Total No. of 
Competencies 
Explored 

Essential 
Competencies 
(ECs) 

Desirable 
Competencies 
(DCs) 

Filipino 140 122 18 156 107 49 196 192 4 

English 206 153 53 131 91 40 123 88 35 
Mother 
Tongue 88 88 0       

Math 80 73 7 89 72 17 51 48 3 

Science 33 27 6 20 18 2 29 27 2 

Araling 
Panlipunan 49 43 6 35 35 0 42 31 11 

MAPEH 
Music 42 32 10 29 20 9 30 16 14 

Arts 36 15 21 40 17 23 45 29 16 

PE 26 21 5 44 32 12 30 24 6 

Health 41 30 11 34 16 18 23 20 3 
EPP/TLE 

HE    59 38 21 64 49 15 

AFA       86 86 0 

EsP (Values 
Education) 22 17 5 14 12 2 64 49 15 

Total 763 621 142 651 458 193 783 659 124 
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UNPACKING PREREQUISITES AND LOCATING PREREQUISITES ACROSS GRADE LEVELS 

Teaching the prerequisites prior to engaging with a new competency is essential in achieving mastery 
(Guskey, 2010). How these prerequisites are stated in the curriculum matters. Table 13 presents 
percentages of learning competencies identified as explicit, implicit, and ‘still needed’ prerequisites. A 
challenge is that a number of these prerequisites are only implicitly stated in the curriculum. When a 
learning competency in the curriculum is implicit it may not be taught if the importance of the 
prerequisite is not recognised in the teacher guide, learner materials or by the teachers themselves. 
This is a particular concern because it increases the dependence on teacher content knowledge and 
pedagogical content knowledge. Teachers without the necessary knowledge might skip a prerequisite, 
and this will have a negative effect on students’ learning. One participant in the workshop emphasised 
this notion, stating that ‘What is essential should not be invisible to the eye’.  

Table 13  
Proportion of Explicit, Implicit and "Still Needed" Learning Competencies 

Learning 
Area 

Grade 3 Grade 6 Grade 10 
Explicit Implicit ‘Still 

needed’ 
Explicit Implicit ‘Still 

needed’ 
Explicit Implicit ‘Still 

needed’ 
Filipino 46% 31% 23% 84% 16% 0% 42% 47% 11% 
English 52% 22% 26% 48% 23% 23% 70% 15% 15% 
Mathematics 100% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 70% 30% 0% 
Science  87% 11% 1% 56% 23% 21% 71% 19% 10% 
AP 100% 0% 0% 83% 17% 0% 100% 0% 0% 
Music 50% 2% 48% 52% 2% 45% 63% 5% 32% 
Arts 69% 27% 4% 20% 60% 20% 100% 0% 0% 
PE 67% 13% 20% 83% 8% 8% 63% 13% 25% 
Health 50% 13% 38% 33% 8% 58% 67% 11% 22% 
EPP/TLE       9% 91% 0% 66% 29% 5% 
EsP 91% 9% 0% 63% 37% 0% 42% 58% 0% 

Note: Shaded cells denotes learning area not taught at Grade 3. 
 
Caution should be used when interpreting data from this table, as only a sample of learning 
competencies for each grade and learning area were unpacked. There were also inconsistencies in the 
way prerequisites were reported. Some learning areas reported all prerequisites, irrespective of the 
learning area in which they were taught, while others reported only those taught within the learning 
area. In addition, this table does not capture the proportion of prerequisites found to be misplaced. 
Misplaced prerequisites are those that were located at grade levels more advanced than the level at 
which the essential learning competency must be taught, or were located many years prior to the 
learning of the essential learning competency. Misplaced prerequisites may be poorly retained and 
result in non-mastery of the concept or skill, and therefore the content of the curriculum should be 
appropriately sequenced and progressive (Stabback, 2016). Making prerequisites explicit and correctly 
locating them would improve the usefulness of the curriculum guide. 
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LOCATING PREREQUISITES ACROSS LEARNING AREAS 

This section of the study examined the presence and location of prerequisites across learning areas. 
The results showed that when the prerequisites of a sample of learning competencies were examined, 
the majority were found to have at least one prerequisite from a different learning area. Typically, 
these were present prior to or at the same grade as they were required. Tables 14, 15 and 16 present 
the occurrence of teaching prerequisites across learning areas in Grade 3, 6 and 10 respectively. The 
left-hand column shows the learning area in which the prerequisites are needed. The checked () cells 
indicate the learning areas in which the required prerequisites are being taught. The prevalence of 
prerequisites in other learning areas demonstrated the importance of personnel from different learning 
areas working together when making curriculum changes, to ensure that changes made in one learning 
area will not adversely affect others.  
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Table 14  
Location of Grade 3 Prerequisites Taught in Other Learning Areas 

LEARNING 
AREAS 
with 
prerequisites 
taught in 
other learning 
areas 

LEARNING AREAS 
where prerequisites are taught 

Filipino English Mother 
Tongue 

Math Science AP Music Arts PE Health EPP/TLE EsP Kinder-
garten 

Filipino               
Mother Tongue              
Science              
AP              
Music              
Arts              
PE              
Health              
EsP              

Note: No Grade 3 prerequisites provided by the English, and Mathematics groups. EPP is not taught at Grade 3.  
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Table 15  
Location of Grade 6 Prerequisites Taught in Other Learning Areas 

LEARNING 
AREAS 

LEARNING AREAS 
where prerequisites are taught 

Filipino English Mathemati
cs 

Science AP Music Arts Physical 
Education 

Health EPP/TLE EsP 

Filipino             
English            
Mathematics            
Science            
AP            
Music            
Arts            
PE            
Health            
EPP/TLE            
EsP            

  
Note: Kindergarten and Mother Tongue were not included in the table due to the large number of years elapsed between these and Grade 6. 
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Table 16  
Location of Grade 10 Prerequisites Taught in Other Learning Areas 

LEARNING AREAS LEARNING AREAS 
where prerequisites are taught 

Filipino English Mathematics Science AP Music Arts PE Health EPP/TLE EsP 
 

Filipino             
Mathematics            
Science            
AP            
Music            
Arts            
PE            
EsP            

Note: No Grade 10 prerequisites provided by the English, Health and EPP/TLE groups. 
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The previous activities resulted in recommendations of changes relating to some learning 
competencies. Recommendations included transferring learning competency to another grade level or 
quarter, rephrasing a learning competency, rewording of terms, deleting a learning competency, 
merging learning competencies, or simplifying a learning competency by splitting it into parts. 

Due to the interconnectedness of learning areas, recommendations require endorsement by all 
learning areas. This is because changes which resolve a difficulty for one learning area may cause 
difficulties for other learning areas if the recommendations are enacted. For this reason, 
recommendations for changes were put to a group consisting of representatives from all learning 
areas. It should be noted that only a sample of learning competencies were included in this process. 
Therefore, results provide an indication of the extent to which recommendations may impact on 
different learning areas, not a complete set of decisions regarding all possible recommendations.  

Four learning areas presented recommendations for endorsement: Filipino, MTB-MLE, Mathematics 
and Physical Education. In total, endorsement was requested for 15 recommendations. Most 
recommendations were fully endorsed, but four were not endorsed by at least one other learning 
area.  

The results suggest that it is important that different learning areas work together when introducing 
any change to their respective areas as change in one learning area can have an implication or effect 
on another learning area. 

COGNITIVE DEMAND COMPARISON 

The cognitive demand comparison was designed to examine the consistency in cognitive demand of 
learning competencies employing three verbs, or equivalents, used frequently across different learning 
areas. The verbs were ‘identify’, ‘explain’ and ‘apply’, which are present in many learning competencies 
across all learning areas. 

Only the ‘identify’ and ‘explain’ verbs in Grade 3 were found to have cognitive demand equivalence 
across the learning competencies selected from all the learning areas. The ‘apply’ verb at Grade 3 and 
all verbs at Grades 6 and 10 were found to vary depending on the learning competency and learning 
area. This suggests that verb use alone is insufficient to clarify the cognitive demand expectations 
associated with any given learning competency.  

The results of this task showed that the use of verbs is not a reliable indicator of a competency’s level 
of cognitive demand. Competencies may be stated using similar verbs even though the difficulty may 
vary, depending on the context. This finding is in line with previous findings within the review of the 
intended curriculum, which found that great care was required to ensure learning competencies are 
written in a manner that facilitates consistent interpretation by readers.  
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INTERNATIONAL COMPARISON 

The international comparison was designed to provide an outside perspective by comparing the 
emphasis of different topics and levels of cognitive difficulty within the Philippines curriculum against 
international comparators. The comparators used were Australia, Canada (Ontario), New Zealand 
and Singapore. The use of the various countries depended on the availability of data within the 
database. The focus of the comparison was on Mathematics, Science and English of Grade 3, 6 and 10. 
The results of the comparison are presented in two parts: the comparison of curriculum time devoted 
to topics and the levels of cognitive demand.  

COMPARISON OF CURRICULUM TIME DEVOTED TO TOPICS 

The comparison of learning competencies across topics in the three grade levels showed that the 
Philippines curriculum at all grades cover topics similar to those of the comparison curricula. The data 
for Mathematics, Science and English per grade level is presented below. Where differences exist for 
specific learning areas or grades, they are noted with the relevant data. Time constraints limited the 
data collection to only three grades, which prevented comparisons of the proportion of time spent 
on the various topics over multiple grades. Given that the organization of content per grade is to some 
extent arbitrary, it could be beneficial to collect the data from the remaining grades at some point in 
the future, to enable comparisons of the overall time per topic. 
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Mathematics: Grade 3 

The comparison of curriculum time per topic for Mathematics in Grade 3 is presented in Figure 1. Topics present on the list for comparison but not being 
taught by any of the countries at Grade 3 were omitted from the figure. It is evident that the topics taught in Grade 3 curriculum in the Philippines are in 
line with those covered in Australia and Singapore, with an emphasis on Number, Operations, Measurement, Geometric Concepts, Data Analysis and 
Basic Algebra across all three countries.  

Figure 1  
Comparison of Curriculum Time Devoted to Topics in Grade 3 Mathematics 

 

 
Note: only topics present at this grade in at least one of the curricula being compared are included in the figure.  
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Mathematics: Grade 6 

The comparison of curriculum time per topic for Mathematics in Grade 6 is presented in Figure 2. Similar to the comparison results for Grade 3, the 
emphasis on the various topics is similar within the curricula of the three countries. 

Figure 2  
Comparison of Curriculum Time Devoted to Topics in Grade 6 Mathematics 

 

 Note: only topics present at this grade in at least one of the curricula being compared are included in the figure.   
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Mathematics: Grade 10 

The comparison of curriculum time per topic for Mathematics in Grade 10 is presented in Figure 3. While the topics covered by the three curricula are 
similar, the emphasis is quite different, with the Philippines curriculum devoting less curriculum time to the base topics of number sense, operations and 
measurement than the comparator countries. 

Figure 3  
Comparison of Curriculum Time Devoted to Topics in Grade 10 Mathematics 

 

 
Note: only topics present at this grade in at least one of the curricula being compared are included in the figure.  
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Science: Grade 3 

The comparison of distribution of learning competencies across topic groups in Grade 3 Science is illustrated in Figure 4. It indicates that while the content 
topics are similar, the Philippines curriculum does not give as much attention to the study of science itself, which is present in the comparator curricula, in 
this case Australia and Ontario due to the availability of data, through the topics Nature of Science, Science and Society, Science and Technology, and 
General Capabilities and Processes.  

Figure 4  
Comparison of Curriculum Time Devoted to Topics in Grade 3 Science 

 
 

Note: only topics present at this grade in at least one of the curricula being compared are included in the figure.  
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Science: Grade 6 

The comparison of distribution of learning competencies across topic groups in Grade 6 Science is illustrated in Figure 5. This showed similar results to 
those of Grade 3, where the percentage of time devoted to the study of science itself is much lower than the comparator curricula. 

Figure 5  
Comparison of Curriculum Time Devoted to Topics in Grade 6 Science 

 
Note: only topics present at this grade in at least one of the curricula being compared are included in the figure.  
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Science: Grade 10 

The comparison of distribution of learning competencies across topic groups in Grade 10 Science is shown in Figure 6. The trend for the Philippine 
curriculum to contain content topics rather than those devoted to the study of science itself is also present in Grade 10. Although it is not possible to draw 
any definite conclusions without knowing what is covered at adjacent grade levels, there is adequate evidence to suggest that the balance of these different 
aspects of science education requires further investigation.  

Figure 6  
Comparison of Curriculum Time Devoted to Topics in Grade 10 Science 

  

Note: only topics present at this grade in at least one of the curricula being compared are included in the figure.  
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English: Grade 3 

The comparison of distribution of learning competencies across topic groups in Grade 3 English is shown in Figure 7. In general, the Philippine curriculum 
is similar to the comparator curricula, in this case Australia and New Zealand due to the availability of data. The increased concentration on Phonemic 
Awareness and Phonics, Vocabulary and Comprehension at this grade in the Philippines is expected given the transition from mother tongue to English in 
the early grades. 

Figure 7  
Comparison of Curriculum Time Devoted to Topics in Grade 3 English 
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English: Grade 6 

The comparison of distribution of learning competencies across topic groups in Grade 6 English is shown in Figure 8. The results indicated that the curricula 
devote similar amount of time to the topics covered in the three countries, in this case Philippines, Australia and Ontario (Canada) due to the availability of 
data,. Again, the increased emphasis on vocabulary and comprehension is understandable given the language context in the Philippines.  

Figure 8  
Comparison of Curriculum Time Devoted to Topics in Grade 6 English 
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English: Grade 10 

The comparison of distribution of learning competencies across topic groups in Grade 10 is demonstrated in Figure 9. The trend apparent in the earlier 
grades for the Philippines curriculum to devote a greater proportion of time to vocabulary and comprehension is continued in Grade 10, to the detriment 
of writing processes, which received less time than comparator curricula in both Grades 6 and 10. The consequences of this difference warrant further 
investigation due to the fundamental role of writing in general literacy. 

Figure 9  
Comparison of Curriculum Time Devoted to Topics in Grade 10 English 
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LEVELS OF COGNITIVE DEMAND 

The comparison of cognitive demand levels indicates that the distribution across levels within the 
Philippine curriculum is different to comparator curricula. The data shows that the Philippine 
curriculum typically has a greater emphasis on the higher levels of cognitive demand, such as analyzing 
information, advancing arguments (Level 4) and applying concepts outside the context in which they 
are taught (Level 5). In contrast, the comparator curricula have a higher emphasis on performing 
procedures (Level 2) than the Philippine curriculum. The proportion of the Philippine curriculum 
requiring memorization (Level 1) is higher than comparison curricula, but only for Grade 3. No 
systematic differences are apparent in the amount of communicating or applying understanding of 
concepts (Level 3) across the different curricula. It is not clear if the cognitive demand differences 
between the Philippine and comparator curricula are real differences, or whether accurate 
classification of the Philippine curriculum was problematic due to the difficulties with the clarity of the 
learning competencies noted in earlier parts of the study.  

The aggregate data of cognitive demand levels for Mathematics, Science and English for the grade levels 
is presented in below. Where data for comparison was not available within the comparison database, 
the distribution for the Philippine curriculum is shown for completeness. 

Mathematics 

The comparison of cognitive levels between the Philippines and Singapore in Grades 3, 6 and10 
Mathematics is presented in Figure 10. The comparison for Grade 3 shows that while the Philippines 
curriculum places greater demands on the two highest levels with 13% for Level 4 and 16% for Level 
5, the Singapore curriculum appears to put more emphasis on Level 2 (32%) and Level 3 (44%). This 
situation has changed in higher grade levels. The Singapore curriculum at Grade 6 and 10 tends to 
have its highest emphasis on Level 5 (35%).  

Figure 10  
Comparison of Cognitive Demand Levels for Mathematics 
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Science 

The cognitive demand for the Science curriculum in the Philippines appears to be much more 
demanding than that of the comparator country as shown in Figure 11. It is evident that at least 51% 
of topics in Grade 3 and 40% of topics in Grade 6 have been rated as requiring the analysis of 
information and advancing scientific argument (Level 4). These percentages are significantly higher than 
Ontario, which has only 5% of topics in Grade 3 and 13% of Grade 6 that involve this level of cognitive 
demand. It is unfortunate that no data for Grade 10 is available to allow for comparison of the cognitive 
demand with a comparator curriculum, and it is not possible to make a judgement as to whether the 
lack of curriculum requiring students to perform procedures (Level 2) is typical, or whether the even 
higher percentage of Level 4 cognitive demand is seen elsewhere. 

Figure 11  
Comparison of Cognitive Demand Levels for Science 

 

English 

Figure 12 presents the cognitive levels of the Philippines Grades 3, 6 and10 English. There was no 
international data available for comparison. However, the gradual increase of cognitive demand across 
the grades aligns with expectations. It appears that the cognitive demands of Level 2 and 3 have been 
rated high across grade levels. For example, at least 46% of topics in Grade 6 are placed in Level 2 
(perform procedures), which is greater than in other subjects. 
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Figure 12  
Comparison of Cognitive Demand Levels for English 
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CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

The review of the intended curriculum of Grades 3, 6 and 10 within Phase 2 of the overall curriculum 
review indicated that the current learning area curricula have a substantial number of essential learning 
competencies. The viability of this load will be considered in subsequent parts of the curriculum 
review. While some of the prerequisites of the essential learning competencies were explicitly stated 
in the curriculum, others were implicit and/or misplaced. The inclusion of implicit and misplaced 
prerequisites may have a negative impact on the implementation of the intended curriculum in the 
classroom. The cognitive demand comparison indicated that the use of verbs is not a reliable indicator 
of a competency’s level of cognitive demand.  

The comparison showed that while similar topics are taught, the Philippine curriculum tends to have 
a lower emphasis on learning competencies that require students to perform procedures – such as 
mathematical calculations or classifying according to given criteria – than the comparator countries, 
and the Philippine curriculum also has a stronger emphasis on analysis and making connections outside 
taught situations. Overall, the Philippine curriculum appears to be more demanding than countries in 
the comparison, namely, Australia, Canada and Singapore. This evidence is consistent with that of the 
Phase I review, which indicated that the cognitive demand of learning competencies from K to 10 in 
the Philippines is higher than in the USA Common Core curriculum (Bustos et. al., 2019). Judgements 
about the cognitive demands of Philippine and international curricula were made by different groups, 
so some caution needs to be exercised around the reliability of these datasets. All groups used the 
same core definitions of levels of cognitive demand, but it is not possible to verify the consistency of 
the judgements across groups. Despite these limitations, the trends were consistent across learning 
areas and, therefore, consideration should be given to the balance of cognitive demand for learning 
competencies within the curriculum. 

The following recommendations have been drawn from these conclusions:   

• The number of learning competencies should be considered in the light of future results from the 
review of the implemented and attained curriculum to ensure all learning competencies can be 
taught to the required cognitive depth in the time available in schools. 

• Learning competencies across grade levels and learning areas should be clearly articulated to avoid 
any confusion about the content to be taught and cognitive demand required. Special attention 
should be given to phrasing and language choice when stating learning competencies.  

• Proper sequencing and placement of prerequisites in the curriculum guide, across grade levels and 
learning areas, should be reviewed prior to the release of any future curriculum changes to 
improve the effectiveness of the spiralling of the curriculum. 

• Prerequisites in the curriculum guide should be made explicit, as this would improve the usefulness 
of the curriculum guide. 

• Curriculum changes should be reviewed across learning areas to ensure changes accommodate 
prerequisites required by other learning areas. 

• Consideration should be given to the balance of cognitive demands within learning competencies, 
to ensure students have sufficient opportunity to learn to perform basic procedures before being 
asked to undertake more cognitively demanding competencies. 
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