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ABSTRACT 
 
This study aimed to determine the learning strategies and readiness towards blended 
learning in English subjects and their relationship with the satisfaction of senior high school 
learners during the COVID-19 pandemic. Using a descriptive-correlational research design, 
a total of 174 senior high school students of a secondary education institution in Davao City, 
Philippines, were surveyed using standardized questionnaires. In retrospect to the mandate 
of the IATF on the classification of Davao City, whereby physical and/or face-to-face survey 
conduct is not feasible, the researcher conducted an online survey. The data was analyzed 
using the mean, standard deviation (SD), Pearson product-moment correlation, and simple 
and multiple linear regression. The findings revealed that the level of learning strategies, 
readiness towards blended learning, and satisfaction of learners was high. Correlation 
analysis revealed that learning strategies and readiness towards blended learning were 
significantly related to the satisfaction of learners.  Furthermore, there is a significant 
combined influence of learning strategies and readiness toward blended learning on the 
satisfaction of learners. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
The coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) has caused most education institutions 
worldwide to close in late March 2020 to avoid its transmission [1]. Because of this closure, 
blended learning approaches have been adopted, and instruction delivery to students has 
been greatly reshaped [2]. However, adopting blended learning posed challenges to various 
education sectors, including basic education, especially in teaching English subjects [3]. 

While blended learning is not a new pedagogical method used for many years in various 
fields, basic education institutions are still not ready to implement blended learning platforms 
[4]. In Asian countries such as Saudi Arabia, blended learning is not widely implemented 
across the school systems [5]. In Southeast Asia, blended learning is not generally 
embraced as one of the primary approaches in delivering instruction [6]. 

In teaching English subjects, blended learning has been a common mode of instruction in 
English as a Second Language (ESL) courses [7]. These courses are offered online to 
students in non-native English-speaking and developed countries such as China, Japan, and 
South Korea [8]. However, English subjects are normally taught face-to-face in basic 
education institutions in less economically developed countries such as the Philippines[9]. 
Studies show learners still have poor English literacy skills [10, 11].  This daunting concern, 
coupled with the unprecedented changes in the learning delivery because of the COVID-19 
pandemic, warrants further study to determine appropriate strategies and devise educational 



 

 

programs to address English learning and teaching difficulties, especially during the era of 
COVID-19. 

At the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic in the Philippines, teachers were given limited 
blended learning options, including live lectures, recorded video lectures, voice-over 
demonstrations, and picture-in-picture presentations to deliver the rest of their required 
instruction [12]. With the latest growth in online learning and integrating technology in 
teaching in the Philippines, exploring what underpins the students' readiness to integrate 
blended learning and their satisfaction level towards blended learning delivery is 
indispensable. 

Research has identified numerous critical challenges thought to affect blended learning. 
Such challenges include teachers‘ assessments of learners‘ academic integrity, 
cyberstalking and cyberbullying, lack of internet access, low quality of online instructional 
delivery, cost control, individual learning, lack of professional technological training, tool 
inaccessibility, and technical issues [13]. Additional challenges are related to the teachers‘ 
adaptability skills to customize lectures for online learning, learn to monitor learners‘ 
synchronous or asynchronous collaboration, and design authentic online assessment tools 
that accompany the transition to the online platforms from face-to-face sessions [14]. Thus, 
blended learning delivery necessitates various skills, including pedagogical, design, 
technical, and communication skills [15]. Existing literature shows that case studies, 
storytelling, streamed videos, discussion groups, and bulletin boards are examples of 
effective communication techniques and are the critical foundation of blended learning [16]. 

Research has shown approaches to cope with distance learning more efficiently, including 
preferences of instruction and multidimensional approaches [17]. These approaches 
manage cognitive and emotional difficulties such as readiness and satisfaction. A series of 
recent studies have indicated that most learners perceive customized or personalized video 
lectures as useful resources that supplement their learning—these results aid teachers in 
comprehending how to use video to guide learners‘ development [18,19]. The inclusion of 
various technological tools plays a significant role in stimulating the blended learning 
environment and encouraging critical thinking in collaborative interaction [20]. The learners' 
preferences in instruction using these tools have been shown to influence the level of 
satisfaction towards blended learning [21]. Meanwhile, the students' readiness to utilize 
varied blended learning tools directly affected how learners were satisfied with the different 
blended learning options offered by the school [22]. 

In order to improve the satisfaction of the learners in the implementation of blended learning 
amidst the pandemic, the Department of Education (DepEd) is fully engaged in readying its 
operations based on the Basic Education-Learning Continuity Plan (BE-LCP), from the 
Central Office down to the school level. Hence, blended learning delivery modes are 
continuously applied to continue the delivery of instruction among learners [12]. 

Researchers have defined blended learning as any instruction combining classroom and 
online learning [23, 24]. Graham [25] describes blended learning as models combining face-
to-face and computer-mediated instruction. Recent studies also prove blended learning is 
superior to traditional methods in delivering specific course outcomes. This is why the 
Department of Education has fully embraced digital education by educating, simplifying, and 
monitoring to enhance the current status of classroom instruction. Some imminent 
challenges the DepEd may encounter when implementing its blended learning program 
include developing technological capacity, allocating financial resources, adjusting 
institutional contexts accordingly, and changing educators' and students' mindsets and 
behaviors. 



 

 

English is one of the difficult subjects at both the elementary and secondary levels of 
education in the Philippines. Even before the pre-COVID-19 era, this subject has been the 
source of teaching and learning difficulties in educational institutions. Previous studies 
demonstrated that teachers‘ preferences for English instruction play a major role in honing 
students' abilities in learning English. Being an English teacher in a senior high school in 
Davao City, the researcher is in a dilemma of determining what effective learning options 
would suit every learner that would sustain their satisfaction despite the absence of a 
traditional face-to-face teaching method. Therefore, the researcher developed this study to 
determine the learning strategies and readiness towards blended learning in English 
subjects and their relationship with the satisfaction of senior high school students during the 
COVID-19 pandemic. 
 

1.2 Conceptual Framework 
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Figure 1 – Conceptual Framework of the Study 

The schematic diagram presented in Figure 1 demonstrates the interplay between variables. 
The study aimed to determine learning strategies and readiness towards blended learning in 
English subjects and their relationship with the satisfaction of senior high school students 
during the COVID-19 pandemic. The independent variables of the study were the learning 
strategies in terms of management of time and effort, complex cognitive strategy use, simple 
cognitive strategy use, contacts with others, and academic thinking; and readiness towards 
blended learning in English subjects in terms of computer/Internet self-efficacy, self-directed 
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learning, learner control, motivation for learning, and online communication self-efficacy. 
Meanwhile, the dependent variable included learners' satisfaction levels in terms of 
interaction, instruction, teacher, course management, and technology. 

 
 

2. METHODOLOGY 
 

2.1 Research Design 
 
This quantitative study explored senior high school students' learning strategies, readiness 
for blended English learning, and their satisfaction during the COVID-19 pandemic. Using a 
non-experimental survey design, questionnaires assessed self-reported strategies, blended 
learning readiness, and satisfaction. A descriptive-correlational approach then examined 
relationships between these variables. The study was conducted in a private secondary 
school annex in Davao City during the 2020-2021 school year. 

2.2Research Respondents 
 
A total of 174 senior high school students were included in the secondary education 
institution under study. This sample size was calculated using Slovin‘s formula with 316 
population size, 95% confidence interval, and 5% margin of error.The inclusion criteria were 
used to make the sample as homogeneous as possible. First, the student must beenrolled in 
the secondary education institution for School Year 2020-2021. Second, the student must 
have at least one enrolled English subject.Stratified random sampling was used in this study, 
which involves dividing a population into smaller sub-groups formed based on members' 
shared attributes or characteristics. Since the population under study has varied 
characteristics, this sampling technique will obtain a sample that best represents the studied 
population. In this study, the population can be divided into two phases. Phase 1 will allow 
the students to be divided into Grade 11 and Grade 12 levels. Phase 2 will further divide 
each student into four academic strands: the ABM, HUMSS, STEM, and TVL. These two 
phases of sample division are necessary to ensure an equal representation of samples in 
each academic strand per grade level. Table 1 represents the distribution of respondents by 
grade level and strand. 

 
Table 1.Distribution of Respondents by Grade Level and Strand 

Grade Level Academic Strand N % 
Desired Sample 

Size 

Grade 11 

ABM 32 10% 18 

HUMSS 29 9% 16 

STEM 69 22% 38 

TVL 12 4% 7 

Grade 12 

ABM 39 12% 21 

HUMSS 25 8% 14 

STEM 84 27% 46 

TVL 26 8% 14 

TOTAL  316 100% 174 

 

 

 



 

 

2.3Research Instrument 
 
The study utilized standardized questionnaires to gather data based on the problem 
statements. Minor changes were made to fit with the objectives and respondents of the 
study. The questionnaire is composed of three parts. The first part determined the learning 
strategies of the respondents. The items were taken from the Motivated Strategies for 
Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) developed by Meijs et al. [29]and applied to blended 
learning students. Moreover, the second part measured the respondents' readiness towards 
blended learning. The items were taken from the Learner Readiness for Blended Learning 
Scale developed by Hung et al. [30]. Additionally, the third part of the questionnaire 
measured the students‘ satisfaction with blended learning delivery during the COVID-19 
pandemic. The items were taken from the Student Satisfaction with Blended Learning Scale 
developed by Abou Naaj et al. [31].  

The survey questionnaire was submitted to the five validators for comments, suggestions, 
and improvement both in content and format. After the experts reviewed the questionnaire, 
this was finalized, incorporating the corrections made. After the survey questionnaire was 
finalized, it underwent pilot testing to identify and rectify problems prior to the study's 
conduct and to provide an indication of the response rate. 

 
2.4Data Gathering 
 
Prior to data collection, the researcher sought ethical approval from the Institutional 
Research Ethics Committee (REC). Following the receipt of ethical clearance from the REC, 
the researcher sent formal written permissions to the school division superintendent and the 
administrators of the secondary education institution under the study. After the approval was 
sought, the researcher proceeded with disseminating the questionnaire. In retrospect to the 
mandate of the IATF on the classification of Davao City, whereby physical and/or face-to-
face survey conduct is not feasible, the researcher conducted an online survey.  

In conducting an online survey, the respondents were informed of the purpose of the study, 
the risks and benefits of participation, and the method of collecting data that would uphold 
utmost confidentiality and anonymity. In online surveys, it is deemed that if respondents 
proceed to the survey and complete it, it constitutes consent already. In case the 
respondents needed a soft copy of the informed consent, they were given an informed 
consent form via email.  

The questionnaires were sent to the respondents of the participating secondary education 
situation and these were retrieved online via Google Forms. An individual email was sent 
containing the link to the online survey. The respondents were able to access the 
questionnaire directly. Only the researcher will have access to the password-protected 
online survey questionnaire to ensure utmost confidentiality. 

A debriefing method was ensured after the respondents had completed the survey. This was 
done by showing a debriefing page which includes a word of gratitude from the researcher; 
the researcher‘s contact information for possible queries and/or clarification from the 
respondents; an option for the respondents‘ right to withdraw from participation; and a final 
option to give voluntary participation and use of data by clicking the page‘s options ―I agree 
button‖ and ―submit data online‖. 

Data in laptops was also backed up daily to secure against loss. The laptop used in this 
project should install antivirus software to secure access to data. As for data sharing, the raw 
data generated was confined to the researcher‘s sole authority, and non-disclosure of the 



 

 

respondents‘ identities was ensured. After obtaining the necessary data, they were analyzed 
appropriately using statistical tools. 
 

2.5Data Analysis 
 
This study utilized various statistical tools to analyze different aspects of the research. 
Firstly, the Mean was employed to determine the level of learning strategies, readiness 
towards blended learning in English subjects and to determine the students‘ satisfaction 
during the COVID-19 pandemic. Secondly, the Pearson Product-Moment Correlation was 
used to determine the significant relationship betweenlearning strategies, readiness towards 
blended learning in English subjects and students‘ satisfaction with the delivery of blended 
learning during the COVID-19 pandemic. Lastly, Simple and Multiple Linear Regression 
were used to determine the significance of the singular and combined influence of learning 
strategies in English subjects and readiness in integrating blended learning delivery on the 
satisfaction towards blended learning.All interpretations were based at α = 0.05 level of 
significance using a two-tailed test. 

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 

3.1Level of Learning Strategies of Students in English Subject 
 
Table 2.Level of Learning Strategies of Students in English Subject 

Learning Strategies SD Mean Descriptive Level 

Management of Time and Effort 0.53 3.88 High 

Complex Cognitive Strategy Use 0.64 4.10 High 

Simple Cognitive Strategy Use 0.73 4.01 High 

Contacts with Others 0.67 3.94 High 

Academic Thinking 0.62 3.98 High 

Overall 0.52 3.98 High 

 

Table 2 shows the mean distribution with SD and interpretation of the indicators of the level 
of learning strategies in English subjects. As shown, the overall mean of this variable is 
3.98, which means that senior high school students have a high level of learning strategies 
in English subjects. All indicators of learning strategies were also rated high by the 
respondents. 

Gardner emphasizes learning strategies for language acquisition and academic success 
[32]. Effective strategies include time/effort management, collaboration, complex cognitive 
strategies, and simple cognitive strategies [33, 34, 35]. Complex strategies involve planning, 
monitoring, and evaluating while reading [36, 37, 38]. Simple strategies are deliberate 
actions like underlining or rereading [39]. Collaborative learning promotes interaction and 
knowledge sharing, enhancing language skills [40, 41]. Academic thinking strategies like 
analysis and argumentation improve comprehension and performance [42, 43]. 
 

 

3.2Level of Readiness in Integrating Blended Learning Delivery of the 
Students 
 
Table 3. Level of Readiness in Integrating Blended Learning Delivery of the Students 



 

 

 

Readiness in Integrating Blended 
Learning 

SD Mean Descriptive Level 

Computer/internet Self-efficacy 0.69 4.06 High 

Self-Directed Learning 0.70 3.88 High 

Learner Control 0.65 3.68 High 

Motivation for Learning 0.68 4.12 High 

Online Communication Self-efficacy 0.75 3.81 High 

Overall 0.55 3.91 High 

 
Table 3 shows the mean distribution with SD and interpretation of the indicators of level of 
readiness in integrating blended learning delivery. As shown, the overall mean of this 
variable is 3.91, which means that senior high school students have a high level of readiness 
to integrate blended learning delivery.All indicators of readiness in integrating blending 
learning were also rated high by the respondents. 
 
Effective blended learning demands student readiness, as highlighted by Graham's work 
[44] on digital literacy, self-directed learning, motivation, and communication skills. By 
offering personalized and flexible experiences [44, 45], blended learning requires students to 
possess confidence in using digital tools (computer/network self-efficacy) [46], ownership of 
their learning process (self-directed learning) [47, 48], persistent engagement fueled by 
motivation [49], and the ability to interact meaningfully online (online communication self-
efficacy) [50]. Self-directed learners take initiative, set goals, and choose learning strategies 
[50, 51, 52], further empowered by web-based learning's flexibility in pace, sequence, and 
content choice [53, 54]. This learner control can enhance learning, as evidenced by theories 
like the Component Display Theory and the Elaboration Theory [55, 56, 57]. Motivation, a 
key factor in learning itself [49, 58, 59], underscores the importance of assessing student 
readiness to optimize blended learning outcomes. 
 
 

3.3Level of Satisfaction towards Blended Learning of the Students 
 
Table 4. Level of Satisfaction towards Blended Learning of the Students 
 

Satisfaction towards Blended 
Learning 

SD Mean Descriptive Level 

Interaction 0.63 3.57 High 

Instruction 0.55 3.68 High 

Teacher 0.62 3.84 High 

Course Management 0.70 4.16 High 

Technology 0.71 4.11 High 

Overall 0.54 3.87 High 

 
Table 4 shows the mean distribution with SD and interpretation of the indicators of the level 
of satisfaction towards blended learning. As shown, the overall mean of this variable is 3.87, 
which means that senior high school students have a high level of satisfaction with blended 



 

 

learning. All indicators of satisfaction towards integrating blending learning were also rated 
high by the respondents. 
 
Blended learning benefits senior high school students by fostering interaction, collaboration, 
and active learning, leading to deeper understanding and a positive learning climate [44]. 
Learner-centered approaches, teacher support, efficient course management, and 
technology integration further enhance satisfaction and performance [44, 47, 61]. 
Collaborative tools and social interaction within these environments create meaningful 
learning experiences [62, 63, 64]. Student satisfaction correlates with better learning 
outcomes, completion rates, and grades [65, 66]. Notably, student satisfaction and academic 
achievement are independent of the delivery mode, showing similar results for both on-site 
and hybrid courses [67]. 
 
Studies indicate that teachers are the crucial element in student satisfaction with blended 
learning, particularly their availability, responsiveness, and flexibility in teaching [68, 69, 70, 
71]. Beyond instruction, they serve as motivators and provide essential feedback, which 
should be prompt to keep students engaged [68, 72]. Additionally, research by Bonk and 
Graham [73] and Garrison and Vaughan [74] highlights the importance of well-organized 
course structures, clear communication channels, and effective assessment practices for 
student engagement and satisfaction. Furthermore, researchers [71] emphasize the 
necessity of administrative support and access to resources like textbooks, libraries, and 
technical support for online learners in blended settings. Effective course management plays 
a key role in optimizing student experience by ensuring content organization, navigation, 
communication channels, assessments, and feedback mechanisms are well-structured. This 
allows students to easily access materials, track progress, and interact with instructors and 
peers, ultimately fostering active participation and continuous improvement [74]. While 
technology offers unique learning opportunities in blended environments, access to reliable 
equipment and familiarity with the specific technology used are crucial for student 
satisfaction [65, 75]. Limited access or frustration with technology due to lack of familiarity or 
inadequate support can significantly hamper learners' success [76, 77]. 
 

3.4Significance on the Relationship between variables 
 
Table 5. Significance on the Relationship between variables 
 

Variables r-value 
Degree of 

Correlation 
p-value 

Decision 

(Ho) 

Learning Strategies 
and Satisfaction 
towards Blended 

Learning 

.689 Moderate .000 Reject 

Readiness in 
Integrating Blended 

Learning and 
Satisfaction towards 
Blended Learning 

.724 Moderate .000 Reject 

 
Studies investigating factors contributing to satisfaction with blended learning in English 
subjects found significant, moderate correlations with both learning strategies and readiness 
for blended learning delivery. Higher reported use of learning strategies correlated with 



 

 

increased satisfaction (r=0.689, p=0.000), echoing findings of Bailey [78] on student 
satisfaction in online courses. Similarly, increased readiness for blended learning delivery 
aligned with higher satisfaction (r=0.724, p=0.000), corroborating Topal's research [79] with 
university students. These results suggest that successful blended learning experiences may 
be fostered by equipping students with effective learning strategies and cultivating their 
readiness to integrate this learning approach. 
 

3.5Significance of the Single Influence of the variables 
 
Table 6. Significance of the Single Influence of the variables 
 

 
Variables Model 

Sum of 
Squares 

DF 
Unstandardized 

Beta (β) 
Coefficient 

R-
square 

p-
value 

Decision 

 
Learning 

Strategies 
in English 
Subject on 

the 
Satisfaction 

towards 
Blended 
Learning 

Regression 24.779 5     

Residual 25.129 168 .716 .490 .000 Reject 

Total 49.908 173     

 
Readiness 

in 
Integrating 
Blended 
Learning 

Delivery 0n 
the 

Satisfaction 
towards 
Blended 
Learning 

 

Regression 27.872 5     

Residual 22.035 168 .714 .563 .000 Reject 

Total 49.908 173     

 
Both learning strategies in English subjects and readiness to integrate blended learning 
delivery significantly influenced senior high school students' satisfaction with this 
method(p<0.001). Students with strong English learning strategies and a positive attitude 
towards integrating technology into their learning reported higher satisfaction with blended 
learning. Similar to previous research, these findings highlight the importance of both 
cognitive and affective factors in shaping student experiences within blended learning 
environments [80, 81]. 
 
 

3.6Significance of the Combined Influence of the variables 
 
Table 7. Significance of the Combined Influence of Learning Strategies in English Subject 
(learning) and Readiness in Integrating Blended Learning Delivery (readiness) on the 
Satisfaction towards Blended Learning 



 

 

 

Model 
Sum of 
Squares 

DF 
Unstandardized 

Beta (β) 
Coefficient 

R-square p-value Decision 

Regression 29.221 2 
.522  

(constant) 
   

Residual 20.687 171 
.341  

(learning) 
.617 .000 Reject 

Total 49.908 173 
.487 

(readiness) 
   

 
Table 7 shows that both learning strategies in English subjects and readiness in integrating 
blended learning delivery significantly influenced satisfaction with blended learning 
(p<0.001). Students with higher levels of these factors were more satisfied, while lower 
levels were associated with lower satisfaction. The study identified these factors as 
significant influences on satisfaction with blended learning among senior high school 
students. Studies have shown that effective learning strategies contribute to students' 
language proficiency and academic success, while readiness to utilize digital technologies 
enhances engagement and access to learning resources[44]. Blended learning 
environments, which combine face-to-face instruction with online components, provide 
students with diverse learning opportunities and foster active participation, resulting in 
increased satisfaction and positive learning outcomes [46, 60]. 

 
4. CONCLUSION 
 
In summary, senior high school students have a high level of learning strategies in English 
subjects in terms of management of time and effort, complex cognitive strategy use, simple 
cognitive strategy use, contacts with others, and academic thinking.It means that the 
respondents often preferred the mentioned learning strategies in English subjects. Moreover, 
the senior high school students have a high level of readiness towards blended learning in 
English subjects in terms of computer/Internet self-efficacy, self-directed learning, learner 
control, motivation for learning, and online communication self-efficacy. It means that the 
respondents were often ready to implement blended learning. Furthermore, senior high 
school students have a high level of satisfaction with learners in terms of interaction, 
instruction, teacher, course management, and technology. It means that the respondents 
were oftentimes satisfied with the delivery of blended learning during the COVID-19 
pandemic. 

The correlation between learning strategies in English subjects and satisfaction with blended 
learning obtained an r-value of 0.689,which is significant (p=0.000) at a 0.05 alpha level of 
significance. Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected. Meanwhile, the correlation between 
readiness in integrating blended learning delivery and satisfaction towards blended learning 
obtained an r-value of 0.724 which is significant (p=0.000) at 0.05 alpha level of significance. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected.When the singular influence of the independent 
variables on the dependent variable was determined, learning strategies in English subjects 
(β=0.716, p=0.000) significantly influenced satisfaction towards blended learning. The level 
of readiness in integrating blended learning delivery (β=0.714, p=0.000) also significantly 
influenced satisfaction towards blended learning. When the combined influence of the 
independent variables on the dependent variable was determined, both the level of learning 
strategies in English subject (β=0.341, p=0.000) and the level of readiness in integrating 
blended learning delivery (β=0.487, p=0.000) significantly influenced satisfaction towards 
blended learning. 



 

 

5. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Recommendations were created based on the findings and conclusions of the study. The 
students should be encouraged to utilize the mentioned learning strategies in English 
subjects to increase their satisfaction with blended learning. Moreover, the teachers of 
English subjects should use varied teaching-learning activities to cater to the diverse 
learning strategies of the students. In addition, they should initiate programs that will 
increase the students' readiness in the blended learning environment. Furthermore, the 
parents should participate in their child‘s education, especially in the utilization of appropriate 
learning strategies in English subjects. In addition, they should prepare their child for 
blended learning by providing the necessary resources to maximize their potential. 
Additionally, school administrators should support English subject teachers in the delivery of 
blended learning by conducting virtual seminars to enhance their teaching methodologies. 
By doing so, the students and parents will be satisfied with the delivery of blended learning 
during the COVID-19 pandemic, as the teacher is one of the crucial factors influencing their 
learning satisfaction. Lastly, future researchers should conduct similar studies exploring the 
learning strategies and readiness towards blended learning in English subjects and their 
relationship with the satisfaction of senior high school learners during the COVID-19 
pandemic with more control over the research settings. In addition, future researchers 
should include other schools in the study to increase the generalizability of the study results. 
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