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ABSTRACT

This study examined the levels of flexible learning implementation, technological adaptation, learning
engagement, and students’ self-efficacy, as well as the relationships among these variables among Business
Administration students in selected higher education institutions in Region X, Philippines. A descriptive-
correlational research design was employed. Data were collected from 343 Business Administration students
from Northern Bukidnon State College, Northwestern Mindanao State College of Science and Technology,
and Camiguin Polytechnic State College using a researcher-made questionnaire. Descriptive statistics,
including mean and standard deviation, were used to determine the levels of the study variables, while
Pearson product-moment correlation was employed to examine their relationships with students’ self-efficacy.
The findings showed that flexible learning implementation was rated high, with an overall mean of 4.23 (SD =
0.59). Technological adaptation was likewise rated high (M = 4.19, SD = 0.54), as was learning engagement
(M = 4.29, SD = 0.51). Students’ self-efficacy also obtained a high overall rating (M = 4.25, SD = 0.52).
Correlation analysis revealed significant positive relationships between self-efficacy and flexible learning
implementation (r = .672, p <.001), technological adaptation (r = .822, p <.001), and learning engagement (r
= .843, p < .001). Among the three variables, learning engagement demonstrated the strongest relationship
with self-efficacy. The findings suggest that students’ academic confidence is closely associated with their
experiences of flexible learning, ability to adapt to technology, and active engagement in learning.
Strengthening these learning conditions may provide supportive environments that foster students’ confidence
and continued participation in their academic work.

Keywords: students’ self-efficacy, flexible learning implementation, technological adaptation, learning
engagement

INTRODUCTION

The increasing use of flexible and technology-supported learning has changed how students access, participate
in, and experience higher education. Flexible learning provides opportunities for institutions to respond to
diverse student needs through different instructional approaches and learning arrangements. However, its
effectiveness depends not only on the delivery of instruction but also on students’ ability to access learning
resources, adapt to technology, and remain engaged in academic activities. These considerations are
particularly relevant as higher education institutions continue to integrate technology into teaching and
learning.

In the Philippine higher education context, flexible learning has become an important approach to maintaining
educational continuity and supporting learner-centered instruction. The Commission on Higher Education
institutionalized guidelines for flexible learning through CHED Memorandum Order No. 4, series of 2020.
Despite these developments, differences in technological resources, digital literacy, system reliability, and
institutional support may influence students’ experiences in flexible learning environments. Previous studies
have likewise emphasized the importance of instructional design, technological readiness, and institutional
support in online and flexible learning settings (Martin et al., 2020; Rapanta et al., 2020; Tsali et al., 2020;
Kim & Pek, 2021).
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Students’ learning engagement is another important consideration in flexible learning. Engagement involves
behavioral participation, emotional involvement, and cognitive investment in learning activities. In
environments where students are expected to manage greater responsibility for their learning, sustained
engagement may be particularly important to their academic experience. Studies have shown that engagement
strategies and students’ interaction with digital learning technologies are important elements of effective
online learning (Martin & Bolliger, 2018; Nkomo & Fouché, 2021). At the same time, self-efficacy, or
students’ confidence in their ability to perform academic tasks and persist in challenging situations, remains
an important aspect of successful learning. Research has associated self-efficacy with students’ motivation,
engagement, and academic performance (Mega et al., 2017; Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2020; Cruz et al., 2023).

Despite the growing literature, the variables considered in the present study have often been examined
separately or within different educational contexts. Comparatively fewer studies have examined flexible
learning implementation, technological adaptation, learning engagement, and students’ self-efficacy together
among Business Administration students in regional Philippine higher education institutions. This is
particularly relevant in Region X, where students and institutions may experience varying levels of
technological readiness, institutional support, and access to flexible learning resources. The existing literature
therefore provides a basis for further examining how these learning-related conditions are associated with
students’ academic self-efficacy.

The present study addresses this gap by examining the levels of flexible learning implementation,
technological adaptation, learning engagement, and students’ self-efficacy among Business Administration
students in selected higher education institutions in Region X. It also examines the relationships between
students’ self-efficacy and flexible learning implementation, technological adaptation, and learning
engagement. By focusing on these relationships, the study provides empirical evidence that may contribute to
a better understanding of students’ experiences in flexible learning environments and inform educational
practices that support their academic confidence and engagement.

THEORETICAL AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The study draws on four complementary theoretical perspectives. First, Constructivist Learning Theory
provides a basis for understanding flexible learning as an approach in which students actively participate in
constructing knowledge through learning experiences, interaction, and independent exploration. Second, the
Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) provides a perspective on technological adaptation, particularly how
students’ perceptions and experiences with digital technologies relate to their use of technology-supported
learning environments. Third, the Community of Inquiry (Col) Framework provides a basis for understanding
learning engagement in flexible and technology-mediated settings through teaching, social, and cognitive
processes. Finally, Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) provides the theoretical foundation for students’ self-
efficacy, emphasizing the role of personal beliefs, learning experiences, and environmental conditions in
students’ confidence and persistence in academic tasks. These perspectives collectively provide a theoretical
basis for examining flexible learning implementation, technological adaptation, learning engagement, and
students’ self-efficacy. The manuscript similarly identifies these four perspectives as the theoretical
foundations of the study.

Conceptually, flexible learning implementation, technological adaptation, learning engagement, and students’
self-efficacy are treated as distinct but related constructs. Flexible learning implementation represents
students’ experiences of instructional delivery, learning accessibility and inclusivity, and assessment and
feedback. Technological adaptation reflects digital literacy, system reliability, and institutional support, while
learning engagement encompasses behavioral, emotional, and cognitive engagement. Students’ self-efficacy
represents confidence in learning tasks, belief in academic abilities, and motivation and persistence. The
relationships among these constructs were examined using descriptive statistics and Pearson product-moment
correlation, consistent with the study’s descriptive-correlational design.

Statement of the Problem

This study examined the levels of flexible learning implementation, technological adaptation, learning
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engagement, and self-efficacy among Business Administration students and the relationships of the first three
constructs with students’ self-efficacy. Specifically, it sought to answer the following questions:

1. What is the level of flexible learning implementation in terms of instructional delivery, learning
accessibility and inclusivity, and assessment and feedback?

2. What is the level of technological adaptation in terms of digital literacy, system reliability, and
institutional support?

3. What is the level of learning engagement in terms of behavioral, emotional, and cognitive
engagement?

4. What is the level of students’ self-efficacy in terms of confidence in learning tasks, belief in
academic abilities, and motivation and persistence?

5. Is there a significant relationship between students’ self-efficacy and flexible learning
implementation, technological adaptation, and learning engagement?

Significance of the Study

The findings would provide an integrated view of students’ experiences with flexible learning
implementation, technological adaptation, learning engagement, and self-efficacy. For higher education
institutions and academic leaders, the results would provide a basis for strengthening flexible learning
practices, technological support, and learning resources that respond to students’ academic needs. For faculty
members, the findings would guide the design of instructional strategies and learning activities that promote
meaningful engagement and support students’ confidence in performing academic tasks. For students, the
study would highlight the importance of active participation, technological competence, and confidence in
managing academic responsibilities within flexible learning environments. For future researchers, the study
could serve as a reference for examining these constructs in other academic programs, institutions, and
educational contexts.

SCOPE AND LIMITATION OF THE STUDY

The study focused on Business Administration students enrolled in selected higher education institutions in
Region X, namely Northern Bukidnon State College, Northwestern Mindanao State College of Science and
Technology, and Camiguin Polytechnic State College. It examined flexible learning implementation in terms
of instructional delivery, learning accessibility and inclusivity, and assessment and feedback; technological
adaptation in terms of digital literacy, system reliability, and institutional support; learning engagement in
terms of behavioral, emotional, and cognitive engagement; and students’ self-efficacy in terms of confidence
in learning tasks, belief in academic abilities, and motivation and persistence. The study also examined the
relationships between these variables and students’ self-efficacy.

The study was limited to 343 Business Administration students who participated in the survey during the
second semester of Academic Year 2025-2026. It relied on self-reported responses and was confined to the
selected institutions and participants; therefore, the findings should not be generalized to all Business
Administration students or higher education institutions. The study focused on students’ perceptions and
experiences of flexible learning, technological adaptation, learning engagement, and self-efficacy and did not
examine predictive or causal effects, which are addressed separately in the subsequent publication.

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Flexible learning has become an important component of contemporary higher education as institutions adopt
learner-centered and technology-supported approaches to accommodate diverse learning needs. It provides
flexibility in the time, place, pace, and mode of learning while supporting continuity and accessibility in
education (Bozkurt et al., 2020). In higher education, effective implementation requires appropriate
instructional design, accessible learning opportunities, and assessment practices that support students’ learning
experiences (Martin et al., 2020; Rapanta et al., 2020). The literature therefore presents flexible learning as a
multidimensional approach that extends beyond the use of technology to include instructional delivery,
accessibility and inclusivity, and assessment and feedback.
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Within the present study, flexible learning implementation encompasses instructional delivery, learning ace-

ssibility and inclusivity, and assessment and feedback. Instructional delivery concerns the teaching strategies,
learning materials, and activities provided across flexible learning modalities. Learning accessibility and
inclusivity emphasize students’ ability to access learning resources and opportunities despite differences in
circumstances and learning needs. Assessment and feedback involve clear expectations, appropriate
assessment strategies, and timely feedback that support students’ learning progress. Existing literature
emphasizes that intentional course design, effective instructional practices, and meaningful feedback are
important elements of quality flexible learning.

Technological adaptation represents another important dimension of students’ experiences in flexible learning
environments. The increased use of digital platforms requires students to develop the skills necessary to
access, evaluate, and use technology for academic purposes. At the same time, effective technology-supported
learning depends on reliable systems and adequate institutional support. Previous studies have emphasized the
importance of technological competence, digital readiness, system reliability, and institutional support in
facilitating students’ participation in technology-mediated learning (Tsai et al., 2020; Kim & Pek, 2021). In
the present study, technological adaptation is reflected through digital literacy, system reliability, and
institutional support.

Learning engagement is likewise an important consideration in flexible learning. It refers to students’ active
participation and investment in academic activities and is commonly reflected through behavioral, emotional,
and cognitive dimensions. Behavioral engagement involves participation and effort, emotional engagement
reflects students’ interest and involvement, while cognitive engagement concerns the mental effort invested in
understanding and applying knowledge. Studies have emphasized the importance of meaningful interaction,
instructional support, and purposeful learning activities in sustaining engagement in online and flexible
learning environments (Bond & Bedenlier, 2019; Nkomo & Fouché, 2021). These dimensions provide a
broader understanding of students’ involvement in the learning process.

Students’ self-efficacy provides an important psychological dimension of the learning experience. It refers to
students’ beliefs about their ability to perform academic tasks, manage learning demands, and persist when
difficulties arise. In flexible learning environments, self-efficacy may be particularly relevant because students
are required to exercise greater independence in managing academic responsibilities and learning
technologies. Recent literature has associated self-efficacy with students’ motivation, persistence,
engagement, and academic experiences (Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2020; Cruz et al., 2023). In the present
study, self-efficacy is reflected in confidence in learning tasks, belief in academic abilities, and motivation and
persistence.

The relationships among flexible learning implementation, technological adaptation, learning engagement,
and self-efficacy have received increasing attention in higher education research. Existing studies suggest that
effective instructional practices, accessible learning resources, technological competence, institutional
support, and active engagement are relevant to students’ learning experiences. However, these constructs are
often examined separately or in different educational contexts. The manuscript identifies limited empirical
evidence integrating these variables among students in regional higher education institutions, particularly in
Region X.

Taken together, the literature supports an integrated view in which flexible learning implementation,
technological adaptation, and learning engagement represent important dimensions of students’ learning
experiences, while self-efficacy reflects students’ academic confidence and persistence. Nevertheless, limited
research has examined these constructs simultaneously among Business Administration students in Philippine
higher education. Accordingly, the present study examines the levels of these constructs and their
relationships with students’ self-efficacy among Business Administration students in selected higher
education institutions in Region X.
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METHODOLOGY

This section describes the procedures used to examine flexible learning implementation, technological
adaptation, learning engagement, and students’ self-efficacy among Business Administration students. It
outlined the research design, participants, research instrument, data collection procedures, and statistical
analyses used to examine the study objectives.

Research Design

This study employed a quantitative, descriptive, and correlational designs to determine the levels of flexible
learning implementation, technological adaptation, learning engagement, and students’ self-efficacy among
Business Administration students, as well as the relationships among these variables.

Data were gathered through a researcher-made survey questionnaire consisting of items measuring flexible
learning implementation, technological adaptation, learning engagement, and students’ self-efficacy.

Descriptive statistics, particularly mean and standard deviation, were used to determine the levels of the study
variables for Problems 1-4, while Pearson product-moment correlation was applied to establish the
relationships between students’ self-efficacy and flexible learning implementation, technological adaptation,
and learning engagement for Problem 5.

Research Locale

The study was conducted in selected public higher education institutions (HEIS) in Region X, Philippines. The
respondents were Business Administration students from Northern Bukidnon State College (NBSC),
Northwestern Mindanao State College of Science and Technology (NMSCST), and Camiguin Polytechnic
State College (CPSC).

These institutions were purposively selected to represent public higher education settings within the region
where flexible learning and technology-supported instruction are implemented. The selected institutions
provided a suitable context for examining students’ experiences of flexible learning implementation,
technological adaptation, learning engagement, and self-efficacy.

Participants and Sampling Procedure

The participants were third-year Bachelor of Science in Business Administration students from three public
higher education institutions in Region X: Northern Bukidnon State College (NBSC), Northwestern Mindanao
State College of Science and Technology (NMSCST), and Camiguin Polytechnic State College (CPSC). From
a total population of 668 students, a minimum sample size of 245 participants was determined using the
Raosoft Sample Size Calculator. A total of 343 valid responses were obtained, consisting of 178 participants
from NBSC, 112 from NMSCST, and 53 from CPSC.

A stratified random sampling technique was employed, with each participating institution serving as a stratum
and participants randomly selected from each institution. Participation was voluntary, and only students who
provided informed consent were included in the study.

Research Instrument

Data were gathered using a structured questionnaire adapted from validated instruments to measure Flexible
Learning Implementation, Technological Adaptation, Learning Engagement, and Students’ Self-Efficacy
among Business Administration students. The questionnaire was divided into two parts: Part 1 measured
Flexible Learning Implementation, Technological Adaptation, and Learning Engagement, while Part II
measured Students’ Self-Efficacy. The instrument used a 5-point Likert scale and was administered uniformly
across the participating institutions to ensure consistency of responses.
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Data Analysis and Scoring Procedure

Data were analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistics. Mean and standard deviation were computed to
determine the levels of flexible learning implementation, technological adaptation, learning engagement, and
students’ self-efficacy. All variables were measured using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly
Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree).

Mean scores were interpreted using the following ranges: 4.51-5.00 (Very High), 3.51-4.50 (High), 2.51-
3.50 (Moderately High), 1.51-2.50 (Low), and 1.00-1.50 (Very Low). Pearson product-moment correlation
was applied to examine the relationships between students’ self-efficacy and flexible learning implementation,
technological adaptation, and learning engagement.

Ethical Considerations

This study complied with ethical standards for research involving human participants. Institutional approval
was obtained prior to data collection, and participation was voluntary with informed consent secured from all
respondents. Anonymity and confidentiality were ensured, with no collection of personally identifiable
information. All data were securely stored and used solely for academic purposes, and the study adhered to
principles of academic integrity, including plagiarism screening.

Presentation, Analysis, and Interpretation of Data

This section presents the results of the study based on data collected from third-year Business Administration
students in selected higher education institutions. Descriptive statistics, including mean and standard
deviation, were used to determine the levels of flexible learning implementation, technological adaptation,
learning engagement, and students’ self-efficacy, while Pearson product-moment correlation was used to
examine their relationships.

Problem 1. What is the level of students’ flexible learning implementation as perceived by participants
in terms of instructional delivery, learning accessibility and inclusivity, and assessment and feedback?

Table 1

Summary of Mean Scores for the Level of Participants’ Flexible Learning Implementation

No. | Item Mean | SD Description | Interpretation

1 Instructional Delivery 4.25 |0.66 Agree High

2 Learning Accessibility & Inclusivity | 4.16 | 0.63 Agree High

3 Assessment & Feedback 4.28 |0.62 Agree High
OVERALL 423 |0.59 Agree High

Students demonstrated a high level of implementation of flexible learning overall (M = 4.23, SD = 0.59).
Assessment and Feedback obtained the highest mean (M = 4.28), followed by Instructional Delivery (M =
4.25) and Learning Accessibility and Inclusivity (M = 4.16). These findings suggest that students generally
viewed assessment practices, instructional delivery, and access to learning opportunities positively. The
relatively high rating for assessment and feedback indicates that students perceived these aspects as supportive
of their learning progress, while the results for instructional delivery and accessibility suggest that the learning
arrangements generally addressed their academic needs. However, the comparatively lower mean for learning
accessibility and inclusivity indicates an area that may warrant further attention to ensure that learning
resources and opportunities remain accessible to all students. This interpretation is consistent with Martin et al.
(2020), who emphasized the importance of intentional course design in online learning, and Rapanta et al.
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(2020), who highlighted the role of purposeful pedagogical planning in supporting meaningful learning
experiences in technology-mediated environments.

Problem 2. What is the level of students’ technological adaptation among participants in terms of
digital literacy, system reliability, and institutional support?

Table 2

Summary of Mean Scores for the Level of Participants’ Technological Adaptation

No. | Item Mean | SD Description | Interpretation

1 Digital Literacy 4.20 0.63 | Agree High

2 System Reliability 4.18 0.62 | Agree High

3 Institutional Support 4.20 0.60 | Agree High
OVERALL 4.19 0.54 | Agree High

Students demonstrated a high level of technological adaptation overall (M = 4.19, SD = 0.54). Digital Literacy
and Institutional Support obtained the highest mean scores (M = 4.20), followed by System Reliability (M =
4.18). These findings suggest that students generally perceived themselves as capable of using digital
technologies for academic activities and viewed the technological assistance provided by their institutions
positively. These findings suggest that students generally perceived themselves as capable of using digital
technologies for academic activities and viewed the technological assistance provided by their institutions
positively. The high rating for Institutional Support highlights the importance of institutional assistance in
helping students navigate technology-supported learning environments. Such support may include access to
digital resources, technical guidance, and assistance in addressing technology-related difficulties. Although
System Reliability also received a high rating, its slightly lower mean suggests that maintaining stable and
accessible digital platforms remains important for supporting students’ learning experiences. These findings
are consistent with Tsai et al. (2020), who discussed the relevance of technological readiness and digital
competence in online learning, and Al-Fraihat et al. (2020), who highlighted the importance of system quality
and institutional technological support in students’ learning experiences.

Problem 3. What is the level of students’ learning engagement of participants in terms of behavioral
engagement, emotional engagement, and cognitive engagement?

Table 3

Summary of Mean Scores for the Level of Participants’ Learning Engagement

No. | Item Mean | SD Description | Interpretation

1 Behavioral Engagement 4.32 0.56 | Agree High

2 Emotional Engagement 4.28 0.55 | Agree High

3 Cognitive Engagement 4.28 0.56 | Agree High
OVERALL 4.29 0.51 | Agree High

Students demonstrated a high level of learning engagement overall (M = 4.29, SD = 0.51). Behavioral
Engagement obtained the highest mean (M = 4.32), followed by Emotional Engagement and Cognitive
Engagement (both M = 4.28). These findings suggest that students generally participate actively in academic
activities, demonstrate positive emotional involvement in learning, and exert mental effort in understanding
their lessons. The slightly higher rating for behavioral engagement indicates that students’ participation and
involvement in learning tasks are particularly evident in their learning experiences. Meanwhile, the high
ratings for emotional and cognitive engagement suggest that students also recognize the importance of
maintaining interest in their studies and applying effort to academic tasks. These findings are consistent with
Bond and Bedenlier (2019), who emphasized that engagement in technology-supported learning involves
active participation, emotional connection, and cognitive effort. Similarly, Wang et al. (2021) discussed the
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association of student engagement with persistence, deeper information processing, and academic outcomes.
The results imply that higher education institutions and instructors should continue providing meaningful
learning activities, supportive instructional strategies, and opportunities for active participation to sustain
students’ engagement in flexible learning environments.

Problem 4. What is the level of students’ self-efficacy in terms of confidence in learning tasks, belief in
academic abilities, and motivation and persistence?

Table 4

Summary of Mean Scores for the Level of Participants’ Self-efficacy

No. | Item Mean | SD Description | Interpretation

1 Confidence in Learning Tasks | 4.28 0.54 | Agree High

2 Belief in Academic Abilities 4.27 0.55 | Agree High

3 Motivation and Persistence 4.20 0.60 | Agree High
OVERALL 4.25 0.52 | Agree High

Students demonstrated a high level of self-efficacy overall (M = 4.25, SD = 0.52). Confidence in Learning
Tasks obtained the highest mean (M = 4.28), followed by Belief in Academic Abilities (M = 4.27) and
Motivation and Persistence (M = 4.20). These findings suggest that students generally believe they can
accomplish academic requirements and have confidence in their ability to succeed in their studies. The high
rating for Belief in Academic Abilities also reflects students’ positive perceptions of their academic
competence. Although Motivation and Persistence obtained the lowest mean among the three dimensions, its
high rating indicates that students generally remain motivated and are willing to sustain effort when facing
academic challenges. These findings are consistent with Bandura’s (1997) view of self-efficacy as beliefs
about one’s capability to perform actions needed to achieve desired outcomes. They also align with Doo and
Bonk (2020), whose study examined the relevance of self-efficacy to learning-related processes in a
technology-mediated university learning environment. The findings imply that instructors should continue
providing supportive learning experiences, constructive feedback, and opportunities for students to develop
confidence and persistence in completing academic tasks.

Problem 5. Is there a significant relationship between self-efficacy and flexible learning implementation,
technological adaptation, and learning engagement?

Table 5

Correlation between self-efficacy: flexible learning implementation, technological adaptation, and learning
engagement

Variables r P-value | Interpretation
Instructional Delivery 556" .000 Highly Significant
Learning Accessibility & Inclusivity | .647™ .000 Highly Significant
Assessment & Feedback 656" .000 Highly Significant
Flexible Learning Implementation 672" .000 Highly Significant
Digital Literacy 678" .000 Highly Significant
System Reliability 7407 .000 Highly Significant
Institutional Support 757 .000 Highly Significant
Technological Adaptation 822 .000 Highly Significant
Behavioral Engagement .800™ .000 Highly Significant
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Emotional Engagement 7427 .000 Highly Significant
Cognitive Engagement 7757 .000 Highly Significant
Learning Engagement .843™ .000 Highly Significant

*p <0.05, significant, ** p < .01, highly significant

All correlations were positive and statistically significant (p < .001). Learning Engagement showed the
strongest relationship with Students’ Self-Efficacy (r = .843), followed by Technological Adaptation (r =
.822) and Flexible Learning Implementation (r = .672). These results suggest that students who reported
greater engagement in their academic activities, stronger adaptation to technology, and more positive
experiences with flexible learning also tended to report higher self-efficacy. The strong relationship between
Learning Engagement and Self-Efficacy indicates that students’ active participation, emotional involvement,
and cognitive effort are closely associated with their confidence in managing academic tasks.

This finding is consistent with Doo and Bonk (2020), who examined the relationship between self-efficacy
and learning engagement in a technology-supported learning environment. Similarly, the positive relationship
between Technological Adaptation and Self-Efficacy highlights the relevance of students’ digital
competencies and technological experiences, consistent with Bahcivan et al. (2024), who discussed the
association between digital literacy and university students’ self-efficacy. Meanwhile, the significant
relationship between Flexible Learning Implementation and Self-Efficacy is consistent with Talosa et al.
(2021), who emphasized the relevance of supportive learning conditions to students’ learning experiences and
confidence. These findings imply that higher education institutions and instructors should continue to provide
engaging learning activities, accessible learning resources, reliable technological support, and constructive
feedback. However, because the analysis is correlational, the findings establish associations rather than causal
effects.

CONCLUSION

Based on the findings of the study, the participants have high levels of flexible learning implementation,
technological adaptation, learning engagement, and self-efficacy. There is a significant positive relationship
between students’ self-efficacy and flexible learning implementation, technological adaptation, and learning
engagement. These findings suggest that students’ academic self-efficacy is closely associated with their
experiences of flexible learning, technological adaptation, and engagement. Overall, the study highlights the
importance of supportive and engaging flexible learning environments in fostering students’ confidence in
managing their academic responsibilities.

RECOMMENDATION

Based on the study’s findings and conclusions, the following recommendations are proposed to enhance
students’ self-efficacy in higher education institutions.

Academic Administrators and Program Coordinators may use the findings as a basis for reviewing learning
support services, technology-related assistance, and instructional practices that respond to students’ needs in
flexible learning settings.

Higher Education Institutions may consider strengthening flexible learning practices by ensuring accessible
learning resources, reliable technological systems, adequate institutional support, and effective assessment and
feedback mechanisms.

Faculty Members may enhance instructional strategies and learning activities that encourage behavioral,
emotional, and cognitive engagement while providing timely and constructive feedback to support students’
academic confidence.

Students are encouraged to actively participate in learning activities, develop their digital competencies, and
practice effective strategies for managing academic tasks and challenges in flexible learning environments.
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Future

Researchers may replicate the study in other academic programs, institutions, or regions and

examineother factors that may be associated with students’ self-efficacy and experiences in flexible learning
environments.
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