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ABSTRACT 

This study examined how private 

elementary school teachers in Legazpi City 

assessed their knowledge, attitudes, and 

practices (KAP) in implementing Flexible 

Learning (FL) during the COVID-19 

pandemic, including the challenges they 

encountered. A descriptive survey design 

was employed, involving 102 teachers from 

14 private elementary schools offering 

Grades 1 to 6. Data were collected through a 

researcher-developed questionnaire that 

examined teachers’ familiarity with FL 

concepts, attitudes toward the modality, 

instructional practices, and implementation 

challenges. 

The findings indicate that most teachers 

were already aware of Flexible Learning 

prior to the pandemic and relied primarily 

on school-based trainings, policy directives, 

and personal reading as sources of 

understanding. Teachers generally reported 

positive attitudes toward FL and expressed 

openness to its continued use beyond the 

pandemic, although more than half still 

regarded face-to-face instruction as the most 

effective approach for elementary learners. 

In practice, teachers frequently utilized 

accessible digital communication tools, 

adopted flexible assessment strategies, and 

adjusted instructional routines to maintain 

learning continuity during the period of 

disruption. 

At the same time, persistent challenges were 

reported, including academic dishonesty, 

low learner motivation, uneven parental 

support, limited access to digital devices, 

and gaps in technological and institutional 

readiness. Overall, the findings suggest that 

while teachers demonstrated adaptability 

and commitment in sustaining Flexible 

Learning, its effectiveness depends on 

coordinated support from families, school 

leadership, and education policymakers. 

Strengthening professional development and 

institutional systems remains essential for 

the sustainable use of Flexible Learning in 

basic education. 

Keywords: Conceptual Change Theory; 

Flexible Learning; Knowledge–Attitudes–

Practices (KAP); Legazpi City; Private 

Elementary Schools 

INTRODUCTION 

The COVID-19 pandemic disrupted 

education systems worldwide and forced 

schools to reconsider how teaching and 

learning could continue outside traditional 

classrooms. UNESCO (2020) estimated that 

more than 1.2 billion learners were affected 

by school closures, including approximately 

27 million students in the Philippines. 
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Teachers were required to adjust rapidly, 

often with limited preparation, resources, 

and institutional guidance. 

In response, the Department of 

Education (DepEd) and the Commission on 

Higher Education (CHED) introduced 

Flexible Learning (FL) as a means of 

sustaining instruction through modular, 

online, broadcast-based, and blended 

approaches (DepEd Order No. 7, s. 2020; 

CHED CMO No. 04, s. 2020). In practice, 

implementation differed widely. Many 

households relied on printed self-learning 

modules, while others used digital platforms 

such as Zoom, Google Classroom, and 

Messenger (UNICEF Philippines, 2021; 

Pokhrel & Chhetri, 2021). While these 

arrangements allowed schooling to continue, 

they also exposed persistent issues related to 

access, workload, monitoring of learning, 

and instructional quality. 

Although Flexible Learning had been 

discussed prior to the pandemic, its rapid 

expansion during COVID-19 reflected what 

scholars later described as emergency 

remote teaching rather than fully developed 

online or blended instruction (Bozkurt & 

Sharma, 2020; Murphy, 2020). Studies 

conducted during this period consistently 

reported difficulties in instructional design, 

teacher readiness, and learner engagement 

(Zhang et al., 2020; Judd et al., 2020). Later 

analyses emphasized that technology alone 

does not ensure effective learning and that 

sustained Flexible Learning requires 

pedagogical planning, institutional support, 

and attention to equity (Hodges et al., 2020; 

OECD, 2021). 

Existing literature also highlights the 

central role of teachers in the successful 

implementation of flexible learning. Teacher 

readiness, including their understanding of 

digital tools and instructional strategies, has 

been identified as a critical factor in 

adapting to new learning modalities (Flores 

& Gago, 2020; Trust & Whalen, 2021). 

Studies further indicate that teachers’ 

attitudes toward flexible learning influence 

their willingness to experiment with new 

approaches and sustain instructional 

innovation (Ferdig et al., 2020). In addition, 

instructional practices such as flexible 

assessment, online communication, and 

adaptive lesson design have become 

essential components of remote and blended 

learning environments. 

At the same time, many studies 

report that teachers faced numerous 

challenges while implementing flexible 

learning. These include technological 

limitations, uneven internet access, 

increased workload, difficulties in 

monitoring student progress, and declining 

learner motivation (Zhang et al., 2020; 

Pokhrel & Chhetri, 2021). In developing 

countries such as the Philippines, these 

challenges were often intensified by socio-

economic inequalities and varying levels of 

parental support. 

In the Philippine context, schools 

adopted a mix of high- and low-technology 

strategies shaped by local conditions 

(Santiago Jr., 2021; Maravilla, 2024). 

Research in Albay and the Bicol region 

highlights how resource constraints, disaster 

exposure, and parental capacity influenced 
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Flexible Learning practices (Ortiz, 2023; 

Bercasio & Dugan, 2025). However, much 

of the existing literature focuses on higher 

education or public schools, with fewer 

studies examining private elementary school 

teachers. 

This gap is particularly significant 

because elementary education requires close 

supervision, structured routines, and careful 

attention to learners’ developmental needs. 

Teachers’ knowledge of Flexible Learning, 

their attitudes toward its use, and the 

practices they adopted played a central role 

in sustaining instruction during school 

closures. Yet these dimensions have 

received limited attention in studies focusing 

on private basic education settings. 

Conceptual Change Theory provides 

a useful perspective for understanding how 

teachers adapted to Flexible Learning during 

the COVID-19 pandemic. The theory 

explains how individuals revise or 

restructure their existing beliefs when 

confronted with new experiences or 

information. Conceptual change occurs 

when prior understandings are challenged 

and gradually replaced by more adequate 

conceptions through reflection, experience, 

and support (Posner et al., 1982; Strike & 

Posner, 1992). In the context of this study, 

teachers’ knowledge, attitudes, and 

instructional practices toward Flexible 

Learning may be interpreted as indicators of 

how educators adjusted their previous 

teaching assumptions to new instructional 

realities during the pandemic. 

This study therefore examines how 

private elementary school teachers in 

Legazpi City assessed their knowledge, 

attitudes, and practices related to Flexible 

Learning, as well as the challenges they 

encountered during its implementation. 

Specifically, the study aims to: 

Determine the teachers’ self-

assessment of Flexible Learning in terms of 

knowledge, attitudes, and practices. 

Determine the challenges 

encountered by teachers in implementing 

Flexible Learning. 

Propose recommendations to 

improve teachers’ knowledge, attitudes, and 

practices in the use of Flexible Learning. 

METHODS 

Research Design  

This study employed a descriptive 

quantitative survey design to examine 

private elementary school teachers’ self-

assessment of their knowledge, attitudes, 

and practices (KAP) toward Flexible 

Learning (FL), as well as the challenges they 

encountered during its implementation. The 

design was appropriate for describing 

prevailing conditions and teachers’ 

experiences during the transition from face-

to-face instruction to flexible learning 

modalities. The study did not aim to 

establish causal relationships but focused on 

documenting teachers’ perspectives and 

instructional practices during this period.  

Research Locale and Participants  
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The study was conducted in Legazpi 

City, Albay, Philippines. Based on official 

records from the Department of Education 

(DepEd) Schools Division Office of Legazpi 

City for the 2021–2022 school year, 18 

private elementary schools offered complete 

grade levels from Grades 1 to 6. Of these, 14 

schools participated, representing 

approximately 78% of the eligible 

institutions. 

The respondents consisted of 102 

private elementary school teachers handling 

Grades 1 to 6. Teachers from preschool and 

secondary levels were excluded from the 

study. Participation was voluntary, and all 

respondents had direct experience 

implementing Flexible Learning during the 

pandemic period. Although four schools did 

not participate due to administrative 

constraints, the level of participation 

provided a sufficient basis for descriptive 

analysis.  

Research Instrument  

Data were collected using a 

researcher-developed survey questionnaire 

based on the KAP framework and relevant 

literature on Flexible Learning. 

The instrument consisted of two 

sections. 

The first section assessed teachers’ 

self-reported knowledge, attitudes, and 

practices related to Flexible Learning. 

Knowledge items examined teachers’ 

awareness of FL prior to the pandemic, 

sources of information, conceptual 

understanding, and familiarity with various 

delivery modes. Attitude items measured 

teachers’ perceptions of FL effectiveness, 

learner and parental readiness, assessment 

concerns, socio-emotional support, and the 

perceived future relevance of flexible 

learning. These items were rated using a 

five-point Likert scale ranging from strongly 

disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). Practice 

items focused on instructional strategies, 

communication tools, assessment 

adjustments, device availability, and 

modifications in teaching routines. These 

items were measured using a four-point 

frequency scale ranging from not at all (1) to 

always (4). Device availability was 

measured using a three-point availability 

scale. 

The second section identified the 

challenges encountered during FL 

implementation, including issues related to 

technological readiness, access to learning 

resources, administrative and parental 

support, learner behavior, and difficulties in 

monitoring student progress. Checklist and 

frequency-based items were used to capture 

these challenges. 

The questionnaire was validated by 

selected experts, including the research 

adviser and faculty members from higher 

education institutions, to ensure content 

validity, clarity, and alignment with the 

study objectives.  

Data Collection Procedure  

After obtaining approval from the 

University of Santo Tomas–Legazpi 

Graduate School and permission from 
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participating schools, the survey was 

administered primarily through Google 

Forms. School heads and coordinators 

assisted in distributing the survey link to 

teachers. 

To accommodate participants with 

limited internet access, printed   
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questionnaires were provided in one 

school. Data collection was conducted 

over a three-week period while COVID-19 

restrictions were still in place. Out of the 

distributed questionnaires, 102 completed 

responses were retrieved and included in 

the final analysis. All responses were 

consolidated into a single dataset for 

analysis.  

Data Analysis  

The data were analyzed using 

descriptive statistics, including frequencies, 

percentages, rankings, and weighted 

means. Responses for attitude items were 

measured using a five-point Likert scale 

ranging from strongly disagree (1) to 

strongly agree (5). Practice items were 

measured using a four-point frequency 

scale ranging from not at all (1) to always 

(4). Weighted mean ranges were used to 

interpret the responses. These measures 

were used to summarize teachers’ self-

assessment of their knowledge, attitudes, 

and practices toward Flexible Learning, as 

well as the challenges they encountered. 

Microsoft Excel was used for data 

tabulation and statistical analysis, which 

was appropriate given the descriptive 

nature of the study.  

Ethical Considerations  

Ethical standards were observed 

throughout the study. Permission to 

conduct the research was obtained from 

school administrators, and informed 

consent was secured from all participants. 

Teachers were informed of the study’s 

purpose, assured of the confidentiality of 

their responses, and notified of their right 

to withdraw at any time. No personally 

identifiable information was collected, and 

health and safety protocols were followed 

during the distribution and retrieval of 

printed questionnaires. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

This section presents the findings 

on private elementary school teachers’ 

knowledge, attitudes, and practices (KAP) 

toward Flexible Learning (FL), and the 

challenges they encountered during 

implementation in private elementary 

schools in Legazpi City. 

Teachers’ Knowledge of Flexible 

Learning 

Table 1.  

Teachers’ Self-Assessment of FL in terms of Knowledge 

Area Indicator Frequency Percentage 

Awareness before COVID-
19 

Aware 66 64.7 

Not aware 36 35.3 

Source of Knowledge 
(multiple answers) 

Orientation seminars/trainings 87 85.3 

Memos/circulars/official documents 54 52.9 

Publications (books, journals, etc.) 43 42.2 

Understanding of FL Combination of Modalities 31 30.4 
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Freedom and Flexibility 58 56.9 

Adaptability to Circumstances 13 12.7 

Modes Known  
( multiple answers) 

Out-of-classroom delivery 64 62.7 

Use of digital and non-digital 
technology 

88 86.3 

Face-to-face (in person) 74 72.5 

Combination of modes 61 59.8 

Others / No response 8 7.8 

Most Beneficial Mode for 
Learners 

Online / Digital Learning 12 11.8 

Blended / Hybrid Learning  28 27.5 

Face-to-face / In- person learning 52 51.0 

Out-of-Classroom / Community-
Based Learning 

4 3.9 

Modular Learning 6 5.9 

As shown in Table 1, 64.7% of 

respondents reported awareness of FL 

prior to the pandemic. The most 

commonly reported sources of knowledge 

were school-based trainings (85.3%), 

followed by official memos and circulars 

(52.9%) and professional readings (42.2%). 

In terms of conceptual understanding, 

56.9% associated FL primarily with 

flexibility in time and place, while fewer 

described it as a combination of modalities 

(30.4%) or adaptability to circumstances 

(12.7%). Although teachers recognized 

multiple delivery modes, 51.0% still 

perceived face-to-face learning as the most 

beneficial approach for elementary 

learners. 

The results indicate that most 

teachers had prior awareness of Flexible 

Learning (FL), and their knowledge was 

shaped primarily by school-based trainings 

and policy directives. However, many 

teachers conceptualized FL mainly as 

flexibility in time and place, reflecting the 

realities of pandemic-era implementation 

where instructional adjustments were often 

driven by urgency rather than deliberate 

instructional design. This pattern aligns 

with descriptions of emergency remote 

teaching, in which flexible arrangements 

were adopted primarily to maintain 

learning continuity rather than to 

implement fully developed online or 

blended learning systems (Bozkurt & 

Sharma, 2020; Hodges et al., 2020). 

Teachers’ Attitudes Toward Flexible 

Learning 

Table 2.  
Teachers’ Self-Assessment in terms of Attitudes Toward FL 

Indicators 

SA A NA/ND D SD 

f % f % f % f % f % 

1. FL will work best with 
independent learners 

28 27.5 46 45.1 24 23.5 1 1.0 3 3.0 
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2. FL makes the learners 
dependent on their 
parents/tutors to do their 
school work 

23 22.5 34 33.3 30 29.4 14 13.7 1 1.0 

3. Parents are ill prepared to 
help their children cope 
with school work 

12 11.8 39 38.2 36 35.3 13 12.8 2 2.0 

4. Socio-emotional 
development of learners is 
well taken care of in FL 

11 10.8 21 20.6 46 45.1 19 18.6 5 4.9 

5. Immediate feedback is 
difficult to provide in FL 

26 25.5 29 28.4 25 24.5 17 16.7 5 4.9 

6. Determining the real extent 
of student learning is 
impossible in FL 

22 21.6 30 29.4 28 27.5 16 15.7 6 5.9 

7. Quality education suffers in 
FL modality 

20 19.6 29 28.4 30 29.4 17 16.7 6 5.9 

8. Engaging learners’ activity 
participation is hard to do in 
FL 

26 25.5 35 34.3 20 19.6 19 18.6 2 3.0 

9. Students learn less in FL 
than in purely face-to-face 
instruction 

24 23.5 27 26.5 31 30.4 15 14.7 5 4.9 

10. FL causes learners to 
become frustrated and 
depressed 

19 18.6 28 27.5 32 31.4 16 15.7 7 6.9 

Note. SA : Strongly Agree; A : Agree; NA/ND : Neither Agree Nor Disagree; D : Disagree; SD : 

Strongly Disagree. 

Teachers’ attitude toward Flexible 

Learning are summarized in Table 2. A 

substantial proportion of teachers agreed that 

Flexible Learning works best for independent 

learners, with 72.6% either strongly agreeing 

(27.5%) or agreeing (45.1%) with this 

statement (Item 1). At the same time, 55.8% of 

respondents (22.5% strongly agree; 33.3% 

agree) indicated that Flexible Learning tends 

to increase learners’ dependence on parents or 

tutors (Item 2). Responses also show 

uncertainty regarding socio-emotional support, 

with 45.1% selecting neither agree nor 

disagree, while concerns about instructional 

processes were evident as 53.9% of teachers 

reported difficulty in providing immediate 

feedback and 51.0% expressed difficulty in 

determining the actual extent of student 

learning in Flexible Learning settings. 

Teachers’ attitudes toward Flexible 

Learning suggest cautious acceptance. While 

many respondents acknowledged the 
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continuing relevance of FL, face-to-face 

instruction remained the most preferred mode 

for elementary pupils. This preference reflects 

the developmental needs of younger learners, 

whose engagement, routine, and socio-

emotional support are often more effectively 

sustained through direct interaction with 

teachers and peers (UNESCO, 2021; OECD, 

2021). Teachers also expressed concerns about 

providing timely feedback and accurately 

determining learning progress in flexible 

environments—limitations that become more 

evident in contexts with constrained 

connectivity and uneven home support 

(Pokhrel & Chhetri, 2021; UNICEF 

Philippines, 2021). 

Teachers’ Practices in Implementing 

Flexible Learning 

Tables 3 to 7 summarize teachers’ 

reported practices during the implementation 

of Flexible Learning.  

Table 3.  
Means of instructional communication/engagements used by teachers 

Indicator Always 
Some-

times 
Rarely 

Not- 

at all 
Mean Interpretation 

Short Message Service (SMS) 31 47 15 8 3.3 Sometimes 

Electronic Mail (E-mail) 33 47 16 6 3.1 Sometimes 

Online Chat 84 14 4 0 3.8 Always 

Instant Messaging 61 29 7 2 3.5 Always 

Note. Weighted mean scale: 1.00–1.49 = Not at all; 1.50–2.49 = Rarely; 2.50–3.49 = Sometimes; 

3.51–4.00 = Always. 

As shown in Table 3, 

communication and engagement relied 

heavily on online chat (M = 3.8) and 

instant messaging (M = 3.5), both 

interpreted as ―always‖ used. In contrast, 

SMS (M = 3.3) and email (M = 3.1) were 

used only ―sometimes.‖

Table 4.  

Learning Approaches Used by the School and Teachers 

Indicator Always  
Some-

times 
Rarely Not at all Mean Interpretation 

Online/Blended Learning 

Technology 
80 11 0 8 3.7 Always 

Macro and Micro Learning 

Approach 
68 21 1 9 3.5 Sometimes 

Self-Learning Modules (SLMs) 49 19 20 14 3.0 Sometimes 
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TV/Radio-based Instruction 4 20 18 57 1.7 Rarely 

Use of Virtual Classrooms 68 19 2 10 3.5 Sometimes 

Engaging Family as Para-Teachers 41 41 11 8 3.1 Sometimes 

Home Visits to Learners 14 23 22 41 2.3 Rarely 

Note. Weighted mean scale: 1.00–1.49 = Not at all; 1.50–2.49 = Rarely; 2.50–3.49 = Sometimes; 

3.50–4.00 = Always. 

In terms of instructional 

approaches (Table 4), online or blended 

learning technologies were consistently 

used (M = 3.7), while macro and micro 

learning approaches (M = 3.5), virtual 

classrooms (M = 3.5), and self-learning 

modules (M = 3.0) were used occasionally. 

TV- and radio-based instruction (M = 1.7) 

and home visits (M = 2.3) were rarely 

implemented. 

Table 5.  

Available Devices/ Gadgets Used by Students 

Indicator MA RA NA Mean Interpretation 

Mobile Phones 87 13 2 2.8 Mostly Available 

Laptops 71 26 2 2.7 Mostly Available 

Desktops 57 35 6 2.5 Rarely Available 

Tablets 55 38 5 2.5 Rarely Available 

CDs/DVDs/USB/Apps 28 47 21 2.1 Rarely Available 

Note. Weighted Mean Scale: 1.00 – 1.50 = Not Available(NA) , 1.51 – 2.50 = Rarely 

Available(RA), 2.51 – 3.00 = Mostly Available(MA).

Device availability results (Table 

5) indicate that mobile phones (M = 2.8) 

and laptops (M = 2.7) were mostly 

available to learners, while desktops (M = 

2.5), tablets (M = 2.5), and offline storage 

devices (M = 2.1) were less accessible. 

Table 6.  

Adjustments in Assessing Students’ Learning Used by Teachers 

Adjustment Frequency Percentage 

   

Allowing flexible exam responses 48 47.1 
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Extended exam time 61 59.8 

Accommodating queries from parents/students 59 57.8 

Allowing retakes of exams 40 39.2 

Reducing task complexity 42 41.2 

Extended due dates of assignments 68 66.7 

Others (e.g., IB methods, parental conferences) 5 4.9 

Teachers also implemented flexible 

assessment strategies (Table 6), most 

commonly extending assignment deadlines 

(66.7%) and providing extended exam 

time (59.8%). 

Table 7. 

Different Practices in FL Compared to Face-to-Face Learning 

Practices F % 

Use of Technology – Greater reliance on gadgets, online platforms, and 

paid subscriptions for lesson delivery and monitoring. 
15 16.3 

Professional Growth & Adaptation – Teachers became more creative, 

resourceful, student-centered, and improved technology skills. 
14 15.2 

Teacher Effort & Preparation – Workload doubled; long hours spent 

preparing modules, checking outputs, and handling paperwork. 
14 15.2 

Instructional Adjustments – Changes to routines, creation of lecture 

videos, use of synchronous/asynchronous tasks, PPT/Zoom integration. 
12 13.0 

Challenges & Limitations – Poor connectivity, less group work, extended 

lesson time, and difficulty monitoring students. 
10 10.9 

No Response – Respondents who did not answer this item. 10 10.9 

Assessment Adjustments – Flexible tools, extended deadlines, but harder 

to verify honesty and reliability of student work. 
9 9.8% 

Monitoring & Supervision – Teachers could not observe students in real 

time, relying instead on trust and independent tasks. 
8 8.7% 

Motivating & Supporting Students – More encouragement, patience, and 

consideration given to maintain learner engagement. 
8 8.7% 

Parent Involvement & Support – Parents acted as partners and 

facilitators, implementing teacher instructions at home. 
7 7.6% 
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Curriculum & School System – Core values and curriculum philosophy 

(e.g., SOT, IB) were maintained while adapting delivery. 
5 5.4% 

Compared with face-to-face 

instruction, teachers reported increased 

reliance on technology (16.3%), greater 

preparation effort (15.2%), and stronger 

parental involvement in supporting 

learners (7.6%) (Table 7). 

Reported instructional practices 

demonstrate pragmatic adaptation under 

resource-constrained conditions. Teachers 

relied heavily on accessible 

communication tools such as online chat 

and instant messaging to maintain 

interaction with learners. Assessment 

strategies were also adjusted to 

accommodate students’ varied 

circumstances, including extended 

deadlines and flexible examination 

arrangements. These practices illustrate 

teachers’ commitment to sustaining 

learning during disruptions while working 

within technological and institutional 

limitations. However, the reliance on 

informal communication tools also 

highlights gaps in institutional 

infrastructure, particularly the lack of 

consistent learning management systems 

that could better support communication, 

assessment, and monitoring of learner 

progress (Hodges et al., 2020). 

These findings suggest that 

sustaining Flexible Learning in basic 

education requires strengthening teachers’ 

conceptual understanding of FL as a 

comprehensive instructional system rather 

than merely a delivery format. Structured 

digital platforms, clearer assessment 

systems, and continuous professional 

development may help teachers implement 

Flexible Learning more effectively and 

confidently (UNESCO, 2021; OECD, 

2021). 

Challenges Encountered in Flexible 

Learning Implementation 

 

Table 8.  

Challenges Encountered by Teachers in Implementing FL 

Category Indicator F % 

Technological and 

Teacher 

Unpreparedness 

1. Not technologically prepared to 

implement FL 
32 31.4 

2. Not adequately prepared to teach using 

FL 
30 29.4 

Resource Unavailability 
3. Lack of teaching-learning resources for 

use in FL 
29 28.4 

Lack of Support for 

Resource Provision 

4. Unavailability of support in terms of 

learning resources 
24 23.5 
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5. Lack of administrative support in terms 

of provision of learning resources 
23 22.5 

6. Lack of parental support in providing 

learning materials 
39 38.2 

Learner-Related Issues 

7. Students do not take their studies 

seriously 
74 72.5 

8. Dishonesty on the part of students in 

exams and performing tasks and 

activities 

81 79.4 

9. Difficulty of learners to access electronic 

copies of materials for lack of gadgets 
43 42.2 

Parental Involvement 

Challenges 

10. Inability of parents to provide 

supervision to their children’s studies 
64 62.7 

Difficulty in Progress 

Monitoring 

11. Difficulty in monitoring the progress of 

the learners 
51 50.0 

Table 8 presents the challenges 

encountered by teachers in implementing 

Flexible Learning. Student-related 

concerns emerged as the most prominent 

difficulties. A large proportion of teachers 

reported issues with academic dishonesty 

during examinations and activities (79.4%) 

and low learner seriousness toward 

schoolwork (72.5%). Difficulties related to 

parental supervision were also evident, 

with 62.7% of respondents indicating that 

parents were unable to consistently 

monitor their children’s learning. In 

addition, half of the teachers (50.0%) 

reported difficulty monitoring students’ 

progress in flexible learning environments. 

Access to digital devices also remained a 

challenge, as 42.2% of teachers indicated 

that some learners were unable to access 

electronic learning materials due to a lack 

of gadgets. 

Concerns related to teacher 

preparedness and institutional support 

were also reported. Approximately 31.4% 

of teachers indicated limited technological 

readiness, while 29.4% reported 

insufficient preparation for teaching 

through Flexible Learning. Challenges 

related to resource availability were 

likewise noted, including the lack of 

teaching–learning materials (28.4%) and 

limited administrative support in providing 

learning resources (22.5%). 

These findings highlight the 

significant role of learner accountability 

and home learning environments in 

shaping the effectiveness of Flexible 

Learning. High reports of academic 

dishonesty, low learner motivation, and 

difficulties in monitoring student progress 

suggest that maintaining assessment 

integrity and active engagement becomes 

more challenging when instruction takes 

place outside the traditional classroom 

setting. Similar concerns have been 

documented in pandemic-era learning 

contexts, where verifying learner 

participation and ensuring reliable 
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assessment practices were major 

difficulties for educators (Hodges et al., 

2020; UNESCO, 2021). 

Parental supervision also emerged 

as a crucial factor in supporting 

elementary learners. Younger students 

often depend on adult guidance to 

structure their study routines and complete 

academic tasks. When parents are unable 

to consistently supervise learning activities, 

students may experience reduced 

engagement and weaker learning outcomes. 

Previous studies have emphasized that 

parental support is a critical component of 

home-based learning environments, 

particularly in contexts where 

technological resources and learning 

materials are unevenly distributed 

(UNICEF Philippines, 2021; World Bank, 

2022). 

The findings further point to the 

importance of teacher readiness and 

institutional support in implementing 

Flexible Learning effectively. A notable 

proportion of teachers reported limited 

technological preparedness and 

insufficient training for flexible or digital 

instruction. This reflects broader global 

observations during the COVID-19 

pandemic, when many educators were 

required to transition rapidly to online or 

blended teaching modalities without 

extensive preparation or systemic support 

(OECD, 2021; UNESCO, 2021). 

Overall, the results suggest that 

while teachers demonstrated adaptability 

in sustaining instruction during the 

pandemic, the long-term effectiveness of 

Flexible Learning depends on coordinated 

support systems involving teachers, 

learners, families, and educational 

institutions. Strengthening academic 

integrity measures, improving learner 

monitoring mechanisms, supporting 

parents with clear guidance, and 

expanding equitable access to digital 

learning technologies are essential for 

ensuring that flexible learning approaches 

remain credible, equitable, and sustainable. 

Recommendations 

Based on the findings and the 

challenges identified in the 

implementation of Flexible Learning, 

several recommendations are proposed to 

support more effective and sustainable 

practices in private elementary schools in 

Legazpi City. 

First, continuous professional 

development may be strengthened to 

deepen teachers’ understanding of Flexible 

Learning beyond surface-level applications. 

Training initiatives that focus on 

multimodal instructional design, 

assessment strategies in flexible settings, 

and the integration of digital pedagogy 

may help teachers implement FL more 

intentionally and confidently. 

Second, schools may consider 

strengthening digital infrastructure and 

technological support through the adoption 

of unified learning management systems 

and more stable access to digital tools. The 

use of reliable platforms can help improve 

instructional organization, communication, 

and monitoring of student learning while 

potentially reducing teacher workload. 

Third, issues of equity and access 

remain critical. Support mechanisms such 
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as device-lending programs, internet 

assistance, or community-based learning 

hubs may help address persistent digital 

divides and reduce learning disadvantages 

among students from resource-limited 

households. 

Fourth, stronger home–school 

collaboration may enhance the 

effectiveness of Flexible Learning. 

Providing parents and caregivers with 

clearer guidance and practical support can 

help them better assist learners, 

particularly in flexible or blended learning 

arrangements. 

Fifth, schools may explore 

assessment approaches that address learner 

motivation, accountability, and academic 

integrity. Assessment designs that 

encourage engagement and honesty, while 

remaining flexible and context-sensitive, 

may help maintain academic standards in 

non-traditional learning environments. 

Finally, attention to teacher well-

being is important. Reviewing workload 

expectations, streamlining documentation 

requirements, and providing psychosocial 

support may help mitigate burnout. At the 

policy level, Flexible Learning may be 

institutionalized as a complementary 

approach to face-to-face instruction, 

supported by clear guidelines, sustained 

investment, and ongoing evaluation. 

CONCLUSION 

This study examined private 

elementary school teachers’ self-

assessment of their knowledge, attitudes, 

practices, and challenges in implementing 

Flexible Learning during the COVID-19 

pandemic in Legazpi City. Guided by the 

Knowledge–Attitudes–Practices 

framework, the findings indicate that 

Flexible Learning served not only as an 

emergency response to school closures but 

also as a potential complementary 

approach to teaching and learning beyond 

the pandemic period. 

Although most teachers were 

aware of Flexible Learning prior to 

COVID-19, their understanding was often 

limited to flexibility in time and place 

rather than a comprehensive pedagogical 

system. Despite this, teachers generally 

reported positive attitudes toward FL and 

expressed openness to its continued use, 

particularly when combined with face-to-

face instruction. Their instructional 

practices reflected adaptability and 

commitment to sustaining learning 

continuity, even amid heavy workloads 

and limited institutional support. 

At the same time, persistent 

challenges constrained effective 

implementation. These included low 

learner motivation, academic dishonesty, 

unequal access to digital devices, limited 

parental supervision, and difficulties in 

monitoring student learning. Teachers’ 

reliance on informal communication 

platforms further highlighted the absence 

of structured learning systems.  

Overall, the findings suggest that 

while teachers played a central role in 

sustaining Flexible Learning, its long-term 

viability depends on coordinated systemic 

support rather than individual effort alone. 

Flexible Learning therefore remains a 

viable complementary approach to 

traditional classroom instruction, provided 
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that adequate institutional support, teacher 

training, and equitable technological 

access are sustained. 

LIMITATIONS 

This study has several limitations 

that should be considered when 

interpreting the findings. First, data were 

based on teachers’ self-reported responses, 

which may be influenced by recall bias or 

socially desirable answers. Second, the 

study focused only on private elementary 

schools in one city, limiting the 

generalizability of results to public schools 

or other regions with different resource 

conditions. Third, the descriptive design 

did not allow for inferential analysis of 

relationships among knowledge, attitudes, 

practices, and challenges. Future research 

may employ mixed-methods or inferential 

approaches and include comparative 

samples across school types and regions to 

deepen understanding of Flexible Learning 

implementation. 
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