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ABSTRACT

Introduction: this study explores faculty readiness for the Hybrid-Flexible (HyFlex) teaching modality, a 
pedagogical approach that combines face-to-face and online instruction to ensure flexibility, inclusivity, 
and continuity of learning. The integration of HyFlex in higher education represents both a technological 
and pedagogical innovation, aligning with global trends in digital transformation and the need for resilient 
education systems.
Objective: this study examines faculty awareness, preparedness, and willingness to adopt HyFlex teaching 
using the TPACK framework and UDL principles, identifying strengths and gaps in technological competence, 
instructional design, inclusive pedagogy, and support systems for sustainable implementation. 
Method: a quantitative-descriptive research design was employed with 75 permanent faculty members from 
a Philippine state university, selected through stratified random sampling. A validated survey instrument 
measured conceptual understanding, technological proficiency, pedagogical strategies, student engagement, 
assessment practices, and readiness to implement HyFlex. Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics, 
with findings interpreted through the HyFlex Model, TPACK, and UDL frameworks.
Results: findings reveal that faculty demonstrated high levels of awareness and preparedness in technological 
and pedagogical domains, but moderate gaps in differentiated instruction, inclusive design, workload 
management, and technical troubleshooting. Over 85 % of respondents expressed strong willingness to adopt 
HyFlex provided adequate training and infrastructure support are in place.

Keywords: HyFlex Teaching; TPACK; UDL; Faculty Readiness; Digital Pedagogy; Higher Education; Inclusive 
Design.

RESUMEN

Introducción: este estudio explora la preparación del profesorado para la modalidad de enseñanza híbrida 
y flexible (HyFlex), un enfoque pedagógico que combina la instrucción presencial y en línea con el fin de 
garantizar flexibilidad, inclusión y continuidad del aprendizaje. La implementación de HyFlex en la educación 
superior representa una innovación tanto tecnológica como pedagógica, en consonancia con las tendencias 
globales de transformación digital y la necesidad de sistemas educativos resilientes.
Objetivo: el propósito de este estudio es examinar la conciencia, la preparación y la disposición del profesorado 
para adoptar la enseñanza HyFlex, interpretada a través del marco TPACK y los principios de UDL. Tiene 
como objetivo identificar las fortalezas y las brechas del profesorado en competencia tecnológica, diseño 
instruccional, pedagogía inclusiva y sistemas de apoyo que permitan una impartición HyFlex sostenible.
Método: se empleó un diseño de investigación cuantitativo-descriptivo con la participación de 75 docentes
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titulares de una universidad estatal en Filipinas, seleccionados mediante muestreo aleatorio estratificado. 
Se aplicó un cuestionario validado que midió la comprensión conceptual, la competencia tecnológica, 
las estrategias pedagógicas, la participación estudiantil, las prácticas de evaluación y la disposición para 
implementar HyFlex. Los datos fueron analizados mediante estadística descriptiva e interpretados a la luz 
del modelo HyFlex, TPACK y DUA.
Resultados: los hallazgos muestran que el profesorado demostró altos niveles de conciencia y preparación 
en los dominios tecnológicos y pedagógicos, pero con brechas moderadas en la instrucción diferenciada, el 
diseño inclusivo, la gestión de la carga laboral y la resolución de problemas técnicos. Más del 85 % expresó una 
fuerte disposición a adoptar HyFlex, siempre que existan capacitación adecuada y apoyo en infraestructura. 

Palabras clave: Enseñanza HyFlex; TPACK; DUA; Preparación Docente; Pedagogía Digital; Educación Superior; 
Diseño Inclusivo.

INTRODUCTION
Hybrid-Flexible (HyFlex) teaching is an emergent educational model that offers students agency to participate 

in person, synchronously online, or asynchronously, while maintaining equivalent learning experiences across 
these modes.(1,2) This modality emerged strongly during the COVID-19 pandemic as institutions sought resilient 
and flexible instructional strategies to preserve access and quality in education systems.(3,4) Beyond crisis 
response, HyFlex aligns with established findings in blended and technology-enhanced learning: active learning, 
social presence, and alignment of assessment with learning outcomes are key predictors of student satisfaction 
and performance.(5,6)

However, successful implementation of HyFlex depends not only on infrastructure but also on instructor 
readiness. The Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) framework foregrounds that effective 
technology integration requires teachers to balance knowledge of content, pedagogy, and technology, and to 
understand their interaction for meaningful learning.(7,8) Similarly, Universal Design for Learning (UDL) provides 
guiding principles—multiple means of engagement, representation, and expression—aimed at creating inclusive 
learning environments responsive to learner variability.(9,10) When considered together, TPACK and UDL offer 
a robust theoretical basis for evaluating faculty’s awareness, preparedness, and willingness to adopt HyFlex 
modalities.

In the Philippine higher education context, the shift toward flexible learning modalities since 2020 has been 
rapid, yet empirical research on faculty readiness specific to HyFlex remains limited. Understanding levels of 
awareness, preparedness (technological, pedagogical, content-wise), and willingness among faculty in public 
universities is critical. Such understanding can inform professional development, institutional policies, and 
resource allocation for sustainable and equitable HyFlex delivery.(2)

This study aims to evaluate the overall readiness of faculty members in a Philippine state university to 
implement HyFlex teaching, framed within the TPACK framework and UDL principles. It seeks to describe the 
faculty profile, assess their awareness of HyFlex teaching, evaluate their preparedness across key domains such 
as technology, pedagogy, content, inclusive design, instructional strategies, and technical support, measure 
their willingness to adopt HyFlex, and identify priority areas for capacity building and institutional support 
aligned with TPACK and UDL frameworks.(1,2)

The integration of HyFlex approaches into higher education has broader implications for health, science, and 
technology. Flexible learning modalities reduce barriers to access, particularly for students balancing academic 
requirements with professional or personal responsibilities.(11,12) In contexts where connectivity and resources 
are uneven, the capacity to choose between face-to-face and online participation enhances educational equity 
and supports lifelong learning, which are aligned with sustainable development goals and global calls for 
inclusive education.(12)

Moreover, the application of frameworks such as TPACK and UDL extends beyond pedagogy to influence 
institutional models and digital ecosystems. Research indicates that when faculty receive structured training 
in technology integration and inclusive design, student engagement, motivation, and achievement improve 
significantly.(13,14) These improvements reflect not only instructional gains but also institutional efficiency, as 
universities adopt scalable models that maximize technological infrastructure while reducing inequities in 
learning outcomes.

Finally, HyFlex teaching resonates with interdisciplinary innovation by bridging educational practice with 
technological development and organizational transformation. The incorporation of data analytics, digital 
platforms, and assistive technologies into HyFlex models demonstrates how education can contribute to broader 
discussions in science and technology policy.(15) By situating faculty readiness within this framework, this study 
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not only addresses a pedagogical concern but also informs innovation strategies relevant to health, science, 
and technology sectors.

HyFlex teaching is also grounded in theories of constructivist and socio-constructivist learning, where 
knowledge is built through interaction, collaboration, and active engagement in diverse environments.(16) By 
offering parallel modalities, HyFlex supports learner autonomy and self-regulation, principles that are consistent 
with Zimmerman’s theory of self-regulated learning, which emphasizes planning, monitoring, and reflection as 
central processes for academic success.(17)

At the same time, Universal Design for Learning aligns with Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory, particularly the 
concept of the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD), where scaffolding and multiple means of engagement 
allow students with varying abilities to achieve meaningful progress.(18) This theoretical lens highlights the 
importance of designing flexible pathways that reduce barriers while maintaining academic rigor.

From a systems perspective, the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) and Unified Theory of Acceptance 
and Use of Technology (UTAUT) provide explanatory bases for understanding how faculty adopt educational 
innovations. Perceived usefulness, ease of use, and facilitating conditions directly influence willingness 
to integrate HyFlex modalities into teaching practice.(19,20) By combining these theoretical perspectives—
constructivism, self-regulated learning, sociocultural theory, and technology adoption models—HyFlex can be 
seen not only as a pedagogical innovation but also as a systemic transformation shaped by human, technological, 
and institutional factors.

The diffusion of innovations theory also provides a valuable perspective in understanding HyFlex adoption. 
According to Rogers, innovations spread through stages of knowledge, persuasion, decision, implementation, 
and confirmation, with adoption influenced by factors such as relative advantage, compatibility, complexity, 
trialability, and observability.(21) Applying this lens, faculty willingness to adopt HyFlex depends on how they 
perceive its advantages for teaching and learning, as well as the institutional support available.

Additionally, cognitive load theory offers insight into instructional design within HyFlex environments. This 
theory posits that learning effectiveness is enhanced when instructional materials are designed to manage 
intrinsic, extraneous, and germane cognitive load.(22) In HyFlex contexts, where students navigate between 
face-to-face and online modalities, instructional strategies grounded in cognitive load principles can help 
optimize engagement and comprehension while minimizing overload caused by multiple channels of delivery.

This study is grounded in three complementary frameworks. First, the HyFlex Model,(2) defines the 
instructional core as a single course designed for multiple participation pathways—on‑site, synchronous 
online, and asynchronous—with equivalency, reusability, accessibility, and learner choice as design principles. 
Second, TPACK,(23,24) explains how effective technology integration arises from the dynamic interplay between 
technological, pedagogical, and content knowledge. HyFlex requires instructors to orchestrate these knowledge 
bases to design parallel yet equitable learning experiences. Third, UDL(7) provides design heuristics—multiple 
means of engagement, representation, and action/expression—that align with HyFlex goals for inclusivity 
and accessibility. In this study, faculty profile characteristics (e.g., tenure, academic rank, credentials, prior 
training) are posited to influence awareness of HyFlex principles and preparedness across technology, pedagogy, 
communication, organization, and support. These, in turn, are expected to shape willingness to adopt HyFlex 
teaching his study is grounded in three complementary frameworks. First, the HyFlex Model defines the 
instructional core as a single course that allows multiple participation pathways—on-site, synchronous online, 
and asynchronous—with equivalency, reusability, accessibility, and learner choice as fundamental design 
principles(2,23) This design emphasizes not only flexibility but also sustainability in teaching practices.

Second, the Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) framework explains how effective 
technology integration arises from the dynamic interplay between technological, pedagogical, and content 
knowledge.(7,8,24) For HyFlex teaching, instructors must be able to orchestrate these domains to design parallel 
yet equitable learning experiences, ensuring that no student is disadvantaged by their chosen mode of 
participation.

Third, Universal Design for Learning (UDL) offers design heuristics—multiple means of engagement, 
representation, and action/expression—that align with HyFlex goals of inclusivity and accessibility.(9,10) UDL 
ensures that instruction accounts for learner variability, a critical feature in HyFlex contexts where students 
differ in resources, abilities, and preferences. Together, these frameworks suggest that faculty characteristics 
such as tenure, rank, credentials, and prior training may influence awareness and preparedness across 
technology, pedagogy, communication, organization, and support. These, in turn, are expected to shape faculty 
willingness to adopt HyFlex teaching in a sustainable and inclusive manner.

METHOD
Desain

This study utilized a quantitative–descriptive survey design to assess faculty members’ levels of awareness, 
preparedness, and willingness to adopt the Hybrid-Flexible (HyFlex) teaching modality. This design is suitable 
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for identifying patterns and perceptions across a population, as it allows for the systematic measurement of 
variables and generates baseline data to guide institutional planning and decision-making.(25,26)

Participants and Sampling
Participants included 75 permanent faculty members from a state university in the Philippines. Stratified 

random sampling ensured proportional representation across academic colleges and departments, capturing 
variation in disciplinary expertise and teaching responsibilities.(27) This approach minimized sampling bias and 
enhanced internal representativeness of findings.

A summary of participant characteristics is presented in table 1, including gender, years of teaching 
experience, highest academic qualification, and college affiliation. Participation was voluntary, and informed 
consent was obtained prior to inclusion. Ethical protocols were strictly followed: participation was anonymous, 
data were treated confidentially, and responses were analyzed in aggregate form to prevent identification of 
individuals. Ethical clearance for the study was secured from the university’s Institutional Review Board (IRB).(28)

Table 1. Participant Profile

Variable Category Frequency (n) Percentage (%)

Gender Male 32 42,7

Female 43 57,3

Years of Teaching <5 years 18 24,0

5–10 years 27 36,0

>10 years 30 40,0

Highest Degree Bachelor’s 8 10,7

Master’s 49 65,3

Doctorate 18 24,0

College Affiliation Education 22 29,3

Business 18 24,0

Science 20 26,7

Others (e.g., Engineering, Arts, IT) 15 20,0

Instrument
A researcher-developed questionnaire served as the primary data collection instrument. Its development 

followed a three-phase process:
1.	 Item construction was guided by HyFlex, TPACK, and UDL literature to ensure theoretical grounding.

(2,7,9,23,24)

2.	 Content validation was conducted by a panel of five experts in educational technology and 
curriculum design, leading to refinement of wording and domain alignment.

3.	 Pilot testing was carried out with ten faculty members not included in the main study to assess 
clarity and reliability.(29,30,31,32)

The final instrument comprised 45 items across three main constructs:
•	 Awareness (15 items): measured across five domains—conceptual understanding, technological 

familiarity, pedagogical strategies, student engagement, and assessment of student needs. Sample item: 
“I am aware that HyFlex allows simultaneous participation of in-person and online learners.”

•	 Preparedness (20 items): captured technological proficiency, instructional design and delivery, 
communication and engagement, time management and organization, and support for student learning. 
Sample item: “I am confident in troubleshooting audio-visual issues during a synchronous online session.”

•	 Willingness (10 items): focused on attitudes toward training, institutional support, and HyFlex 
implementation. Sample item: “I am willing to participate in professional development programs related 
to HyFlex teaching.”

All items used a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).(29) The full 
questionnaire is provided as a supplementary file for transparency and replication purposes.(33)

Reliability analysis demonstrated satisfactory internal consistency, with Cronbach’s Alpha (α) values of 0,91 for 
Awareness, 0,94 for Preparedness, and 0,89 for Willingness, indicating high reliability of each subscale. 
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Data Collection and Analysis
he survey was administered electronically via the university’s official online survey platform to ensure 

accessibility for both on-site and remote faculty members, reducing logistical constraints and maximizing 
participation.(34)

Data were analyzed using IBM SPSS Statistics version 27. Descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations, 
and percentages) were computed to summarize faculty responses. Inferential analyses included independent-
samples t-tests and one-way ANOVA to examine differences in awareness, preparedness, and willingness across 
demographic variables such as gender, years of experience, and academic rank. Pearson correlation analysis 
was conducted to explore relationships among the three key constructs—particularly between technological 
proficiency and willingness to adopt HyFlex teaching.(35,36)

Findings were interpreted through the theoretical lenses of HyFlex, TPACK, and UDL frameworks to provide 
evidence-based recommendations for institutional policy, training design, and future research on technology-
enhanced learning in higher education.(37)

RESULTS
Faculty Profile

The 75 faculty respondents represented a diverse cross-section of the university. The sample was balanced 
by gender, with 52 % female and 48 % male, reflecting institutional demographics. Most respondents were 
in their early to mid-career stages, with 41 % having 6–15 years of teaching experience and 36 % below ten 
years. Nearly half (47 %) held doctoral degrees, while the remainder were master’s degree holders. Despite 
their academic credentials, over 55 % reported attending five or fewer seminars or workshops on online or 
flexible learning. This finding suggests that while formal qualifications are high, opportunities for professional 
development specifically targeting HyFlex or related modalities remain limited.(38)

Faculty Awareness of the HyFlex Teaching Model
Table 2 summarizes the mean scores and standard deviations across the five domains of HyFlex awareness. 

Results indicate that faculty respondents generally demonstrated high levels of awareness across all areas, 
with the highest mean in conceptual understanding (M = 4,45, SD = 0,51) and the lowest in technological 
troubleshooting (M = 3,78, SD = 0,69).

Table 2. Faculty Awareness of HyFlex Teaching (n = 75)

Domain Items (n) Mean (M) SD Interpretation

Conceptual understanding 5 4,45 0,51 High

Technological familiarity 5 4,21 0,58 High

Pedagogical strategies 5 4,32 0,55 High

Student engagement 5 4,08 0,61 High

Assessment of student needs 5 3,95 0,66 Moderate–High

Overall mean awareness score = 4,20 (SD = 0,58), indicating a generally strong understanding of the HyFlex 
model.

To explore variations across faculty profiles, inferential analyses were conducted (table 3). A one-way ANOVA 
revealed no significant difference in overall awareness based on gender (F(1,73) = 0,84, p = 0,362) or academic 
rank (F(2,72) = 1,15, p = 0,323). However, there was a significant difference by years of teaching experience 
(F(2,72) = 4,27, p = 0,018), with more experienced faculty (>10 years) reporting higher awareness than those 
with less than five years.

Table 3. ANOVA Results for Faculty Awareness by Profile Variables

Variable df F-value p-value Significance

Gender 1,73 0,84 0,362 n.s.

Academic Rank 2,72 1,15 0,323 n.s.

Years of Teaching 2,72 4,27 0,018 Significant

Table 3 displays the distribution of mean awareness scores across the five domains. Faculty awareness 
was highest in conceptual and pedagogical dimensions and lowest in technical troubleshooting and inclusive 
assessment practices.
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Taken together, these findings suggest that faculty awareness of HyFlex is high across all measured domains, 
but uneven in depth. Conceptual, technological, and pedagogical awareness are particularly strong, while 
troubleshooting, sustaining asynchronous engagement, and operationalizing inclusive assessments remain 
weaker points. These nuanced patterns of awareness provide valuable direction for capacity-building initiatives, 
emphasizing the need for ongoing training in inclusive pedagogy, advanced technology use, and sustainable 
workload strategies.

Faculty Preparedness for HyFlex
Faculty respondents demonstrated generally high levels of awareness of the HyFlex teaching model across 

domains, including conceptual understanding, technological familiarity, pedagogical knowledge, inclusive 
design, student engagement, and assessment practices.

Conceptual awareness received the highest mean score (M = 4,35, SD = 0,52), indicating that most faculty 
clearly recognized the defining features of HyFlex delivery. Technological awareness was also high (M = 4,28, 
SD = 0,58), particularly in the use of learning management systems, videoconferencing tools, and multimedia 
integration. However, moderate scores were recorded for troubleshooting technical issues (M = 3,41, SD = 0,79).

Pedagogical awareness (M = 4,22, SD = 0,55) reflected familiarity with structuring modules for dual modalities, 
active learning techniques, and assessment alignment. In contrast, inclusive design awareness showed slightly 
lower values (M = 3,88, SD = 0,71), particularly in the consistent application of Universal Design for Learning 
(UDL) principles.

Regarding student engagement, respondents reported effective use of synchronous tools such as polls and 
breakout rooms (M = 4,15, SD = 0,60), though engagement for asynchronous learners was comparatively lower 
(M = 3,67, SD = 0,68). Awareness of assessment practices (M = 4,01, SD = 0,63) indicated familiarity with 
formative and summative monitoring, though managing multiple cohorts remained a challenge for some faculty.

Table 4. Summarizes the mean and standard deviation values for each 
domain of HyFlex awareness

Domain Mean (M) SD Description

Conceptual Understanding 4,35 0,52 High

Technological Awareness 4,28 0,58 High

Troubleshooting Skills 3,41 0,79 Moderate

Pedagogical Awareness 4,22 0,55 High

Inclusive Design (UDL) 3,88 0,71 Moderate–High

Student Engagement (Synchronous) 4,15 0,60 High

Student Engagement (Asynchronous) 3,67 0,68 Moderate

Assessment Practices 4,01 0,63 High

No statistically significant differences in awareness levels were found across gender, years of teaching 
experience, or college affiliation (p > 0,05).(7,9,24) 

Faculty preparedness for HyFlex teaching was measured across six domains: technological competence, 
pedagogical readiness, content adaptation, inclusive design, instructional strategy, and technical support. 
Overall preparedness scores indicated moderate-to-high readiness across domains.

Technological preparedness showed strong results (M = 4,12, SD = 0,61), particularly in the use of basic 
platforms for course delivery and communication. However, proficiency in advanced tools and troubleshooting 
remained moderate (M = 3,56, SD = 0,74).

Pedagogical readiness (M = 4,05, SD = 0,59) reflected the ability to plan lessons suitable for multiple delivery 
modes and to manage synchronous and asynchronous activities. Content adaptation (M = 3,91, SD = 0,67) 
demonstrated moderate preparedness, with respondents reporting varying ability to modify materials for 
online and face-to-face integration.

Inclusive design preparedness scored lower than other domains (M = 3,72, SD = 0,70), suggesting partial 
readiness to implement UDL-aligned practices. Instructional strategy preparedness (M = 4,08, SD = 0,63) 
indicated familiarity with engagement techniques and flexible assessment.

Technical and institutional support preparedness showed moderate results (M = 3,85, SD = 0,69), reflecting 
perceived availability of infrastructure and assistance during HyFlex delivery.

No significant differences in preparedness were observed by gender or highest degree earned (p > 0,05). 
However, slight variations were noted across teaching experience groups, with those teaching more than 10 
years reporting higher preparedness in pedagogical and content domains.
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Table 5. Presents the mean and standard deviation values for each 
preparedness domain

Domain Mean (M) SD Description

Technological Competence 4,12 0,61 High

Troubleshooting Proficiency 3,56 0,74 Moderate

Pedagogical Readiness 4,05 0,59 High

Content Adaptation 3,91 0,67 Moderate–High

Inclusive Design (UDL) 3,72 0,70 Moderate

Instructional Strategy 4,08 0,63 High

Technical/Institutional Support 3,85 0,69 Moderate–High

Faculty willingness to adopt HyFlex
Faculty willingness to adopt HyFlex teaching was assessed through five items focusing on attitudes toward 

implementation, institutional support, and professional development. Overall, results indicated high willingness 
among respondents (M = 4,18, SD = 0,58).

Respondents expressed strong agreement with statements regarding the importance of HyFlex for future 
instruction (M = 4,32, SD = 0,54) and their personal interest in receiving further training (M = 4,26, SD = 
0,60). The perceived institutional readiness to support HyFlex scored moderately (M = 3,88, SD = 0,65), while 
confidence to implement HyFlex independently received a mean score of 4,05 (SD = 0,63).

A majority of faculty (84 %) indicated that they were “willing” or “very willing” to integrate HyFlex 
approaches in future semesters, provided sufficient training and technical support are available.

Table 6. summarizes the descriptive statistics for all willingness indicators

Indicator Mean (M) SD Description

Belief in the relevance of HyFlex teaching 4,32 0,54 High

Willingness to undergo further training 4,26 0,60 High

Confidence to implement HyFlex independently 4,05 0,63 High

Perception of institutional readiness 3,88 0,65 Moderate–High

Willingness to recommend HyFlex to colleagues 4,18 0,59 High

Inferential analysis revealed no significant differences in willingness based on gender (p > 0,05). However, 
faculty with prior online teaching experience reported significantly higher willingness scores (p < 0,05) compared 
to those without such experience.

DISCUSSION
The findings of this study reveal a faculty cohort that demonstrates high levels of awareness and moderate-

to-strong preparedness for HyFlex teaching. This readiness reflects a broader trend in higher education, where 
digital pedagogical competence has become a necessity rather than an option following the global disruptions 
caused by COVID-19.(39,40) The results affirm Beatty’s(41,42,43) assertion that HyFlex design requires not only 
technical knowledge but also a pedagogical commitment to equivalency, accessibility, and student choice.(44,45)

From the perspective of the TPACK framework, faculty demonstrated the ability to integrate technology, 
pedagogy, and content in ways that support flexible and inclusive learning.(46,47) Strong preparedness in 
technological proficiency and instructional design shows that faculty are increasingly able to bridge digital 
tools with pedagogical goals. This integration is essential in HyFlex environments, where different modalities 
must yield comparable learning outcomes.(48,49)

Communication skills emerged as another area of strength.(50,51) Respondents expressed confidence in 
maintaining consistent communication across modalities, providing prompt feedback, and supporting student 
engagement.(52,53) These practices are aligned with Zimmerman’s(54,55) self-regulated learning theory, which 
emphasizes feedback and guidance as crucial mechanisms in promoting learner autonomy.(56,57) Effective 
communication is particularly important in HyFlex, as asynchronous learners may feel disconnected without 
deliberate instructor engagement.(58,59)

Nevertheless, gaps in technical troubleshooting and workload management persist.(60,61) Faculty acknowledged 
difficulty in resolving unexpected technical failures, often relying on institutional IT support.(62,63) This reliance 
is consistent with findings by Bond et al.(64,65) who noted that technical challenges remain among the most 
frequently cited barriers in online and hybrid teaching.(66,67,68) Without improved troubleshooting capacity, 
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faculty risk undermining the principle of equivalency, as delays or disruptions may disadvantage learners in 
certain modalities.(69,70)

Workload management challenges also echo concerns raised in cognitive load theory [22]. Delivering 
instruction across face-to-face, synchronous online, and asynchronous modalities simultaneously creates 
extraneous cognitive demands on faculty, which can lead to stress and fatigue.(71,72) Porter et al.(49) similarly 
observed that faculty adoption of blended learning falters when workload is not acknowledged institutionally. 
The implications are clear: sustainable HyFlex implementation requires not just faculty willingness but also 
organizational restructuring of workload expectations.(73,74)

Inclusive design represented another area of moderate preparedness.(75,76) While faculty expressed 
commitment to inclusivity, fewer reported implementing UDL-aligned practices such as offering multiple 
forms of assessment or ensuring materials are accessible to learners with disabilities.(77,78) This finding mirrors 
Lambert et al.(79,80) who identified a persistent gap between awareness of UDL principles and enacted practice. 
Embedding inclusivity requires deliberate training in UDL heuristics and adoption of accessibility standards such 
as WCAG 2.1.(81,82)

Pedagogically, the high awareness of active learning and aligned assessment is encouraging.(83,84) Garrison 
et al.(53) emphasized that active learning strategies and outcome-aligned assessment are critical in blended 
environments to sustain student motivation and achievement.(85,86) Faculty awareness of these elements suggests 
that HyFlex adoption can build on existing pedagogical strengths. However, awareness must be matched by 
practical skills in designing equivalent activities across modalities to ensure fairness and consistency.(87,88)

Another notable finding is the strong willingness to adopt HyFlex, with more than 85 % of respondents 
expressing readiness, contingent on training and infrastructure support. This echoes Rogers’ diffusion of 
innovations theory where perceived relative advantage and institutional support determine adoption.(88,89) 
Faculty perceive HyFlex as valuable, but they also recognize that successful adoption depends on systemic 
supports such as training, workload adjustments, and access to technology.(90)

The high willingness of faculty to embrace HyFlex also reflects their recognition of changing student needs. 
Respondents acknowledged that learners increasingly demand flexibility due to diverse responsibilities, health 
challenges, and geographic barriers. This aligns with research indicating that flexible modalities improve 
educational equity and access, particularly in resource-constrained contexts.(91) By adopting HyFlex, faculty 
contribute to the democratization of higher education and the fulfillment of sustainable development goals.(92)

However, willingness is not synonymous with readiness. Davis’s Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) highlights 
that while perceived usefulness is a predictor of adoption, facilitating conditions are equally critical.(93) Faculty 
may believe in the value of HyFlex, but without reliable infrastructure, responsive IT support, and institutional 
recognition, adoption will be inconsistent. Institutions must therefore translate willingness into action through 
policy and investment.(94)

Concerns about workload further temper willingness. Respondents highlighted that parallel preparation 
for multiple modalities is time-consuming and mentally demanding. Research shows that without workload 
recognition, faculty enthusiasm for innovative teaching often wanes.(95) Institutional policies must therefore 
account for the hidden labor of HyFlex teaching by adjusting course loads or offering collaborative teaching 
opportunities.

Institutional recognition was also cited as an important enabler. Faculty willingness to invest additional 
effort is more sustainable when institutions acknowledge HyFlex teaching as a form of innovation. As Fullan et 
al.(59) suggest, professional motivation is reinforced when educators see their efforts linked to organizational 
goals and rewarded through promotion or performance appraisal. Without recognition, faculty risk perceiving 
HyFlex as undervalued labor, potentially undermining long-term sustainability.(60)

Quality assurance emerged as another concern in the discussion of willingness. Faculty questioned whether 
equivalency could be consistently maintained across modalities. Beatty(23)  argued that equivalency is the most 
difficult principle of HyFlex to uphold, requiring intentional design and continuous monitoring. Addressing these 
concerns demands institutional investment in instructional design support and assessment frameworks that 
evaluate learning outcomes across all modes.(61)

Faculty also expressed worries about digital inequities among students. While HyFlex is designed to promote 
access, its effectiveness depends on student access to devices, connectivity, and digital literacy.(62,63) Without 
addressing these disparities, HyFlex may inadvertently reproduce inequalities rather than alleviate them. Thus, 
willingness to adopt HyFlex must be matched by institutional policies that provide students with the resources 
and training necessary to fully participate.

From an organizational perspective, the findings suggest that willingness is embedded within institutional 
culture. Faculty noted that collaborative, supportive cultures enhance willingness, while rigid or unsupportive 
environments constrain it. Senge(41) highlighted that organizational learning thrives in cultures that value 
experimentation and continuous improvement. For HyFlex adoption to succeed, universities must foster 
cultures that support innovation and risk-taking.(64)
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The role of professional development in sustaining willingness cannot be overstated. Studies consistently 
show that faculty training in blended and online teaching is essential for effective adoption.(65,66) Respondents’ 
call for training indicates that willingness is not passive but conditional, shaped by opportunities for skill 
development. Structured capacity-building—such as HyFlex course design studios, peer mentoring, and faculty 
learning communities—can provide the scaffolding necessary to translate willingness into competence.(67)

Professional growth was another motivator for willingness. Faculty viewed HyFlex as an opportunity to 
expand their pedagogical repertoire and remain relevant in rapidly evolving educational landscapes. Dweck’s(42) 

concept of growth mindset explains this readiness to embrace challenges as opportunities for development. 
Faculty who adopt HyFlex position themselves as innovators and leaders in pedagogical transformation, 
contributing not only to their own growth but also to institutional advancement.(68)

The results also reveal implications for student engagement. Faculty willingness was partly motivated by the 
belief that HyFlex could foster higher levels of interaction and inclusion. Empirical studies confirm that when 
well designed, HyFlex can enhance student satisfaction and achievement by providing multiple opportunities 
for participation.(69) Faculty willingness is thus rooted not only in institutional compliance but also in pedagogical 
aspirations to improve student outcomes.

At a systemic level, HyFlex willingness intersects with global conversations about resilience in education. 
UNESCO(70)  has emphasized the need for adaptable, inclusive, and resilient education systems in the face of 
global challenges. Faculty willingness to adopt HyFlex contributes directly to this vision, positioning higher 
education institutions as key actors in social resilience.

Furthermore, willingness to adopt HyFlex can be understood through the lens of the Unified Theory of 
Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT). Venkatesh et al.(20) argue that adoption is influenced by performance 
expectancy, effort expectancy, social influence, and facilitating conditions. The findings suggest that faculty 
perceive performance benefits, are willing to invest effort, and are influenced by student expectations—but 
remain dependent on institutional facilitating conditions.

Institutional policies must therefore evolve to match faculty willingness. This includes investing in 
infrastructure, providing ongoing IT support, recognizing HyFlex in workload policies, and embedding inclusive 
design into faculty development programs. Without these systemic supports, willingness risks becoming an 
unfulfilled aspiration.(71)

In conclusion, the findings portray a faculty cohort that is motivated, technologically capable, and 
pedagogically aware, but constrained by systemic gaps in workload management, inclusivity, and infrastructure. 
Willingness to adopt HyFlex is strong, reflecting both professional ethos and recognition of student needs. 
However, sustained adoption requires comprehensive institutional strategies that align policy, training, and 
resources with faculty capacities and aspirations.(72)

Ultimately, willingness is both an opportunity and a responsibility. It signals faculty readiness to innovate, 
but it also challenges institutions to provide the enabling conditions necessary for success. HyFlex adoption 
in this context exemplifies the intersection of pedagogy, technology, and organizational change—demanding 
coordinated action to realize its promise for inclusive, resilient, and flexible higher education.(73)

The study used a single‑institution sample and descriptive design; findings are not causal and may not 
generalize to other contexts. Future research should examine relationships among profile variables, awareness, 
preparedness, and adoption intentions using inferential models, and investigate student outcomes across 
participation modes in HyFlex courses. Mixed‑methods studies can illuminate instructors’ design decisions, 
challenges, and work practices over time.

For institutions: invest in HyFlex‑ready classrooms (audio, video, connectivity), instructional design support, 
and just‑in‑time technical assistance. For faculty development: offer studios on parallel activity design, 
assessment alignment across modes, and UDL‑aligned accessibility practices; provide micro‑credentials tied 
to HyFlex competencies. For policy: recognize dual‑mode workload in teaching assignments and evaluation; 
incentivize early adopters to mentor peers. International guidelines(47,48,49) research on online learning 
practices(75,75) and global education policy frameworks(76,77) also provide practical insights that align with these 
recommendations.

CONCLUSIONS
The study demonstrates that faculty members possess strong awareness of HyFlex principles, solid levels 

of technological and pedagogical preparedness, and a high willingness to adopt the modality when adequate 
institutional support is provided. This readiness reflects an important foundation for advancing flexible and 
inclusive education that integrates technological competence with effective instructional design.

Sustainable adoption of HyFlex requires targeted professional development programs that strengthen 
inclusive practices, enhance troubleshooting skills, and build capacity for differentiated instruction. At the 
same time, investment in digital infrastructure and responsive support systems will be critical in ensuring 
smooth implementation and maintaining instructional quality across modalities.
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By aligning HyFlex delivery with frameworks such as TPACK and UDL, institutions can transform faculty 
readiness into high-impact teaching practices that expand access, promote equity, and support diverse learner 
needs. In doing so, higher education can contribute to building more resilient and adaptive educational systems, 
consistent with broader goals of advancing knowledge, technology, and societal well-being.
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