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Abstract
Background:
The application of mobile learning (m-learning), especially in language learning, has been proved to be a
promising approach to implement. However, the application of m-learning needs to pay attention to the readiness
of the student to ensure its effectiveness. Thus, it is crucial to assess students’ readiness before the implementation.
By focusing on rural schools, this quantitative study aims to investigate students’ readiness in implementing m-
learning in their English language learning.
Methodology:
This study employed a survey design to measure m-learning readiness of senior high school students by
investigating three factors, namely mobile self-efficacy, optimism, and self-directed learning. Through an online
questionnaire, 140 responses were successfully collected from students in two public high schools (one senior
high school and one vocational high school) located in a rural area in Soppeng Regency, South Sulawesi,
Indonesia. The data collected were subsequently analyzed using SPSS Statistics version 25.
Findings:
The results revealed that students from rural high schools in Soppeng Regency, South Sulawesi, Indonesia had a
high level of self-efficacy and optimism in implementing m-learning in their English language learning. However,
their self-directed learning was still at a moderate level. Further analysis shows that the type of school significantly
affected students’ mobile self-efficacy and optimism, while self-directed learning was not affected.
Conclusion:
Students from rural high schools in Soppeng Regency, South Sulawesi, Indonesia, show readiness in
implementing m-learning for English language learning purposes.
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1. INTRODUCTION
The application of mobile technologies to support the teaching and learning process

known as mobile learning or m-learning (Duman et al., 2014) has attained recognition in the
educational sector due to their capability to improve the learning and teaching quality
(Dashtestani, 2016; El-Hussein & Cronje, 2010). It is considered as a solution for schools in
the rural areas to attain an education that is equivalent to that of in urban areas. It offers several
advantages, such as allowing different ways to deliver learning materials, offering multimedia
facilities, enhancing students-teachers interaction and communication, facilitating
collaborative learning, providing ubiquitous Internet access, and requiring a relatively low
budget (Chung et al., 2019; Kukulska-Hulme & Shield, 2008; Walker, 2013). These benefits
enable students in rural areas to obtain equal learning opportunities as those in urban areas
(Khan et al., 2018), which may otherwise be difficult to be obtained through other learning
approaches.

In the context of language learning, the utilization of mobile technologies to engage in
language learning is termed Mobile-Assisted Language Learning or MALL (Burston, 2015;
Duman et al., 2014; Rahimi & Miri, 2014). Studies proved that the application of mobile
technologies positively influences the development of micro language skills such as vocabulary
(Abbasi & Hashemi, 2013; Cavus & Ibrahim, 2017; Mahdi, 2017; Wu, 2014), pronunciation
(Abduh, 2019; Liakin et al., 2015; Yoshida, 2018), and grammar (Ganapathy et al., 2016; Wang
& Smith, 2013); as well as macro language skills such as listening (Cavus & lIbrahim, 2017;
Rahimi & Soleymani, 2015), speaking (Ahn & Lee, 2016; Sun et al., 2017), reading (Bursali
& Yilmaz, 2019; Gheytasi et al., 2015), and writing (Andujar, 2016; Fattah, 2015).

Despite the considerable benefits of m-learning, a careful and well-planned
implementation has to be taken into account. Some factors need to be initially assessed, with
one of them being students’ readiness. It is one major factor that has a positive relation to the
effectiveness of m-learning (Lin et al., 2016). A previous study focused on online learning (o-
learning) readiness found that readiness influences learning effectiveness. According to
Ozuorcun and Tabak (2012), m-learning and o-learning are almost similar and part of e-
learning. Thus, it is undoubtedly reasonable that m-learning readiness may have comparable
impacts on learning effectiveness as o-learning readiness has. One problem arising from m-
learning is many students are still unprepared to utilize mobile technologies for academic
purposes. Such an issue is not due to inadequate knowledge about m-learning, but a willingness
to do it (Stockwell, 2008). Therefore, before implementing m-learning, it is crucial to ascertain

students’ technology readiness, in this case, mobile technology.
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Technology-wise, Parasuraman (2000) describes readiness as individuals’ tendency to
adopt new technology to achieve their purposes in life. It is a person’s psychological condition
that indicates a person's level of preparation for accepting new technology. Thus, based on this
definition, m-learning readiness refers to a tendency of people to take advantage of mobile
technologies for achieving goals in their learning activity. Measuring m-learning readiness
cannot be done either through common technology readiness scales or particular e-learning
readiness scales because not all of their items are appropriate to measure the m-learning
readiness construct. Consequently, Lin et al. (2016) proposed a scale consisting of three factors,
namely mobile self-efficacy, optimism, and self-directed learning. Many recent studies (e.g.
Ata & Cevik, 2019; Bas & Sarigoz, 2018; Eroglu et al., 2017; Tezer & Beyoglu, 2018) have
used this scale to investigate students m-learning readiness.

Self-efficacy is an essential factor to consider when discussing information technology
acceptance because it affects one’s intention to adopt the technology (Mahat et al., 2012).
Higher self-efficacy in the use of technology leads to higher levels of usage intention for that
technology (Yeap et al., 2016). Thus far, several technology-related scale development studies
(e.g. Hung, 2016; Hung et al., 2010; Zhou et al., 2017) have incorporated self-efficacy as one
of the dimensions to measure readiness. It is crucial to assess mobile self-efficacy when
investigating readiness considering that m-learning deals with the use of technology,
particularly mobile technology. Moreover, Yasin et al. (2020) reported that self-efficacy
positively influences students readiness within the blended learning context.

Another factor to consider is optimism. Originally, it is a factor taken from a technology
readiness index (TRI) by Parasuraman (2000) and has been recognized as a driver of
technology readiness (Bessadok, 2017). According to Lin et al. (2016), optimism is included
in measuring m-learning readiness because the perceived benefits of technology are a crucial
requirement for an individual to accept the technology. Surveys such as that conducted by
Shuib et al. (2018) have shown that there is a significant positive correlation between optimism
and readiness.

Self-directed learning is another most essential factor to consider when assessing m-
learning readiness since m-learning is known as largely self-directed. Karimi (2016) states that
self-directed learning can serve as a facilitator or barrier to students” motivation to m-learning
adoption. Similar to self-efficacy, this factor is also included in some readiness scales (e.g.
Alem et al.,, 2016; Hung, 2016; Hung et al., 2010). Moreover, using structural equation

modeling, Horzum et al. (2015), found that self-directed learning is the most important variable
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in the online learning readiness context. Hao (2016) also reported that self-directed learning is
associated with students’ readiness.

Even though mobile technologies can support language learning, it still requires the
students to be ready. Otherwise, it would neither be feasible nor effective. Hence, insight into
m-learning readiness for English language learning is needed to maximize m-learning
effectiveness in this context. Previous studies regarding m-learning readiness are
predominantly focused on general learning context (Cheon et al., 2012; Christensen & Knezek,
2017; Hussin et al., 2012; Mahat et al., 2012). Only a few researchers seem interested in the
English language learning context (Garcia Botero et al., 2018; Shuib et al., 2018; Soleimani et
al., 2014), especially among high school students in rural areas. Given the importance of m-
learning readiness for learning effectiveness and the limited research efforts in the English
language learning context, this study aims to provide further information by investigating m-
learning readiness for English language learning purposes of rural school students. A
comparison in m-learning readiness of students from two different types of secondary schools

(i.e. high school and vocational high school) is also further discussed.

2. METHODOLOGY
This study employed a survey design, aiming to investigate the readiness of rural school

students in implementing m-learning for English language learning purposes. It was conducted
in two public high schools (one senior high school and one vocational high school) located in
arural area in Soppeng Regency, South Sulawesi, Indonesia. The senior high school is located
about 15 km away from the city, while the vocational high school is about 20 km. Despite being
situated in a mountainous area, these schools have a wireless network to connect to the internet.

The data were collected using an online survey generated in Google Form within a link.
The link of the survey was distributed through a WhatsApp message and the students were
asked to complete it voluntarily. There was no criterion for students to be eligible to participate
in the study.

A total of 140 students from two schools (56 male and 84 female) participated in the
online survey, with their ages ranging from 16 to 20 years and the median age 18. The majority
of the participants were studying in vocational high school (62.9%). All participants reported
having a smartphone, with 94.3% using Android, 3.6% using iOS, and the rest using other
types of smartphones.

A questionnaire was adapted from Lin et al. (2016) to garner the data about students’
readiness to implement m-learning for English language learning purposes. Consisting of 19

22



Rural School Students’ Readiness in Implementing Mobile Learning for English Language Learning
Purposes
Muhammad Fathur Rahman Khalik, Nur Hidayanto Pancoro Setyo Putro

items that are divided into three factors, the scale is comprised of seven items of mobile self-
efficacy (Item 1 to Item 7), seven items of optimism (Item 8 to Item 14), and five items of self-
directed learning (Item 15 to Item 19). These items were adjusted into the English language
learning context for this study. The questionnaire used a 4-point scale (from 1 = “Strongly
disagree” to 4 = “Strongly agree”) to indicate students’ agreement with these different aspects.
The reliability was also tested using Cronbach’s alpha. Each factor used in this study
demonstrated strong consistency (mobile self-efficacy o = .850, optimism a = .831, and self-
directed learning a = .867). To avoid misunderstanding, the questionnaire was translated into
Indonesian to enhance students’ comprehension of it.

All data analyses were conducted using SPSS Statistics version 25 within several
stages. First, the students’ responses were summarized in terms of mean and standard deviation
using descriptive statistics. After that, multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used
to compare between senior high school students and vocational high school students in terms
of the three factors affecting their m-learning readiness. The classification of students’
readiness level was implemented by considering the overall mean score of each factor. In this
study, the readiness level is classified into three levels, i.e. low (1.00 — 1.99), moderate (2.00 —
2.99), and high (3.00 — 4.00).

3. FINDINGS

3.1 Students’ Mobile self-efficacy
Seven items on the questionnaire (Item 1 to Item 7) aim to measure students’ mobile

self-efficacy. As displayed in Table 1, three items obtained a mean score of 3.00 or above,
considered quite high. The item with the highest mean was Item 3 (M = 3.16, SD = .453).
Generally, the participants agreed that they could effectively use a smartphone for
communication. The item with the second highest mean was Item 4 (M = 3.14, SD = .489),
indicating that the participants also agreed that they could use the internet feature of the
smartphone to gather information for English learning purposes. After calculating the mean of
means of each item, the accumulation mean values was 3.01. It may be inferred that the

participants’ mobile self-efficacy was at a high level.

Table 1. Results of students’ mobile self-efficacy

No. Statements Mean Std. Dev
1. | feel confident in performing the basic function 595 513
of the smartphone for learning English. ' '
2. | feel confident in my knowledge and skills of
. . 2.95 438
smartphones for learning English.
3. | feel confident in using a smartphone to

effectively communicate with others. 3.16 453
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4. | feel confident in using the internet (Googe,
Yahoo) on a smartphone to find or gather 3.14 498
information for learning English.
5. | feel confident in studying to operate a
. : 3.00 416
smartphone for learning English.
6. | feel confident in knowing all the special keys
. L 2.91 424
and functions contained in a smartphone.
7. | feel confldent'ln know_lng how a smartphone 295 204
works for learning English.
Overall mean 3.01

3.2 Students’ Optimism

The next part of the questionnaire (Item 8 to Item 14) investigated the students’
optimism. As presented in Table 2, four out of seven items obtained a mean value above 3.00,
falling under the category of considerably high. Item 8 scored the highest mean (M =3.12, SD
= .515), followed by Item 10 (M = 3.09, SD = .388) and Item 9 (M = 3.03, SD = .522). This
implies that the participants responded positively to the benefits offered by m-learning via
smartphone, such as allowing them to study anytime, making their study more efficient, and
enabling them to adjust things to fit their needs. After calculation, the computed cumulative
mean value obtained was 3.01, suggesting that the students in this study were highly optimistic
about implementing m-learning for English language learning purposes.

Table 2. Results of students’ optimism

No. Statements Mean Std. Dev
8. | like studying English with mobile learning
using a smartphone because | am able to study ~ 3.12 515
anytime.
Q. Mobile learning using smartphones makes me
C i . 3.03 522
more efficient in my English studying.
10. I like mobile learning using a smartphone that
. . . 3.09 .388
allows me to tailor things to fit my own needs.
11. | like mobile learning using a smartphone. 3.01 464
12. Mobile learning using the newest smartphone is
. 2.89 490
much more convenient to use.
13. Mobile learning using smartphones gives
: e 2.97 494
people more control over their studying time.
14, Mobile learning using smartphones gives me
! 2.99 432
more freedom to study English.
Overall mean 3.01

3.3 Students’ Self-directed Learning

In the final part of the questionnaire (Item 15 to Item 19), participants were asked about
their self-directed learning ability. As shown in the bottom half of Table 3, the overall mean
obtained is only 2.92. Item 17 was the only items that obtained a mean value of more than 3.00
(M =3.01, SD =.389). The participants mostly admitted that they decided their goal and had
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a high initiative in their learning. These results revealed that the participants’ self-directed

learning was still at a moderate level.

Table 3. Results of students’ self-directed learning

No. Statements Mean Std. Dev

15. | can direct my own learning progress. 2.94 461

16. | carry out my own study plan. 2.89 505

17. In my stud_le_s_, I set goals and have a high 3.01 389
degree of initiative.

18. | manage time well. 2.90 499

19. Ir) my I_earnlng, studying, or working, I am self- 5 88 472
disciplined.

Overall mean 2.92

3.4 The Comparison of Students’ Readiness by School Type

MANOVA was used to determine whether there are any statistically significant
differences between school type (senior high school and vocational high school) on the
dimensions of m-learning readiness (mobile self-efficacy, optimism, and self-directed
learning). The descriptive statistics (Table 4) show the mean score and standard deviation of

the three different dependent variables, which have been split by the independent variable.

Table 4. The descriptive statistics of m-learning readiness dimensions by school type

Dependent Variable School Type Mean Std. Error
Mobile Self-efficacy Senior High School 21.885 .306
Vocational High School 20.568 235
Optimism Senior High School 21.596 321
Vocational High School 20.807 247
Self-directed Learning Senior High School 15.038 .259
Vocational High School 14.375 199

As seen in the table, senior high school students scored higher in mobile self-efficacy
(M =21.885, SD =.306) than did vocational high school students (M = 20.568, SD = .235). In
optimism, students from senior high school also scored higher (M = 21.596, SD = .321) than
those from vocational high school (M = 20.807, SD = .247). Similarly, senior high school
students (M =15.038, SD = .259) outperformed those from vocational high school (M = 14.375,

SD =.199) in self-directed learning. Furthermore, the significant differences is showcased in

Table 5 below.
Table 5. Results of MANOVA comparing m-learning readiness by school type
. Partial
Effect Value E Hypothesis Error Sig. Eta
df df '
Squared
School Pillai’s Trace .078 3.853° 3.000 136.000 .011 .078
Location  VVilks’ Lambda 922  3.853 3.000 136.000 .011 .078
Hotelling’s Trace 085  3.853" 3.000 136.000 .011 .078
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Roy’s Largest Root .085  3.853" 3.000 136.000 .011 .078
Table 5 presents the results of MANOVA based on the school type (i.e. senior high

school and vocational high school). As seen in the table, four types of tests, namely Pillai’s
trace, Wilks” Lambda, Hotelling’s Trace, and Roy’s Largest Root, were provided. Analyzed
through Wilks’ statistic, the results showed that there was a statistically significant difference
in students’ m-learning readiness based on the school type, A = .922, F(3,136) = 3.853, p =
.011. To identify which dimensions of m-learning readiness were affected by the school type,
Table 6 below displays the results of the follow-up ANOVA.

Table 6. Results of follow-up ANOVA comparing m-learning readiness by school type

Type 111 Partial
Source Dep_endent Sum of Df Mean Sig. Eta
Variable Square
Squares Squared
Mobile Self- 56.644 1 56.644 11.617 .001 .078
School efficacy
Tvoe Optimism 30.365 1 30.365  3.797 .053 .027
yp Self-directed 14.388 1 14388 4132 044 029
learning

As illustrated in the table, mobile self-efficacy and self-directed learning dimensions
obtained the Sig. value lower than .05, implying that students from senior high school and
vocational high school were significantly different in their level of mobile self-efficacy and
self-directed learning. On the contrary, their level of optimism was relatively the same. In short,
these results show that senior high school students and vocational school students were

significantly different in their m-learning readiness.

4. DISCUSSION
Several reports have shown the positive effect of m-learning to support English

language learning, making m-learning a promising approach to implement. Application of m-
learning, however, needs to pay attention to the readiness of students to ensure its effectiveness.
This study set out with the aim of investigating students’ m-learning readiness for English
language learning purposes focusing on the context of rural schools, involving three factors,
namely mobile self-efficacy, optimism, and self-directed learning.

The current study found that rural school students have a high level of mobile self-
efficacy and optimism. Both factors scored the highest overall mean of the scale. This finding
is consistent with that of Bas and Sarigéz (2018) and Eroglu et al. (2017) who also found self-
efficacy as the highest overall mean of the scale. A possible explanation for this might be that
the participants of this study were certain in their ability to utilize a smartphone for their English

language learning since they have many experiences with the smartphone. Bandura (1997)
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states that personal experience in using a particular skill, whether it succeeds or unsuccessfully,
affects an individual’s self-efficacy. Besides, this finding also accords with a study by Ata and
Cevik (2019) who found optimism as the highest overall mean of the scale. This result may be
explained by the fact that the participants already knew and felt the benefits of m-learning in
their English language learning, leading to positive perceptions of m-learning. Lin et al. (2016)
indicated that someone optimistic about technology would focus more on the benefits provided
rather than the losses. Another finding was that self-directed learning scored the lowest overall
mean among the factors, which is similar to the one conducted by Bas and Sarigéz (2018) and
Ata and Cevik (2019) where they found self-directed learning as the lowest factor. It seems
possible that these results are due to the lack of awareness of participants to manage their
learning. Even though self-directed learning scored the lowest mean, it is still categorized as a
moderate level in this study.

The comparison in the students’ m-learning readiness of the two school types signifies
that senior high school students showed a more elevated level of m-learning readiness than
those of vocational high school students. Nevertheless, the results of MANOVA only indicated
significant differences in terms of mobile self-efficacy and self-directed learning. In optimism,
the results of the analysis did not show any significant difference. Despite no clear reason
identified, the nonexistent difference may have been caused by other factors that were not
involved in this study. It should be noted that studies that describe the difference in m-learning
readiness by school type might not have come to the spotlight.

It is plausible that several weaknesses could have restricted the interpretation of this
study. First, the number of participants involved in this study was very small, leaving it hard
to generalize the result implications for a wider student population. Thus, future studies should
involve more participants from multiple high schools, including private ones. Second, this
study is limited to the psychological readiness of the students, suggesting that future
researchers should be focused on the investigation of the other areas of readiness, such as skill

readiness and budget readiness (Hussin et al., 2012).

5. CONCLUSION
Students from rural high schools in Soppeng Regency, South Sulawesi, Indonesia, show

readiness in implementing m-learning for English language learning purposes as proven by the
investigation of the factors affecting students” m-learning readiness. The results of the study
reveal that the students have a high level of mobile self-efficacy and optimism, and a moderate
level of self-directed learning, indicating that they are ready to apply m-learning as an essential
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component in their English language learning process. Furthermore, the type of school was
significantly affected students’ mobile self-efficacy and self-directed learning, while optimism
was not. Considering the importance of readiness on learning effectiveness, English teachers
need to pay attention to their students’ readiness before trying to implement m-learning in their
class. They may use the result of this study as one alternative to their teaching guidance. It is
suggested that a similar study with a larger sample be conducted for a more accurate insight

into the issue of m-learning readiness in the context of English language learning.

6. REFERENCES

Abbasi, M., & Hashemi, M. (2013). The impacts of using mobile phone on English language
vocabulary retention. International Research Journal of Applied and Basic SCiences,
4(3), 541-547.

Abduh, M. Y. M. (2019). The effect of implementing MALL applications on learning
pronunciation of English by EFL learners at Najran University. International Journal of
Linguistics, 11(6), 29-40. https://doi.org/10.5296/ijl.v11i6.15814

Ahn, T. youn, & Lee, S. M. (2016). User experience of a mobile speaking application with
automatic speech recognition for EFL learning. British Journal of Educational
Technology, 47(4), 778-786. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12354

Alem, F., Plaisent, M., Zuccaro, C., & Bernard, P. (2016). Measuring e-learning readiness
concept: Scale development and validation using structural equation modeling.
International Journal of E-Education, e-Business, e-Management and e-Learning, 6(4),
193-207. https://doi.org/10.17706/ijeeee.2016.6.4.193-207

Andujar, A. (2016). Benefits of mobile instant messaging to develop ESL writing. System, 62,
63-76. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2016.07.004

Ata, R., & Cevik, M. (2019). Exploring relationships between Kolb’s learning styles and
mobile learning readiness of pre-service teachers: A mixed study. Education and
Information Technologies, 24, 1351-1377. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-018-9835-y

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-Efficacy: The Exercise of Control. Freeman.

Bas, M., & Sarigoz, O. (2018). Determining the readiness levels of pre-service teachers
towards mobile learning in classroom management. 13(10), 382-390.
https://doi.org/10.5897/ERR2018.3523

Bessadok, A. (2017). Analyze the readiness for acceptance to practice an e-learning experience.
International Journal Of Education And Information Technologies, 11, 111-122.

Bursali, H., & Yilmaz, R. M. (2019). Effect of augmented reality applications on secondary
school students’ reading comprehension and learning permanency. Computers in Human
Behavior, 95, 126-135. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.01.035

Burston, J. (2015). Twenty years of MALL project implementation: A meta-analysis of
learning outcomes. ReCALL, 27(1), 4-20. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0958344014000159

Cavus, N., & Ibrahim, D. (2017). Learning English using children’s stories in mobile devices.
British Journal of Educational Technology, 48(2), 625-641.
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12427

Cheon, J., Lee, S., Crooks, S. M., & Song, J. (2012). An investigation of mobile learning

28



Rural School Students’ Readiness in Implementing Mobile Learning for English Language Learning
Purposes
Muhammad Fathur Rahman Khalik, Nur Hidayanto Pancoro Setyo Putro

readiness in higher education based on the theory of planned behavior. Computers and
Education, 59(3), 1054-1064. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2012.04.015

Christensen, R., & Knezek, G. (2017). Readiness for integrating mobile learning in the
classroom: Challenges, preferences and possibilities. Computers in Human Behavior, 76,
112-121. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.07.014

Chung, C. J,, Hwang, G. J., & Lai, C. L. (2019). A review of experimental mobile learning
research in 2010-2016 based on the activity theory framework. Computers and
Education, 129, 1-13. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.10.010

Dashtestani, R. (2016). Moving bravely towards mobile learning: Iranian students’ use of
mobile devices for learning English as a foreign language. Computer Assisted Language
Learning, 29(4), 815-832. https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2015.1069360

Duman, G., Orhon, G., & Gedik, N. (2014). Research trends in mobile assisted language
learning from 2000 to 2012. ReCALL, 27(2), 197-216.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0958344014000287

El-Hussein, M. O. M., & Cronje, J. C. (2010). Defining mobile learning in the higher education
landscape. Educational Technology and Society, 13(3), 12-21.

Eroglu, M., Kaya, V. D., & Ozbek, R. (2017). Can mobile learning be an opportunity for
undergraduate teacher education? European Journal of Social Sciences Education and
Research, 11(2), 341-350.

Fattah, S. F. E. S. A. (2015). The effectiveness of using WhatsApp Messenger as one of mobile
learning techniques to develop students’ writing skills. Journal of Education and Practice,
6(32), 115-127.
http://libezproxy.open.ac.uk/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=tr
ue&db=eric& AN=EJ1083503&site=ehost-live&scope=site

Ganapathy, M., Shuib, M., Gunasegaran, T., & Azizan, S. N. (2016). ESL lecturers’
perceptions on using i-MoL as a mobile-based tool for teaching grammar. Pertanika
Journal of Social Sciences and Humanities, 24(3), 1069-1085.

Garcia Botero, G., Questier, F., Cincinnato, S., He, T., & Zhu, C. (2018). Acceptance and usage
of mobile assisted language learning by higher education students. Journal of Computing
in Higher Education, 30(3), 426-451. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12528-018-9177-1

Gheytasi, M., Azizifar, A., & Gowhary, H. (2015). The Effect of Smartphone on the Reading
Comprehension Proficiency of Iranian EFL Learners. Procedia - Social and Behavioral
Sciences, 199, 225-230. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.07.510

Hao, Y. (2016). Exploring undergraduates’ perspectives and flipped learning readiness in their
flipped classrooms. Computers in Human Behavior, 59, 82-92.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.01.032

Horzum, M. B., Kaymak, Z. D., & Gungoren, O. C. (2015). Structural equation modeling
towards online learning readiness, academic motivations, and perceived learning.
Educational Sciences: Theory and Practice, 15(3), 759-770.
https://doi.org/10.12738/estp.2015.3.2410

Hung, M.-L. (2016). Teacher readiness for online learning: Scale development and teacher
perception. Computers & Education, 94, 120-133.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2015.11.012

29



Script Journal: Journal of Linguistic and English Teaching
P-ISSN: 2477-1880; E-ISSN: 2502-6623
April 2021, Vol. 6 No. 1

Hung, M.-L., Chou, C., Chen, C.-H., & Own, Z.-Y. (2010). Learner readiness for online
learning: Scale development and student perceptions. Computers and Education, 55,
1080-1090. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2010.05.004

Hussin, S., Radzi Manap, M., Amir, Z., & Krish, P. (2012). Mobile learning readiness among
Malaysian students at higher learning institutes. Asian Social Science, 8(12), 276-283.
https://doi.org/10.5539/ass.v8n12p276

Karimi, S. (2016). Do learners’ characteristics matter? An exploration of mobile-learning
adoption in self-directed learning. Computers in Human Behavior, 63, 769-776.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.06.014

Khan, S., Hwang, G., Abbas, M. A., & Rehman, A. (2018). Mitigating the urban-rural
educational gap in developing countries through mobile technology-supported learning.
0(0), 1-15. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12692

Kukulska-Hulme, A., & Shield, L. (2008). An overview of mobile assisted language learning:
From content delivery to supported collaboration and interaction. ReCALL, 20(3), 271-
289. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0958344008000335

Liakin, D., Cardoso, W., & Liakina, N. (2015). Learning L2 pronunciation with a mobile
speech recognizer: French/y/. CALICO Journal, 32(1), 1-25.
https://doi.org/10.1558/cj.v32i1.25962

Lin, H.-H., Lin, S., Yeh, C.-H., & Wang, Y.-S. (2016). Measuring mobile learning readiness:
scale development and validation. Internet Research, 26(1), 265-287.
https://doi.org/10.1108/IntR-10-2014-0241

Mahat, J., Ayub, A. F. M., Luan, S., & Wong. (2012). An assessment of students’ mobile self-
efficacy, readiness and personal innovativeness towards mobile learning in higher
education in Malaysia. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 64, 284-290.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.11.033

Mahdi, H. S. (2017). Effectiveness of mobile devices on vocabulary learning: A meta-analysis.
Journal of Educational Computing Research, 0(0), 1-21.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0735633117698826

Ozuorcun, N. C., & Tabak, F. (2012). Is m-learning versus e-learning or are they supporting
each other? Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 46, 299-305.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.05.110

Parasuraman, A. (2000). Technology readiness index (TRI): A multipleitem scale to measure
readiness to embrace new technologies. Journal Of Service Research, 2(4), 307-320.
https://doi.org/10.1177/109467050024001

Rahimi, M., & Miri, S. S. (2014). The impact of mobile dictionary use on language learning.
Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 98, 1469-1474.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.03.567

Rahimi, M., & Soleymani, E. (2015). The impact of mobile learning on listening anxiety and
listening comprehension. English Language Teaching, 8(10), 152-161.
https://doi.org/10.5539/elt.v8n10p152

Shuib, M., Azizan, S. N., & Ganapathy, M. (2018). Mobile learning readiness among English
language learners in a public university in Malaysia. Pertanika Journal of Social Sciences
and Humanities, 26(3), 1491-1504.

30



Rural School Students’ Readiness in Implementing Mobile Learning for English Language Learning
Purposes
Muhammad Fathur Rahman Khalik, Nur Hidayanto Pancoro Setyo Putro

Soleimani, E., Ismail, K., & Mustaffa, R. (2014). The acceptance of mobile assisted language
learning (MALL) among post graduate ESL students in UKM. Procedia - Social and
Behavioral Sciences, 118, 457-462. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.02.062

Stockwell, G. (2008). Investigating learner preparedness for and usage patterns of mobile
learning. ReCALL, 20(3), 253-270. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0958344008000232

Sun, Z., Lin, C. H., You, J., Shen, H. jiao, Qi, S., & Luo, L. (2017). Improving the English-
speaking skills of young learners through mobile social networking. Computer Assisted
Language Learning, 30(3-4), 304-324. https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2017.1308384

Tezer, M., & Beyoglu, D. (2018). How do preservice teachers’ readiness and attitudes towards
mobile learning affect their acceptance of mobile learning systems? TEM Journal, 7(4),
875-885. https://doi.org/10.18421/TEM74-28

Walker, R. (2013). “I don’t think i would be where i am right now”. Pupil perspectives on using
mobile devices for learning. Research in Learning Technology, 21, 1-12,
https://doi.org/10.3402/rlt.v21i0.22116

Wang, S., & Smith, S. (2013). Reading and grammar learning through mobile phones.
Language Learning and Technology, 17(3), 117-134.

Wu, Q. (2014). Learning ESL vocabulary with smartphones. Procedia - Social and Behavioral
Sciences, 143, 302-307. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.07.409

Yasin, N. M., Ong, M. H. A., & Aziz, N. N. A. (2020). Assessment of the blended learning
implementation in higher education: Students’ readiness perspective. International
Journal of Advanced Science and Technology, 29(6), 702—712.

Yeap, J. A. L., Ramayah, T., & Soto-acosta, P. (2016). Factors propelling the adoption of m-
learning among students in higher education. Electronic Markets, 26, 323-338.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12525-015-0214-x

Yoshida, M. T. (2018). Choosing technology tools to meet pronunciation teaching and learning
goals. The CATESOL Journal, 30(1), 195-212.

Zhou, X., Chen, L.-H., & Chen, R.-C. (2017). Measuring student mental readiness for flipped
blended learning: Scale development and validation. The 8th International Conference on
Awareness Science and Technology (ICAST 2017), 161-164.

31



