addressed, element in conversations about the role of m-Learning in community college

instruction. Several key findings were revealed during data analysis.

The limited presence of m-Learning in community college classrooms does not seem to be

rooted in a fear of the technology.

Consistent with prior research on technology use in community colleges, the
overwhelming majority of faculty respondents in this study indicated high levels of
comfort with technology. Approximately two-thirds of the faculty members felt they
were very proficient in technology, and were usually able to figure out problems on their
own. Even further, only a small percentage of the participants (7.1%) did not own at least
one of the mobile devices included in the survey (i.e., e-Reader, MP3/Audio Player,
Smartphone, or Tablet). It is important to note that at least half of the respondents in this
survey were aged 49 or older. Consequently, the ownership patterns of mobile devices,
coupled with high levels of self-efficacy regarding technology use, present a strong
counter argument to frequent claims in the literature that digital immigrants (older

faculty) are less interested or less comfortable with using technology.

Institutions have not consistently offered training and support for m-Learning.

Although the study provided strong evidence of personal device ownership, very
few respondents indicated the purchase of a device by their institution. Among those
devices that were purchased by an institution, the majority were tablets. Purchasing
tablets can be costly; however, they combine the functionalities of an e-Reader and

MP3/Audio Player, making the purchases more justifiable. The number of tablets
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purchased by institutions was significantly higher than the other devices, but was still

relatively low in comparison to those purchased with personal funds.

Furthermore, measures of central tendency on the Likert scale items related to
facilitating conditions were low in comparison to the other scales. Results indicated that
respondents were less positive about the support and resources available from their

institutions to support m-Learning implementation.

Social influence does not have a major impact on m-Learning use.

The lack of institutional support is further demonstrated in the attitudes of
respondents about the influence their peers have in their use of m-Learning. Despite large
numbers reporting use of the m-Learning strategies, respondents disagreed in large part
with statements related to social influence. They did not believe that their colleagues,
department head, or the institution in general encouraged them to use m-Learning.
Therefore, it can be assumed that the primary reasons for use were either intrinsically
motivated based on general interest in the strategies or externally motivated by demands

from students.

Faculty members are hesitant to intersect their personal and professional lives as

it relates to technology use.

Survey comments support the need for purchases of mobile devices for faculty
where feasible. Several respondents indicated that they saw the value of m-Learning, but
did not feel they should have to use their personal devices to incorporate the strategies

into their instruction. For example, participants repeatedly expressed interest in text
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messaging, but did not want to share their personal number with students. One
respondent offered a mobile solution that allows instructors to use their personal phones
for student reminders without sharing their number with students. Although this still may
not provide an ideal alternative, it does demonstrate the need for faculty and

administrators to become more informed about the mobile solutions available to them.

m-Learning strategies rooted in behaviorism are used more prevalently.

Nearly two-thirds of the faculty respondents indicated use of at least one or more
of the six m-Learning use during the 2012-13 academic year. Among those that reported
use, the majority (71.10%) used file/resource sharing at least once. A large percentage
also used research/reference applications (65.50%), followed by social media and text
messaging (63.20% each). Significantly fewer proportions used augmented reality
(26.50%) and gaming/simulation (35%). These findings mirror assertions that, even when
faculty members use m-Learning strategies, they are behaviorist in nature, offering
opportunities for drill and response, but not engaging students in higher-order thinking

skills.

There is further support for claims that that m-Learning strategies can increase quality

and productivity.

Measures of central tendency revealed that faculty agreed most positively with
statements in the performance expectancy scale, which included statements about the
ability of m-Learning to lead to gains in job performance. Respondents primarily

believed that m-Learning enhanced the overall quality of instructional content that was
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delivered to students. They also viewed m-Learning as a method for increasing their
ability to meet their course learning objectives. Positive scores also supported the belief
that m-Learning can assist faculty members with accomplishing instructional-related

tasks more quickly.

The use of m-Learning is not generally linked with opportunities for faculty to receive a

raise or promotion.

In contrast to scores related to production and instructional enhancement,
respondents agreed the least with statements about the ability of m-Learning to assist
them in receiving a raise or promotion. Open-ended responses offered commentary on the
need for technology to be included as a part of the promotion process, even if it is used in

promoting part-time faculty to full-time status.

Performance expectancy, effort expectancy, social influence, and facilitating conditions

are positively associated with the intended use of m-Learning strategies.

Findings are consistent with the original testing of the UTAUT model (Venkatesh,
2003), which asserted that performance expectancy, effort expectancy, and social
influence were associated with the intended use of a new information technology system.
However, it is important to note that two major differences exist in the findings of this
study and those of Venkatesh (2003). First, facilitating conditions was found to be a
predictor of use in this study at levels that are consistent with the other three
determinants. The original testing found that facilitating conditions was not a predictor of

intended use. Second, the original UTAUT model accounted for approximately 70% of
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the predicted use of a new information technology system. The variance levels for the

models in this study were relatively low, with none exceeding 20%.

The moderating effects of age and years of teaching experience are specific to select

strategies.

Although the four determinants were associated with future use intentions, results
from multiple ordinal regression analyses found that age and years of experience were
moderators only in the predicted use of text messaging, gaming/simulation, and one
instance of research/reference applications. For text messaging, age was negatively
associated with intended use of younger individuals. This may mean that younger faculty
members view text messaging as an easy m-Learning solution and are likely to use it
even if none of the four determinants are present. In contrast, for gaming/simulation,
years of experience were positively associated with those who have five to ten years of
experience. These findings support claims that faculty members who have some tenure in
the classroom are more likely to integrate advanced m-Learning strategies into their

instruction.

Unlike age and years of experience, gender had no moderating effects on any of
the relationships. This is vastly different from Venkatesh’s (2003) assertions that gender
was a significant modifier, specifically for relationships involving performance

expectancy, effort expectancy, and social influence.

Implications for Future Practice

The key findings in this study offer several implications for future practice.
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Administrators must acknowledge the factors influencing m-Learning use and develop

strategic plans for addressing faculty needs.

Data offers evidence that a large number of community college faculty members are
using m-Learning. Those that reported use believe strongly that the m-Learning strategies have
positively impacted their productivity in the classroom. These faculty members also believe that
while some m-Learning are easy to use, more advanced strategies require much more effort
which may not be feasible given available time and campus resources. Another set of faculty
members are interested in the use of m-Learning, but stated that they have limited training

opportunities, limited access to equipment, and few models for effective use.

If faculty members are going to effectively incorporate m-Learning strategies,
institutional support will become an increasingly important factor in their implementation
and management. Understandably, m-Learning may not be a top priority for administrators as

they work to combat decreasing financial support for their respective institutions. However,
support for small, targeted m-Learning pilots might offer some added value to campus
instruction. Findings could assist institutions with choosing strategies that complement their
campus culture. Determining an appropriate course of action will require conversations among
the campus leadership, specifically between representatives from the academic and information

technology departments.

Professional development and training should introduce m-Learning applications that

are content specific.

As community colleges consider ways to manage m-Learning, they must also
explore applications that are specific to academic disciplines. Several respondents noted

that they felt m-Learning was an interesting concept, but that it was not relevant to their
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content area. In contrast, other respondents noted that employers were shifting to the use
of mobile devices to complete work-related tasks. Additionally, a plethora of mobile
applications and resources are developed daily. To that end, instructional designers and
faculty development trainers should make concerted efforts to provide faculty with

resources and models that may assist them with student engagement.

Colleges should spotlight those faculty members that have embraced m-Learning.

The use of peer training could lessen the burden on professional development
coordinators who must respond to myriad training needs from faculty and staff.
Assessing the current use of m-Learning strategies on campus could lead to a sharing of
best practices among colleagues. It could also open dialogue about the pros and cons of
specific strategies and foster planning among faculty for future use. Furthermore, it
creates an opportunity for faculty leadership and could help to create buy-in among those
who would be otherwise hesitant to use m-Learning. Peer training also provides an easy
way to incentivize faculty adoption of technology. Furthermore, peer training and

technology use could be incorporated into performance planning for employees.

Faculty must create an open dialogue with students to understand their learning and

technology needs.

Though this study analyzes faculty acceptance of m-Learning, it is important to
note that their adoption of the concept is meaningless if students are not interested or do
not have access to the equipment. The literature states that a growing number of students,

of varied demographics, are bringing mobile devices to campus. Moreover, the literature
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states that students are expecting colleges to meet their demands for responsiveness and
flexibility. Yet the survey respondents in this study reported a lack of student interest or
access to equipment as one of the primary barriers to m-Learning use. It is difficult to
determine whether some of the responses are based solely on fact as opposed to general
assumptions of faculty members about their student population. Nevertheless, it is
essential for faculty members to have conversations with their students about technology-
related expectations and make adjustments accordingly. Some respondents offered
solutions such as paired programming or use of campus equipment for students who do
not have a mobile device. In some instances, students may not know what they expect

and could embrace m-Learning if introduced successfully.

The use of m-Learning strategies will inevitably impact campus operations.

As campuses consider student and faculty needs, decisions about m-Learning use
could ultimately influence campus infrastructure and college policies. If students are
bringing mobile devices to class, and expecting their use in instruction, this decreases the
need for elaborate smart classrooms. Instead, it will require campuses to ensure that
wireless networks are equipped to handle large amounts of traffic. Even further, colleges
will need to consider the importance of implementing mobile device training for students,
perhaps as a part of freshman orientation or seminar. Consideration must also be given to
the accessibility needs of disabled students who require learning accommodations.
Finally, faculty members and administrators will also need to ensure that campus policies

are clear regarding the use of mobile devices in class and on campus.
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Limitations

The implications for future practice must be considered within the context of this
study’s limitations. Research design targeted full-time faculty members at Level One
colleges within the SACS COC accrediting region. While some results may be viewed as
generalizable, it is important to consider that control variables were implemented based
on faculty employment status, location, and accrediting region. Additionally, the overall
response rate was 24%, which is average for online surveys, but still relatively low,
despite numerous follow-up communications with sample participants. Comparison of
respondents and non-respondents was not feasible, primarily because demographic
profiles were self-reported by those that chose to participate in the survey. Moreover, not
all of the participants completed every demographic question. Therefore, it is difficult to
determine whether responses are fully representative of the target population or the
diverse body of full-time community college faculty members across the nation.

The decision to include only full-time community college faculty also presents a
limitation. Adjunct or part-time faculty members play a significant role in community
college instruction, but are managed differently depending on the institution.
Consequently, their voice is not included in this conversation though they may be active
users of m-Learning strategies.

Furthermore, the study is limited by the inclusion of only six key m-Learning
strategies. The researcher attempted to construct clear definitions and examples derived
from existing literature. However, responses to the open-ended questions provided
evidence that some faculty members were still confused about the concept of m-Learning

or felt that the definitions provided were not consistent with their own understanding of
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the strategies. Future scholars may determine that these strategies do not present a clear
picture of m-Learning in higher education.

Additional limitations are present because of the conceptual framework and
statistical treatments used to conduct data analysis. Those that did not indicate use of m-
Learning had an opportunity to provide feedback through open-ended comments and
questions about their likelihood to use m-Learning in the future. However, the bulk of
data analysis pertaining to faculty attitudes and beliefs about m-Learning involved those

who reported use.

Implications for Future Research

No other existing study to date has conducted a regional analysis of m-Learning
use among community college faculty members. Information collected through this
research process provides substantive data about the attitudes and beliefs driving the
adoption of m-Learning strategies on two-year campuses. Findings also introduce
numerous possibilities for future study in an area that is still being defined in the higher

education landscape.

One concern that continuously appeared in the open-ended comments was the
lack of m-Learning content in varied academic disciplines. Respondents shared interest in
using m-Learning, but were not aware of content in their area. Although this study
included the academic disciplines of respondents, it did not focus on the academic
disciplines as a factor in m-Learning use. Future studies could offer more extensive

analysis of specific disciplines and their use of m-Learning.
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A focus on academic disciplines could also be coupled with a streamlined
emphasis on one of the six m-Learning strategies. The current study was designed to
gauge general use of m-Learning, because there was limited data available regarding this
topic. For this reason, a wide range of strategies were included in an effort to identify
whether faculty members are familiar with the emerging trends. However, future studies
might examine more specific questions about the most frequently used strategies, or
possibly the least frequently used strategies. Topics could include methods of assessment,
student training, or management techniques when using multi-platform devices. All were
shared in the survey responses as areas of interest. Community college faculty members
serve a unique population and have indicated a desire, through their voice in this survey,

to know what m-Learning should look like in their classrooms.

As community college educators seek effective models for m-Learning, it is also
important to understand the administrative processes related to its implementation. The
role of technology as a part of the faculty promotion process may be nonexistent on some
campuses. However, the concept presents an opportunity to explore differences in
campuses that do incorporate technology use as a part of employee performance planning
and those who do not. Furthermore, faculty respondents mentioned college policies on m-
Learning use, in addition to the need for professional development. Investigative
comparisons about m-Learning perceptions among IT managers, academic
administrators, or even presidents might be an important area of inquiry. If priorities and
interests are misaligned among key campus stakeholders, then there will never be much

forward movement in managing the presence of mobile devices on campus.
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Lastly, there is a need to conduct additional research about mobile skills in the
workplace. Specifically, future research might target the expectations of business and
industry in regards to the mobile competence of recent community college graduates.
Since community colleges have rooted their reputations in being responsive to business
and industry, it may be useful to know how extensively graduates are expected to be
comfortable with mobile devices or m-Learning strategies as they enter the workplace. If
there is a growing need, such investigations could give birth to extended partnerships or

support from business and industry for training and resources.

Summary and Conclusion

On any given college campus — public or private, two-year or four-year, for-profit
or not — students may be found checking email on an iPhone, videoconferencing on a
tablet, listening to favorite songs on an iPod, or watching a video for class on YouTube.
Student ownership of technology devices among students is consistently on the rise and
most have come to expect that their educational experiences will afford the same
opportunities for flexibility that they receive in their personal lives. In tandem, the
workforce is becoming increasingly dependent on the use of mobile devices for

productivity.

Given the recent emphasis on community colleges to educate today’s workforce,
it is essential for two-year educators to assess effective models for student engagement.
Findings from this study indicated that a large number of faculty members are interested

in exploring m-Learning, but may not have the appropriate time, training, or financial
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resources to implement it adequately. As expected, there are those who do not believe it

offers any value to the learning process.

This research offers timely insight into the factors driving m-Learning adoption,
and adds to discussion about the role of m-Learning in meeting the needs of a uniquely

diverse student demographic.
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY INSTRUMENT

An Analysis of the Current Use and Intentions to Use Mobile Learning Strategies
among Full-time Community College Faculty

For the purposes of the study, m-Learning is defined as follows:

“Any activity that allows individuals to be more productive when consuming, interacting
with, or creating information, mediated through a compact digital portable device that the
individual carries on a regular basis, has reliable connectivity, and fits in a pocket or
purse” (Quinn, 2012).

You will be asked to respond to a series of questions and opinion statements about your
current access to and use of mobile devices and m-learning strategies.

The survey should take approximately 10-15 minutes to complete.

INCENTIVE FOR COMPLETION

Your participation in this survey allows you to enter into a random drawing for a $50
Amazon gift card. Your information will not be shared with any third parties and you will
only be contacted if your email address is selected as the winner. You are eligible for the
prize whether or not you complete the survey.

PARTICIPANT RIGHTS & CONSENT
Your participation in this study is voluntary.

Clicking on the “Continue with Survey” button indicates that:

e You have read the entire informed consent notice.

e You voluntarily agree to participate in the study and may withdraw at any time
without prejudice.

e You are a full-time faculty member at your community/junior/technical college.
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General Comfort Level with Technology

1. Please choose the statement that most closely aligns with your overall comfort level when it

comes to using technology.

o a0 o s

If you give me instructions, I am still unable to figure it out, so I don’t even try.

I don’t mind using technology, but often ask for assistance.

I can get by and rarely ask for assistance.

I am able to work independently and can usually figure out problems on my own.
I am very proficient, so much so that others often seek my advice.

Mobile Device Ownership

2. Indicate whether you currently own any of the mobile devices listed below. For all devices

that you own, indicate whether it is because: a) your institution purchased for you, b) you
purchased with your own money or ¢) both.

eReader (e.g., Nook, Kindle)
MP3/Audio Player (e.g., iPod)

R =

Tablet (e.g., iPad)

Smart Phone (e.g., iPhone, Blackberry) [l

My Institution [ Purchased with Do Not
Purchased My Own Money Own

U
U

Oo00dd
Oo00dd

O

Use of m-learning Strategies

3. Have you used one or more of the six m-Learning strategies listed below as part of your
instruction during the 2012-2013 academic year?

M-LEARNING STRATEGY

EXAMPLES

Augmented Reality

Mobile scavenger hunt to discover hidden facts about a
specific location (e.g., museum artifacts, public health
data, historical facts)

File/Resource Management

Online journaling via Evernote, file sharing via
Dropbox, posting of podcasts or lectures accessible via a
mobile device

Gaming/Simulation Virtually simulated genetics lab, SimCity in the study of
business/economic development, or virtual trading in a
simulated stock market

Research/Reference Anatomy reference manual, plain language medical

Applications dictionary, foreign language vocabulary drills

Social Media Class Facebook or Twitter page, virtual
discussions/meetings via Skype, FaceTime, etc., Blogs
or wikis that encourage collaborative online discussion

Text Messaging Class polling, assignment reminders, general
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discussion/performance feedback, electronic office
hours

L Yes, I have used one or more of the m-Learning strategies listed above.

[] No, I have not used any of the m-Learning strategies listed above (skip to question 9).

4. Indicate how often you have used any of the m-learning strategies listed below as a part of your
instruction during the 2012-2013 academic year.

M-LEARNING STRATEGY | EXAMPLES

Augmented Reality Mobile scavenger hunt to discover hidden facts about a
specific location (e.g., museum artifacts, public health
data, historical facts)

File/Resource Management Online journaling via Evernote, file sharing via
Dropbox, posting of podcasts or lectures accessible via a
mobile device

Gaming/Simulation Virtually simulated genetics lab, SimCity in the study of
business/economic development, or virtual trading in a
simulated stock market

Research/Reference Anatomy reference manual, plain language medical
Applications dictionary, foreign language vocabulary drills
Social Media Class Facebook or Twitter page, virtual

discussions/meetings via Skype, FaceTime, etc., Blogs
or wikis that encourage collaborative online discussion

Text Messaging Class polling, assignment reminders, general
discussion/performance feedback, electronic office
hours
Never Minimally Occasionally Often
(Once or twice (Three to five times  (More than five times
w/little emphasis) w/some emphasis) w/much emphasis)
a. Augmented Reality [ [ ] ]
b. File/Resource Sharing [ U U U
c. Gaming/Simulation [ [ ] ]
d. Research/References U [ ] ]
e. Social Media [ [ ] (]
f.  Text Messaging L] L] Ll L]
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Performance Expectancy

5. Please rate the level to which you agree with the following statements related to the potential
benefits of using m-Learning strategies.

Strongly Disagree Agree  Strongly
Disagree Agree

The use of m-learning strategies can enhance the
overall quality of instructional content I deliver to ] Ul Ul U
my students.

Using m-learning strategies can increase my ability = . . .
to meet the learning objectives for my course(s).

The use of m-learning strategies can enable me to = ] ] .
accomplish instructional-related tasks more quickly.

The use of m-learning strategies can increase my
. . [ U U U
chances of getting a raise.

The use of m-learning strategies can increase my
. ; [ UJ U U
chances of getting a promotion.

Effort Expectancy

6. Please rate the level to which you agree with the following statements related to the ease of
use associated with m-Learning strategies.

Strongly Disagree Agree  Strongly

Disagree Agree
It is easy to learn how to operate a mobile device. U U U U
It is easy to develop the skills necessary to
incorporate m-learning strategies into my ] O O U
instruction.
It is easy to incorporate m-learning strategies into O H H 0

my instruction.
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103  Although we have a department for faculty support, and they are very
knowledgeable and helpful, they are busy with helping less technical faculty with
the "BASICS" of technology. For example, how to use the college LMS
(Desire2Learn), to create a gradebook and attendance sheet. [ would love to have
someone available to turn to who has done the research best practices and share
more information on this topic

104 I've discovered that students don't learn in the same manner. Students must be
provided with more than one method of learning. This has led me to use traditional
methods and m-learning to keep my students engaged in class, grasp concepts more
quickly, and enhance their overall learning experience.

Table H.2

Responses to open-ended comments by faculty members that did not use m-Learning

#  Response

Personally, I see this as a learning gimmick. Students should not need gimmicks,
1 and gimmicks only dumb them down. They need to read more, write more, and put
down technology.

I utilized the learning management system provided by the college, Blackboard.
Within my courses, I do provide links to valuable resources that benefit my students.

While these devices can be a great asset, there is still no substitute for the good old
read, lecture, lab format that has been in use for ever. Everyone seems to think this is
the next magic bullet that will solve all the problems in education. Those problems
will be solve when we value and have teachers that are content experts in the
classrooms, require student to be properly prepared, set high expectation and hold
student accountable.

My equipment, my plan, my cost. No time to learn and problem solve before going
into the class.

I have not had time to really experiment with some of these due to other obligations
associated with my job.

6 different devices can lead to confusion

I love the idea of incorporating electronic devices and social media into a classroom
setting. However, due to limited time available for these extracurricular activities to

7  be used within class instruction, I am currently unable to participate. I am open to
suggestion and how to incorporate some outside activities, such as the mobile
scavenger hunt.

8  Not all students have access to the technology
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11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

Many of our students come from very limited income home settings, and while most
students do have mobile devices available to them, some do not, and I do not want to
limit a student's ability to participate or succeed in class because they are not as
financially able as another student. We do utilize Black board and many of our
students can access their class information from their mobile device through that
route, but it can also be accessed from multiple computer labs on campus as well as
their home computers. This allows a more even access to the material by all
students.

While I selected that I do not use or plan to use file sharing, I do want to clarify that
we use Blackboard which does have a mobile component. I do post a lot of short
videocasts for students, however I do not know if these are viewed specifically with
a mobile device. While I've received training with poll everywhere and other tools
that rely on mobile devices and I like the idea, my focus during the past academic
year was to develop active learning components that encourage student interaction
and critical thought relating to the topic.

My classes are continuing ed and are made up of people from all ages and life
situations. Many do not have the financial means to have access to mobile devices.

Not all students have the ability (equipment or intelligence) to be able to use this in
class.

biggest hurdle is connectivity and student access to tools

I allow students to use tablets in class to view online versions of their textbooks.
This allows them to save money compared to the cost of the printed textbook.

I don't feel that the selected m-Learning strategies would work in my classes or
enhance the education

Some subject matter lends to better strategies for mobile devices; while Smart
Boards, Calculators and Course management systems are great tools for the math
classroom some of these activities listed for the mobile devices not so much so.

It 1s still difficult to get multiple platform technologies to interface with one another
well. Yet another log-in, password, or simply another site to check adds additional
management challenges to faculty who already juggle multiple technologies to
facilitate curriculum delivery.

I have vision impairment, when I attend these workshops on using the computers, |
am out as I can’t see the small font. I am frustrated with this. I hope someone will
come to my classroom at Goodwill Industries as there is a large screen here that |
can read. Thank you....

I have just purchased my iPad and would like to have some hands-on classes on how
to use it in the classroom.

1. it takes too much time to prepare substantive, meaningful activities to use with
these devices 2. not every student has access to computers, much less smart phones,
e-readers, etc. Some students have computer but no Internet connection at home; 3. 1
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30

31

barely have time to teach the basic content of my course; I cannot devote class time
to anything not content-related 4. I don't have time to learn the technology. For
example, I've been trying for 2 years to get someone to teach me a specific
technology - and there's no one at my College to do it...and I don't have time to take
a course.

The platform that we use for online classes allows for discussion, blogs, chats, etc.
However, I do see a place for m-learning strategies in my classes in the future.

I will start by saying that m-learning is a great concept. It will bring instruction to a
whole new level. With that said, we are making a big assumption that all students
have access to phones with data and text. We are also making the assumption that
they have access to computers other than on campus. I am still shocked at how many
students I have that do not have a home computer. As to why I have not incorporated
it into my teaching is because I teach Accounting and there is so much content that
we have to cram in a semester, I feel that it takes away from the critical stuff. I do
intend to do some type of recording and upload it to JOULE so that students can
review lectures.

I would love to use m-learning, but I need more than random training to understand
and get comfortable with new technology.

I do not have a smart classroom. I still have chalk boards.

I am gradually incorporating technology as I become more familiar with the various
aspects. [ am not proficient enough to teach my students how to use these in order to
access on-line material. Many do not use computers at home. I am also concerned
that they will use class time on these to do what they want, not what the instruction
calls for.

This is my first time teaching a course. the curriculum is set

I am a new instructor...this is my second semester. I am still learning the range of
electronic services available at my institution. I have used Dropbox for a long time
in my former job and in volunteer roles. I am very open to m-Learning strategies in
the classroom and expect that [ will be using them within the next couple of
semesters.

I have found several Aps that have helped students in our labs

I think this is a good way to connect with this generation of students.

Cannot rely on m-learning strategies. Cannot assume that all students have smart
phones, ipods, ipads, etc.

Part-time Adjuncts have difficulty making themselves available for hands on
training which is overly needed in our fast changing techno world.
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My classes are geared toward the adult refugee population and are located in off-
campus communities. The majority of these students are not literate in any language
and have limited exposure to technology. Classrooms are very basic and the
locations tend to change from time to time. I can use a projector but do not own a
laptop computer - only an iPad, which I do use in the classroom. I would like to
incorporate more technology in the future.

I do not have the ability to text without using my personal phone which I want to
keep personal. If I had a texting capacity, I would use it, but not on my own personal
device.

I agree with reaching the students with various modalities. However, there are
curves and expenses, in both time and money, that often hold back individual
instructors from moving forward with these processes.

We are developing a new Quantitative Literacy course for math that will encourage
use of

This is my second semester teaching; during the first semester I was used to utilize
lesson plans and delivery already in place. Currently, I am making a few changes
and plan to utilize as much technological tools available to maximize student
interaction and engagement. Of note, the curriculum in which I teach is 100%
online.

I teach mainly ESL in the free program and they tend to be technologically behind
other students, many don't have internet at home.

I have to use m-learning strategies but am not opposed to doing so in the future
should there be appropriate training, help with applications, etc

-Most of the professors/teachers do not allow any use of electronics in the classroom
except for ipads or laptop computers so there's no need to even have anything other
than these devices in class. I am able to use my ebook, but most of the school books
are not available to upload so I log into my blackboard or moogle for assignments,
etc..

It is just not viable right now given then the great variance in students [ have. Some
own technology and others do not.

The skills taught in my subject do not translate well to a web environment.

I have yet to find a student who does what they are supposed to be doing with a
smart phone or laptop in class at all times. In almost every case, it is at best a
distraction, or at worst an outright way to be physically present but mentally absent.
Some few use it to take notes or download relevant apps, but most do not.

I do not have a class assignment this semester.

My students frequently access eLearning applications (BlackBoard/Moodle) via
mobile devices both inside and outside of the classroom. I like this and will continue
to encourage it.
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I have diverse student population and some students do not have access to
technology or do not have technical skills.

I discourage all texting in my classroom as you cannot ensure students are sticking
to class projects and not talking to friends.

Each of these types of m-learning would take more time to prepare than I have at my
disposal.

Our community college uses Blackboard; I house everything needed within
Blackboard. Also, I send emails to the students. Between Bb, email, skype, and
phone, I am very available to students... the other stuff is there but would be over-
kill. I know about FaceBook but do not use in classroom setting. Since the school
supports Bb, I stay within the parameters of what is offered in Bb and embed videos
and audio and we also utilize embedded librarians. I do not think the students are
lacking for mobile learning; if anything - maybe overload.

I do not have class Facebook pages because of the college policies on
communication through specific accounts (e.g. college e-mail account). Related to
this, we are not allowed to correspond through personal (e.g. yahoo) e-mail accounts
when students use them to contact us.

There is an over abundance of social media interference that exists today in the
classroom and lab facilities. Most of it, irrelevant to course work.

I have not pursued because of ignorance on my part.

I am using blackboard to share grades, post assignments, receive assignment
homework, answer questions, etc. My strategies need to be different because the
students need to demonstrate they can MS Office. We also use a Skills Assessment
Manager program online. That is enough technology to throw at some students in
one semester who have very limited technology skills and are overwhelmed by
blackboard and SAM as it is.

I think these technologies often seem to take up more class time for the benefit it
gives (I've seen this to be true, I'm not sure of the other technologies). I don't think
that educators are informed enough about what options are available specific to their
discipline. If I found an application that I think would be highly useful to my
discipline I would be willing to incorporate it.

Mediated communication allows the individual to avoid interpersonal
communication. Some, myself included, view this as a problem which will become
more apparent in the future.

In my limited experience with most of the mobile learning strategies, I find they
encourage a superficial engagement in the course content and inhibit the more
substantive interaction I expect from students in a class.

My class is hands-on intensive and I have not seen a good fit for the strategies as of
yet.
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I am not sure how to make the technology equally accessible to all. Much of the m-
learning strategies seem to be a solution looking for a problem; if they are not
relevant to the lesson, I am not interested in using them.

Not all students have access to Smart Phones and tablets, so it is not fair to build
classroom activities around them. I am going to forbid the use of electronics in my
classes this coming semester because of the problem with students surfing the
internet and spending time on Facebook during class.

this is all very relevant and I need to learn

I have not used them because I do not fully understand how to utilize them and
would not be sure of the legalities in their use.

Not every student has access to these kinds of devices, so requiring participation is
unfair.

Many of our students come from very low economic home situations and we do not
want them to feel burdened with additional expenses above the fees already required
to obtain their physicals, immunizations, and uniforms for clinical. Many have
electronic resources as you mentioned, but many do not, and we do not want to
make any student feel they are at a disadvantage by not being able to afford these
devices. We do have computer labs available, and laptops that can be checked out
from our libraries to use at home. We use Blackboard and often imbed video images
and links there. If a student has a mobile device they can use the Blackboard mobile
app, but we do not require it.

They don't fit with the curriculum and the college is highly unlikely to purchase
mobile devices for every faculty member to use strictly for work purposes.

Since I don't have unlimited texting on my phone and not paid for by college, I will
not use texting. I see using all social media avenues to communicate with students
outside class. Currently communicate with others using WebX and similar
platforms. Also students send me confidential requests for help on work projects
using what they learned. Currently use simulations both electronic and physical, just
not ones you mentioned.

I think, for the most part, that our technologies are hindering creative and critical
thinking. Current students (again, the majority thereof) do not read at-length
anymore; most of the information they "find" is spoon-fed at the touch of a button,
and I believe they are losing research/critical thinking skills. It is instant gratification
at its finest, and very little work is involved on the students' part.

I am not very familiar with the m-learning strategies discussed. In fact, this is the
first time I have heard the term 'm-learning'. I believe using these strategies is
important for reaching our tech-savvy students. My hesitancy in using new
technology is a result of my lack of time to 'learn' or 'get comfortable with' the
technology. We have some training on how to use new technologies, often a quick
workshop (1-2 hours) during professional development days. As an over-50
instructor, most technologies I hear about are new to me. I need time practice using
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the hardware and software we hear about. Unfortunately, time to spend on these
tasks is limited, especially since I not only teach, but also assume several
administrative duties. Between working a 40-45 hour work-week, then going home
to family responsibilities (including two middle-schoolers), there is little time to
devote to practice. Often, by the time I get a few minutes to try something out, |
have forgotten most of what was demonstrated on PD day.

I believe that m-learning strategies must be continually updated to keep up with the
world that most students live in, and it is also a way to stay abreast of latest
technological strategies. I have only taught hybrid courses, but if I teach a total m-
learning course in the future, I would certainly consider incorporating these
strategies, provided that our IT depatment has necessary software and also provides
the necessary instruction or help with said software appilcation. One additional note:
face-to-face classes usually have an "m-learning" type of component, which is great
for freeing up valuable class time so that the instructor can be more devoted to
actually teaching and have better interaction.

It is primarily about engaging a newer generation who is primarily technology
driven. If you can get on their level and engage them on the topic that you are
discussing, the instructor's task is about 75% complete.

Not all students have ownership of these devises.

I haven't used any m-Learning strategies yet due to my lack of knowledge. However,
I am eager to learn some of these techniques. I would definitely benefit from hands-
on training.

I need a little extra training to do so. I am not averse at all with technology, but do
not have a mentor that is competent in my Division.

One of my key problem areas are that there are few tools for actually developing
programs on a mobile devices that run on a mobile device. There is a lack of tools to
teach programming skills other that resources that you access through a browser and
at that point if you are using a PC to develop mobile products then the actual use of
the mobile technology is usually not worth the time invested

Twitter helps in connecting online and on-campus students. They can use the has
tags to reference particular threads of interest to get answers to frequently asked
questions. Also a great way to communicate to all students simultaneously.

Students use their devices in these manners whether the course has assignments
directing them to or not. I have not thought of some of the m-learning strategies
mentioned here and I will consider their use in the future. One of my objections to
this is that students do not engage enough within the REAL classroom and with
REAL people. This has become apparent this semester with my students at
externship. Several of the younger students simply cannot, or do not want to, carry
on a conversation with another human being face-to-face. They're not being hired
because of it.

My classes are very hands-on and I do encourage the use of smart phones for
research in the classrooms.
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We have become very connected via electronic devices, but disengaged from
society. I so often see people in groups who are supposed to be "together" , but they
are all involved with their devices to the point that they have disengaged from
interaction with the people they are with. They are so tunnel-visioned on the little
screen in front of them that they are missing the world around them. If I text a
student it is because I cannot reach him/her on the phone. We are losing some of our
social skills due to our relying on a quick text or voicemail. I prefer to have my
students (hopefully) engaged in eye-to-eye contact and open discussion.

Do to the nature of my class, interpersonal contact has the highest priority. Face to
face presentations. Information gathering for this communication activity is left to
the student.

I am it aircraft maintenance instructor the aircraft industry is going to tablets for the
maintenance people to have the maintenance manuals work instructions etc. with
them an all-time. They are very timesaving items. The problem I have with them in
school is the students are not paying attention to what they should be in stead they're
surfing the Internet both on tablets and smart phones which is not acceptable we are
a FAA mandated school with very strict regulations to follow. So it makes it very
difficult to use smart phones tablets etc. in the teaching environment in our case our
students have got to have 50 minutes per hour in class if they're surfing the Internet
they are not in class and we have no way to monitor this.

I do not use any technological crutches in my classroom except films and
"educational' videos.

I cannot require students to have these devices, so i don't feel i should create
assignments or interactions that require them.

It is tough to find the time to learn--I keep learning about each new device and
option, but rarely get enough time to really master it so that I can adopt and deploy.
Sometimes it gets exhausting, though I wish I could do more of it. Not afraid of
technology, just very very short on time for the learning curve.

I am a relatively new faculty member. I plan to integrate some m-Learning strategies
this year, specifically social networking, probably using Facebook. Most students
receive email and Blackboard announcements on their smart phones, so I don't
believe that texting would add anything additional. When reading the survey, I was
intrigued by a scavenger hunt & may try to incorporate something like that into one
of my classes. Thanks for the idea :)

-teaching mathematics is more of a hands on course; I use technology through online
programs -don't want to talk with my students 24/7; I am available through phone,
email, office hrs.

A step I have need to take is to create a class social media

We don't have wifi available on our campus, or it is very difficult to connect to it.
Also, I haven't found apps or strategies to use.
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I am too traditional and see these aids as a distraction when they do not work right.

M-Learning is relatively a new option in my classes. I intend to explore a little more
in the next term.

I won't pay 20 cents for a text message from somebody whom I didn't select to hear
from. Facebook and other social media are too public and can get one in trouble. We
have had students kicked out of school because of what they loaded onto facebook. I
have used Youtube for alternative lectures in math.

I can't afford the technology devices, and my college is not providing them.
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APPENDIX I: ORDINAL REGRESSION ANALYSES DEMONSTRATING THE

MODERATING EFFECTS OF AGE, GENDER, AND YEARS OF EXPERIENCE

Table .1
Performance Expectancy and Intentions to Use Augmented Reality
Estimate Std. Error  Wald df Sig.
[ARINTENTION = 1.00] 2.740 .636 18.555 1 .000
Threshold [ARINTENTION = 2.00] 4.161 .658 39.943 1 .000
[ARINTENTION = 3.00] 5.789 .696 69.161 1 .000
PESCORE 266 .055 23.319 1 .000
[GENDER=1.00] * PESCORE .005 .016 .094 1 759
[GENDER=2.00] * PESCORE 0* 0
[AGE=1.00] * PESCORE -.024 .029 708 1 .400
[AGE=2.00] * PESCORE .027 .021 1.635 1 201
Location [AGE=3.00] * PESCORE .028 .024 1.458 1 227
[AGE=4.00] * PESCORE 0* 0
[YRS TOTAL=1.00] * PESCORE .009 .042 .043 1 .835
[YRS TOTAL=2.00] * PESCORE -.005 022 060 1 807
[YRS TOTAL=3.00] * PESCORE -017 020 712 1 399
[YRS TOTAL=4.00] * PESCORE 0 0
Note. R°=.127
Table 1.2
Performance Expectancy and Intentions to Use File/Resource Sharing
Estimate  Std. Error Wald df Sig.
[FILEINTENTION = 1.00] -514 644 635 1 426
Threshold [FILEINTENTION = 2.00] 495 .631 .616 1 432
[FILEINTENTION = 3.00] 2.126 .640 11.030 1 .001
PESCORE 161 .055 8.551 1 .003
) [GENDER=1.00] * PESCORE .013 .017 522 1 470
Location
[GENDER=2.00] * PESCORE 0? 0
[AGE=1.00] * PESCORE 012 .030 .163 1 .686
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[AGE=2.00] * PESCORE .002 .022 012 1 914
[AGE=3.00] * PESCORE .023 .025 .826 1 .363
[AGE=4.00] * PESCORE 0* . . 0
[YRS_TOTAL=1.00] * PESCORE -.058 .043 1.803 1 179
[YRS TOTAL=2.00] * PESCORE -019 .023 .667 1 414
[YRS_TOTAL=3.00] * PESCORE -.016 .022 .526 1 468
[YRS TOTAL=4.00] * PESCORE 0* 0
Note. R°=.051

Table 1.3

Performance Expectancy and Intentions to Use Gaming Simulation

Estimate  Std. Error Wald df Sig.

[GAMINGINTETNION = 1.00] 1.213 .601 4.078 1 .043

Threshold [GAMINGINTETNION = 2.00] 2.377 610 15.158 1 .000
[GAMINGINTETNION = 3.00] 3.649 .629 33.608 1 .000
PESCORE 153 .052 8.567 1 .003
[GENDER=1.00] * PESCORE .010 016 374 1 541
[GENDER=2.00] * PESCORE 0* 0
[AGE=1.00] * PESCORE .009 .028 .107 1 743
[AGE=2.00] * PESCORE .004 021 .044 1 .833

Location [AGE=3.00] * PESCORE 012 .023 271 1 .603
[AGE=4.00] * PESCORE 0? 0
[YRS_TOTAL=1.00] * PESCORE .034 041 .682 1 409
[YRS_TOTAL=2.00] * PESCORE .007 021 101 1 751
[YRS_TOTAL=3.00] * PESCORE .022 .020 1.252 1 263
[YRS TOTAL=4.00] * PESCORE 0? 0

Note. R°=.065

Table 1.4

Performance Expectancy and Intentions to Use Research/Reference Applications

Estimate  Std. Error Wald df Sig.

[RESEARCHINTENTIONS = 1.00] 487 .619 .620 1 431

Threshold [RESEARCHINTENTIONS = 2.00] 1.237 617 4.027 1 .045

[RESEARCHINTENTIONS = 3.00] 2.873 .634 20.520 1 .000

) PESCORE 226 .055 17.026 1 .000
Location

[GENDER=1.00] * PESCORE -015 017 .824 1 364
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[GENDER=2.00] * PESCORE 0 0
[AGE=1.00] * PESCORE -.029 .029 .948 1 330
[AGE=2.00] * PESCORE -.015 .022 496 1 481
[AGE=3.00] * PESCORE .003 .025 .017 1 .896
[AGE=4.00] * PESCORE 0° . 0
[YRS TOTAL=1.00] * PESCORE -.034 .043 .611 1 434
[YRS TOTAL=2.00] * PESCORE -.036 .023 2.571 1 .109
[YRS TOTAL=3.00] * PESCORE -.039 .021 3.321 1 .068
[YRS TOTAL=4.00] * PESCORE 0° 0
Note. R°=.065
Table 1.5
Performance Expectancy and Intentions to Use Social Media
Estimate  Std. Error Wald df Sig.

[SMINTENTIONS = 1.00] 757 .605 1.564 1 211

Threshold [SMINTENTIONS = 2.00] 1.716 .608 7.958 1 .005
[SMINTENTIONS = 3.00] 3.362 630 28.501 1 .000
PESCORE 178 .053 11.387 1 .001
[GENDER=1.00] * PESCORE -.026 .016 2.467 1 116
[GENDER=2.00] * PESCORE 0 0
[AGE=1.00] * PESCORE -.019 .029 459 1 498
[AGE=2.00] * PESCORE .003 .021 .016 1 .898

Location [AGE=3.00] * PESCORE .001 .024 .003 1 959
[AGE=4.00] * PESCORE 0 . 0
[YRS_TOTAL=1.00] * PESCORE .062 .043 2.014 1 .156
[YRS TOTAL=2.00] * PESCORE 019 022 741 1 389
[YRS TOTAL=3.00] * PESCORE 011 020 300 1 584
[YRS TOTAL=4.00] * PESCORE 0 0

Note. R°=.074
Table 1.6
Performance Expectancy and Intentions to Use Text Messaging
Estimate  Std. Error Wald df Sig.

[SMSINTENTIONS = 1.00] 514 .603 127 1 .394

Threshold [SMSINTENTIONS = 2.00] 1.411 .604 5.458 1 019
[SMSINTENTIONS = 3.00] 2.869 .620  21.385 1 000
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PESCORE 185 .053 12.273 1 .000
[GENDER=1.00] * PESCORE .001 016 .008 1 928
[GENDER=2.00] * PESCORE 0* . 0
[AGE=1.00] * PESCORE -.094 .029 10.816 1 .001
[AGE=2.00] * PESCORE -.026 .021 1.549 1 213

Location [AGE=3.00] * PESCORE -.014 .024 374 1 541
[AGE=4.00] * PESCORE 0 . 0 .
[YRS TOTAL=1.00] * PESCORE .069 .044 2.431 1 .119
[YRS TOTAL=2.00] * PESCORE -.003 .022 .024 1 878
[YRS TOTAL=3.00] * PESCORE -.012 .020 353 1 553
[YRS TOTAL=4.00] * PESCORE 0° 0

Note. R°=.078
Table 1.7
Effort Expectancy and Intentions to Use Augmented Reality
Estimate  Std. Error Wald df Sig.

[ARINTENTION = 1.00] 1.751 .602 8.476 1 .004

Threshold [ARINTENTION = 2.00] 3.144 619 25.824 1 .000
[ARINTENTION = 3.00] 4.691 649  52.292 1 .000
EESCORE 249 .075 10.993 1 .001
[GENDER=1.00] * EESCORE .015 .024 384 1 .536
[GENDER=2.00] * EESCORE 0 0
[AGE=1.00] * EESCORE -.014 .043 .104 1 747
[AGE=2.00] * EESCORE .024 .031 .604 1 437
[AGE=3.00] * EESCORE .043 .034 1.578 1 209
[AGE=4.00] * EESCORE 0 . 0

Location [YRS CURRENT=1.00] * .063 .042 2.222 1 136
EESCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=2.00] * .029 .033 782 1 376
EESCORE
[YRS CURRENT=3.00] * .026 .031 .685 1 408
EESCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=4.00] * 0° 0
EESCORE

Note. R°=.087
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Table 1.8

Effort Expectancy and Intentions to Use File/Resource Sharing

Estimate  Std. Error Wald df Sig.
[FILEINTENTION = 1.00] -250 630 157 1 .692
Threshold [FILEINTENTION = 2.00] .800 617 1.684 1 194
[FILEINTENTION = 3.00] 2.412 .629 14.698 1 .000
EESCORE 273 .079 12.003 1 .001
[GENDER=1.00] * EESCORE .024 .026 .856 1 355
[GENDER=2.00] * EESCORE 0" 0
[AGE=1.00] * EESCORE .017 .047 129 1 720
[AGE=2.00] * EESCORE -.004 .033 011 1 915
[AGE=3.00] * EESCORE .026 .038 462 1 497
[AGE=4.00] * EESCORE 0° 0
Location [YRS _CURRENT=1.00] * -.004 .046 .008 1 929
EESCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=2.00] * -.024 .035 464 1 496
EESCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=3.00] * -.011 .033 .105 1 746
EESCORE
[YRS _CURRENT=4.00] * 0 0
EESCORE
Note. R°=.070
Table 1.9
Effort Expectancy and Intentions to Use Gaming/Simulation
Estimate  Std. Error Wald df Sig.
[GAMINGINTETNION = 1.00] .449 .580 .598 1 439
Threshold [GAMINGINTETNION = 2.00] 1.651 .586 7.937 1 .005
[GAMINGINTETNION = 3.00] 2.908 .601 23.408 1 .000
EESCORE 119 .073 2.695 1 101
[GENDER=1.00] * EESCORE .016 .024 448 1 .503
[GENDER=2.00] * EESCORE 0? 0
Location [AGE=1.00] * EESCORE .008 .043 .033 1 .855
[AGE=2.00] * EESCORE -.016 .031 266 1 .606
[AGE=3.00] * EESCORE .026 .034 562 1 454
[AGE=4.00] * EESCORE 0 0
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[YRS CURRENT=1.00] * .082 .042 3.760 1 .052
EESCORE
[YRS CURRENT=2.00] * .063 .033 3.799 1 .051
EESCORE
[YRS CURRENT=3.00] * .075 .031 5.802 1 016
EESCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=4.00] * 0 0
EESCORE
Note. R°=.058
Table 1.10
Effort Expectancy and Intentions to Use Research/Reference Applications
Estimate  Std. Error Wald df Sig.

[RESEARCHINTENTIONS = 1.00] 275 .608 204 1 .651

Threshold [RESEARCHINTENTIONS = 2.00] 1.020 .605 2.839 1 .092
[RESEARCHINTENTIONS = 3.00] 2.661 .622 18.329 1 .000
EESCORE 291 .077 14.137 1 .000
[GENDER=1.00] * EESCORE -.020 .025 612 1 434
[GENDER=2.00] * EESCORE 0 0
[AGE=1.00] * EESCORE -.071 .045 2.504 1 114
[AGE=2.00] * EESCORE -.053 .032 2.670 1 102
[AGE=3.00] * EESCORE -.014 .036 .149 1 .699
[AGE=4.00] * EESCORE 0 . 0

Location [YRS CURRENT=1.00] * .052 .045 1.316 1 251
EESCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=2.00] * .008 .034 .059 1 .808
EESCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=3.00] * -.005 .032 .028 1 .868
EESCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=4.00] * 0° 0
EESCORE

Note. R°=.067
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Table I.11

Effort Expectancy and Intentions to Use Social Media

Estimate  Std. Error Wald df Sig.
[SMINTENTIONS = 1.00] 704 580 1427 1 232
Threshold [SMINTENTIONS = 2.00] 1.655 .592 7.814 1 .005
[SMINTENTIONS = 3.00] 3.294 .614  28.812 1 .000
EESCORE 231 .074 9.692 1 .002
[GENDER=1.00] * EESCORE -.035 .024 2.086 1 .149
[GENDER=2.00] * EESCORE 0" 0
[AGE=1.00] * EESCORE -014 .044 .103 1 748
[AGE=2.00] * EESCORE .002 .031 .005 1 943
[AGE=3.00] * EESCORE .015 .035 181 1 .670
[AGE=4.00] * EESCORE 0° . 0
Location [YRS CURRENT=1.00] * .075 .043 3.034 1 .082
EESCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=2.00] * .047 .033 2.031 1 154
EESCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=3.00] * .048 .031 2.362 1 124
EESCORE
[YRS CURRENT=4.00] * 0* 0
EESCORE
Note. R*=.076
Table .12
Effort Expectancy and Intentions to Use Text Messaging
Estimate  Std. Error Wald df Sig.
[SMSINTENTIONS = 1.00] 171 .587 .084 1 772
Threshold [SMSINTENTIONS = 2.00] 1.069 .587 3314 1 .069
[SMSINTENTIONS = 3.00] 2.484 .601 17.068 1 .000
EESCORE 214 .074 8.342 1 .004
[GENDER=1.00] * EESCORE .003 .024 .014 1 906
[GENDER=2.00] * EESCORE 0° 0
Location [AGE=1.00] * EESCORE -.155 .044 12.357 1 .000
[AGE=2.00] * EESCORE -.067 .031 4.539 1 .033
[AGE=3.00] * EESCORE -.032 .035 .869 1 351
[AGE=4.00] * EESCORE 0° 0
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[YRS_CURRENT=1.00] * .080 .042 3.573 1 .059
EESCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=2.00] * .030 .033 .844 1 358
EESCORE
[YRS CURRENT=3.00] * .045 .031 2.058 1 151
EESCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=4.00] * 0 0
EESCORE
Note. R°=.071
Table 1.13
Social Influence and Intentions to Use Augmented Reality
Estimate  Std. Error Wald df Sig.

[ARINTENTION = 1.00] 2.446 .548 19.946 1 .000

Threshold [ARINTENTION = 2.00] 3.899 572 46.420 1 .000
[ARINTENTION = 3.00] 5.514 .612 81.098 1 .000
SISCORE 218 .046 22.937 1 .000
[GENDER=1.00] * SISCORE .010 .017 342 1 558
[GENDER=2.00] * SISCORE 0 0
[AGE=1.00] * SISCORE .004 .030 .016 1 .898
[AGE=2.00] * SISCORE .034 .021 2.671 1 .102
[AGE=3.00] * SISCORE .039 .024 2.797 1 .094
[AGE=4.00] * SISCORE 0 . 0

Location [YRS_CURRENT=1.00] * .044 .029 2.272 1 132
SISCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=2.00] * .019 .022 .749 1 387
SISCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=3.00] * .019 .021 758 1 384
SISCORE
[YRS CURRENT=4.00] * 0* 0
SISCORE

Note. R°=.149
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Table 1.14

Social Influence and Intentions to Use File/Resource Sharing

Estimate  Std. Error Wald df Sig.
[FILEINTENTION = 1.00] 049 560 008 1 .930
Threshold [FILEINTENTION = 2.00] 1.116 .548 4.158 1 .041
[FILEINTENTION = 3.00] 2.760 .565 23.824 1 .000
SISCORE 201 .047 18.296 1 .000
[GENDER=1.00] * SISCORE .017 .018 811 1 .368
[GENDER=2.00] * SISCORE 0 0
[AGE=1.00] * SISCORE .029 .032 78 1 378
[AGE=2.00] * SISCORE .018 .022 .622 1 430
[AGE=3.00] * SISCORE .030 .026 1.338 1 247
[AGE=4.00] * SISCORE 0° 0
Location [YRS _CURRENT=1.00] * .001 .033 .002 1 967
SISCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=2.00] * -.019 .024 .609 1 435
SISCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=3.00] * -.004 .023 .037 1 .847
SISCORE
[YRS _CURRENT=4.00] * 0? 0
SISCORE
Note. R°=.093
Table .15
Social Influence and Intentions to Use Gaming/Simulation
Estimate  Std. Error Wald df Sig.
[GAMINGINTETNION = 1.00] 2.192 538 16.577 1 .000
Threshold [GAMINGINTETNION = 2.00] 3.479 557 38.947 1 .000
[GAMINGINTETNION = 3.00] 4.825 .586 67.681 1 .000
SISCORE 219 .045 23.571 1 .000
[GENDER=1.00] * SISCORE .010 .017 327 1 .568
[GENDER=2.00] * SISCORE 0? 0
Location [AGE=1.00] * SISCORE .006 .030 .047 1 .828
[AGE=2.00] * SISCORE -.004 .021 .042 1 .838
[AGE=3.00] * SISCORE .013 .023 331 1 .565
[AGE=4.00] * SISCORE 0 0
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[YRS_CURRENT=1.00] * .057 .029 3.773 1 .052
SISCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=2.00] * .048 .022 4.810 1 .028
SISCORE
[YRS CURRENT=3.00] * .058 .021 7.365 1 .007
SISCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=4.00] * 0 0
SISCORE
Note. R°=.154
Table 1.16
Social Influence and Intentions to Use Research/Reference Applications
Estimate  Std. Error Wald df Sig.

[RESEARCHINTENTIONS = 1.00] .855 .545 2.463 1 117

Threshold [RESEARCHINTENTIONS = 2.00] 1.625 .544 8.920 1 .003
[RESEARCHINTENTIONS = 3.00] 3.303 .569 33.739 1 .000
SISCORE 243 .047 26.403 1 .000
[GENDER=1.00] * SISCORE -.016 .018 .826 1 .363
[GENDER=2.00] * SISCORE 0 0
[AGE=1.00] * SISCORE -.043 .031 1.971 1 .160
[AGE=2.00] * SISCORE -.026 .022 1.379 1 .240
[AGE=3.00] * SISCORE -.008 .025 .092 1 762
[AGE=4.00] * SISCORE 0 . 0

Location [YRS_CURRENT=1.00] * .043 .032 1.860 1 173
SISCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=2.00] * .011 .023 219 1 .640
SISCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=3.00] * -.001 .022 .004 1 .949
SISCORE
[YRS CURRENT=4.00] * 0* 0
SISCORE

Note. R°=.107
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Table 1.17

Social Influence and Intentions to Use Social Media

Estimate  Std. Error Wald df Sig.
[SMINTENTIONS = 1.00] -052 511 010 1 918
Threshold [SMINTENTIONS = 2.00] .884 S11 2.998 1 .083
[SMINTENTIONS = 3.00] 2.477 528 22.024 1 .000
SISCORE .098 .043 5.172 1 .023
[GENDER=1.00] * SISCORE -.019 .017 1.266 1 261
[GENDER=2.00] * SISCORE 0 0
[AGE=1.00] * SISCORE .001 .030 .002 1 964
[AGE=2.00] * SISCORE .010 .021 212 1 .645
[AGE=3.00] * SISCORE .014 .023 377 1 .539
[AGE=4.00] * SISCORE 0* . 0
Location [YRS _CURRENT=1.00] * .049 .029 2.816 1 .093
SISCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=2.00] * .022 .022 976 1 323
SISCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=3.00] * .023 .021 1.173 1 279
SISCORE
[YRS _CURRENT=4.00] * 0? 0
SISCORE
Note. R°=.047
Table .18
Social Influence and Intentions to Use Text Messaging
Estimate  Std. Error Wald df Sig.
[SMSINTENTIONS = 1.00] 284 514 304 1 581
Threshold [SMSINTENTIONS = 2.00] 1.194 S15 5.375 1 .020
[SMSINTENTIONS = 3.00] 2.600 531 23.935 1 .000
SISCORE .150 .044 11.875 1 .001
[GENDER=1.00] * SISCORE .008 .017 218 1 .640
[GENDER=2.00] * SISCORE 0? . 0
Location [AGE=1.00] * SISCORE -.091 .030 9.436 1 .002
[AGE=2.00] * SISCORE -.038 .021 3.339 1 .068
[AGE=3.00] * SISCORE -.017 .024 497 1 481
[AGE=4.00] * SISCORE 0 0
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[YRS_CURRENT=1.00] * .050 .029 2.981 1 .084
SISCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=2.00] * .017 .022 .590 1 443
SISCORE
[YRS CURRENT=3.00] * .027 .021 1.545 1 214
SISCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=4.00] * 0 0
SISCORE
Note. R°=.080
Table 1.19
Facilitating Conditions and Intentions to Use Augmented Reality
Estimate  Std. Error Wald df Sig.

[ARINTENTION = 1.00] 1.767 514 11.806 1 .001

Threshold [ARINTENTION = 2.00] 3.159 534 35.003 1 .000
[ARINTENTION = 3.00] 4.751 S71 69.336 1 .000
FCSCORE .200 .051 15.314 1 .000
[GENDER=1.00] * FCSCORE .010 .019 256 1 .613
[GENDER=2.00] * FCSCORE 0 0
[AGE=1.00] * FCSCORE -.009 .035 .066 1 797
[AGE=2.00] * FCSCORE .017 .024 495 1 482
[AGE=3.00] * FCSCORE .034 .027 1.551 1 213
[AGE=4.00] * FCSCORE 0 0

Location [YRS_CURRENT=1.00] * .058 .034 2.815 1 .093
FCSCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=2.00] * .027 .026 1.135 1 287
FCSCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=3.00] * .031 .025 1.612 1 204
FCSCORE
[YRS CURRENT=4.00] * 0* 0
FCSCORE

Note. R°=.108
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Table 1.20

Facilitating Conditions and Intentions to Use File/Resource Sharing

Estimate  Std. Error Wald df Sig.
[FILEINTENTION = 1.00] 383 546 492 1 483
Threshold [FILEINTENTION = 2.00] 1.500 .534 7.877 1 .005
[FILEINTENTION = 3.00] 3.186 558 32.644 1 .000
FCSCORE 278 .055 25.580 1 .000
[GENDER=1.00] * FCSCORE .027 .022 1.482 1 223
[GENDER=2.00] * FCSCORE 0* . 0
[AGE=1.00] * FCSCORE .008 .039 .044 1 .834
[AGE=2.00] * FCSCORE -.010 .027 138 1 711
[AGE=3.00] * FCSCORE .013 .031 173 1 .678
[AGE=4.00] * FCSCORE 0* . 0
Location [YRS _CURRENT=1.00] * .014 .039 135 1 713
FCSCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=2.00] * -.007 .028 .060 1 .807
FCSCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=3.00] * .012 .027 182 1 .669
FCSCORE
[YRS _CURRENT=4.00] * 0? 0
FCSCORE
Note. R°=.127
Table 1.21
Facilitating Conditions and Intentions to Use Gaming/Simulation
Estimate  Std. Error Wald df Sig.
[GAMINGINTETNION = 1.00] 1.151 501 5.291 1 .021
Threshold [GAMINGINTETNION = 2.00] 2.408 S13 22.018 1 .000
[GAMINGINTETNION = 3.00] 3.717 537 47.936 1 .000
FCSCORE .162 .050 10.498 1 .001
[GENDER=1.00] * FCSCORE .014 .019 502 1 479
[GENDER=2.00] * FCSCORE 0? 0
Location [AGE=1.00] * FCSCORE .008 .035 .055 1 815
[AGE=2.00] * FCSCORE -.020 .024 .683 1 409
[AGE=3.00] * FCSCORE .012 .027 .186 1 .666
[AGE=4.00] * FCSCORE 0 0
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[YRS CURRENT=1.00] * .069 .034 4.037 1 .045
FCSCORE
[YRS CURRENT=2.00] * .057 .026 5.061 1 .024
FCSCORE
[YRS CURRENT=3.00] * .071 .025 8.159 1 .004
FCSCORE
[YRS CURRENT=4.00] * 0 0
FCSCORE
Note. R°=.103
Table 1.22
Facilitating Conditions and Intentions to Use Research/Reference Applications
Estimate  Std. Error Wald df Sig.

[RESEARCHINTENTIONS = 1.00] 1.516 .540 7.882 1 .005

Threshold [RESEARCHINTENTIONS = 2.00] 2.293 542 17.903 1 .000
[RESEARCHINTENTIONS = 3.00] 4.099 575 50.754 1 .000
FCSCORE 368 057 42346 1 .000
[GENDER=1.00] * FCSCORE -.020 .021 .949 1 330
[GENDER=2.00] * FCSCORE 0° . 0
[AGE=1.00] * FCSCORE -.079 .038 4.444 1 .035
[AGE=2.00] * FCSCORE -.068 .027 6.499 1 .011
[AGE=3.00] * FCSCORE -.034 .030 1.271 1 .260
[AGE=4.00] * FCSCORE 0 . 0

Location [YRS_CURRENT=1.00] * .063 .038 2.701 1 .100
FCSCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=2.00] * 022 028 660 1 417
FCSCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=3.00] * 018 026 475 1 491
FCSCORE
[YRS CURRENT=4.00] * 0? 0
FCSCORE

Note. R°=.171
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Table 1.23

Facilitating Conditions and Intentions to Use Social Media

Estimate  Std. Error Wald df Sig.
[SMINTENTIONS = 1.00] 185 499 138 1 710
Threshold [SMINTENTIONS = 2.00] 1.117 499 5.006 1 .025
[SMINTENTIONS = 3.00] 2.742 519 27.871 1 .000
FCSCORE 141 .050 7.982 1 .005
[GENDER=1.00] * FCSCORE -.035 .020 3.137 1 077
[GENDER=2.00] * FCSCORE 0 0
[AGE=1.00] * FCSCORE -.013 .035 134 1 715
[AGE=2.00] * FCSCORE -.001 .024 .001 1 982
[AGE=3.00] * FCSCORE .012 .027 187 1 .666
[AGE=4.00] * FCSCORE 0* . 0
Location [YRS _CURRENT=1.00] * .065 .035 3.452 1 .063
FCSCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=2.00] * .038 .026 2.177 1 .140
FCSCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=3.00] * .042 .025 2.900 1 .089
FCSCORE
[YRS _CURRENT=4.00] * 0? 0
FCSCORE
Note. R°=.066
Table 1.24
Facilitating Conditions and Intentions to Use Text Messaging
Estimate  Std. Error Wald df Sig.
[SMSINTENTIONS = 1.00] .568 .503 1.273 1 259
Threshold [SMSINTENTIONS = 2.00] 1.463 .505 8.395 1 .004
[SMSINTENTIONS = 3.00] 2.923 525 30.959 1 .000
FCSCORE 213 .051 17.344 1 .000
[GENDER=1.00] * FCSCORE -.005 .020 .054 1 815
) [GENDER=2.00] * FCSCORE 0? . 0
Location
[AGE=1.00] * FCSCORE -.134 .036 13.997 1 .000
[AGE=2.00] * FCSCORE -.058 .025 5.314 1 .021
[AGE=3.00] * FCSCORE -.029 .028 1.092 1 .296
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[AGE=4.00] * FCSCORE
[YRS CURRENT=1.00] *
FCSCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=2.00] *
FCSCORE
[YRS_CURRENT=3.00] *
FCSCORE
[YRS CURRENT=4.00] *
FCSCORE

03.

.064

.034

.042

03.

.035

.026

.025

3.395
1.694

2.755

.065

.193

.097

Note. R°=.104
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