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Abstract

This study examined the extent to which EnglishaaEoreign Language (EFL) high-school
students believed mobile devices increase learrang learner satisfaction in the Thai
school/classroom context, and whether they aregpeepfor autonomous learning using these
devices. The participants were 277 students intehjgh-schools in Southern Thailand who
completed a questionnaire constructed around theammpetencies of 2kentury learning skills
and autonomous traits in relation to mobile devise. The findings indicated that students had
access/ability to use mobile devices, and eithezedjstrongly agreed that mobile devices increase
their learning potential and satisfaction, suggesthey are ready for autonomous learning using
mobile devices in partnership with their 21st ceptiearning skills. Recommendations are made
for teachers and policy-makers to allow studentsdmplement their learning using mobile
devices.
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1. Introduction
Mobile devices — digital, portable, and internetessible devices such as smartphones and
tablets — have become an integral part of modeilg bii@ with the potential to be used for
varied educational and learning activities (Nank&r®jalvo, 2010). There is much literature
(Squire & Dikkers, 2012; Thomas & Mufioz, 2016; Ttsmm, 2009; West & Vosloo, 2013)
highlighting the powerful learning which is possilily mobile devices, especially as support
in language acquisition (EF EPI, 2017; Godwin-Jor&l8). Mobile Assisted Language
Learning (MALL) can bridge formal and informal leang, providing students with the
ability to easily access supplementary materialddaafy ideas introduced by a teacher (West
& Vosloo, 2013).

Despite their omnipresence, schools often prohibitbile device use within the
classroom and school (Beland & Murphy, 2015), wittai Prime Minister Prayut Chan-o-cha
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recently expressing growing concern towards insclasobile device use by students,
prompting the Ministry of Education to encouragéaus to consider restricting mobile
phone use (“Cell phone-free Classroom”, 2017). ONESCO policy guidelines for mobile
learning believe negative social attitudes regayrdine educational potentials of mobile
devices to be the most immediate barrier to theegspdead embrace of mobile learning. This
technology is dismissed as distracting or disrugtiv school as people largely view mobile
devices as portals to entertainment and not educéicCoy, 2016; West & Vosloo, 2013).
Moreover, the ability to use personal and sociatfions is not necessarily a good indicator
of students’ knowledge of the educational functionebile devices afford (Stockwell &
Hubbard, 2013), and the shy and passive naturéhaifsTsuggests they may not be suited to
autonomous learning using these devices (Mann,)2012

Thus, this study aimed to consider the studerd&e; to what extent they perceive
mobile devices to be advantageous in studying Englknd whether they are prepared for
self-sufficient autonomous learning using thesdaiesv At the time of writing there was little
previous investigation of the extent to which stidevalue mobile devices in English as a
Foreign Language (EFL) learning in relation to aatmy and 21 century skills, especially in
the Thai EFL context.

2. Background to the study

2.1. Autonomy and mobile devices
Learner autonomy is the “ability to take chargeowmie’s own learning” and a potential
capacity to act in a learning situation (Holec, 1.99. 3). Kaur (2013) posited that the
ultimate goal of education is “to produce lifelorlgarners who are able to learn
autonomously” (p. 10). Yet the practicality of feshg learner autonomy in different cultural
contexts can be challenging. Largely promoted bgtéfa teachers and academics, attempts
made to implement learner autonomy in different texts (such as in EFL speaking
countries) have often encountered difficulties tlueultural differences (Palfreyman, 2006).
Mobile devices give students the flexibility tdléav their own interests and move at
their own pace, which can increase their motivatmpursue learning opportunities (West &
Vosloo, 2013). In the language classroom, mobilecds can leverage individual preferences
to personalize learning and develop learner autgnand encourage lifelong language
learning (Godwin-Jones, 2018). Consequently, aumllt shift is underway in many
classrooms, away from the traditional teaching rhdadeone in which students actively
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participate in their own learning through mobilevides (Matchan, 2015). Mobile devices are
contributing to a greater personal efficacy fordstuts, with the participants in Squire and
Dikkers’ (2012) study able to use devices in inritwaand creative ways that could not be
expected ahead of time. Mobile devices amplifieigrigst and functioned somewhat like a
‘lifeline’, acting as a personalized informationtrreval source and orienting students
positively toward independent, intuitive, interesiven learning (Squire & Dikkers, 2012, p.

458). Turula (2017) found that tandem languageniagrwebsites have considerable potential
to develop and reinforce learner autonomy, which“very much promoted” by new

tendencies in language learning and the affordameesmedia offers (p. 3).

2.2. 2£' Century Learning Skills and language learning

21% century learning skills are the core competenéieslearning and innovation that are
believed to help students thrive in today's didytatnd globally interconnected world
(Partnership for Z1 Century Skills, 2016). These are creativity andoiwation, critical
thinking and problem solving, communication, codiedtion, plus information, media and
technology skills. Mobile learning allows increasepportunities to cultivate the complex
skills required to work productively with others €éf & Vosloo, 2013). New technology
actively promotes and complements student§’ @&ntury learning skills (Trilling & Fadel,
2009), with mobile devices being used by learnerd aducators to “access information,
streamline administration and facilitate learnimg new and innovative ways” (West &
Vosloo, 2013, p. 6).

The 20" century approach to education was focused onriiegrabout’ and compiling
stocks of knowledge (Brown, 2005), and an EFL cantd information acquisition with
motivation for learning English coming from the blesto score high in proficiency tests
(McCarty, Obari, & Sato, 2017). While this is stilie today in many classrooms, English is a
communication device that learners should be a@biesé, not simply ‘learn-about’. Moreover,
this traditional approach to learning will not adea learners’ critical thinking or autonomous
learning skills (Scott, 2015). Brown (2005) suggdstnodern students want to create and
learn at the same time, pulling content into sédadnd actionable use immediately bridging
the gap between knowledge and knowing. Mobile dev/an arguably act as a powerful tool
to support these learning preferences, leadingdatgr learner autonomy. In the ESL context
of Malaysia, researchers found that smartphonebossted learners’ 2'1century learning

skills to a certain degree, that students gaineshtgsatisfaction when learning using
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smartphones, and that smartphone use leads onedtobeing a lifelong autonomous learner
(Ramamuruthy & Rao, 2015).

2.3. Mobile devices and the Thai EFL context

Learning EFL in countries like Thailand can be thajing due to limited exposure to
English in both daily life and in institutions (Me@y et al., 2017). In Thailand, Grammar
Translation Method — a traditional method of instion where language is taught as an
academic subject rather than a means of oral coneation with a focus on grammar and
rote learning — is claimed to be still very popudend successful among Thai EFL teachers
(Sittirak, 2016). Moreover, the tradition of teacki@ected rote learning in Thai classrooms is
strengthened by Thai cultural norms which put vab@re status and age, and thus the
innovative strategies and learner-centred appreoaoted in Thailand’s educational reform
(Ministry of Education, 2008) and Thailand 4.0'soreomic model of creativity, innovation,
and educational technology (Koanantakool, 2016hat been widely accepted by teachers,
students, or parents (Kantamara, Hallinger, Jati@Q6).

The national/cultural background of learners hissnobeen viewed by teachers as an
obstacle in promoting autonomy, in particular fdependent’ Asian learners (Palfreyman,
2006). Thai students are more familiar with sot@akrning (such as in the classroom setting)
than individual learning, needing a lot of guidaricam teachers even in higher education
(Pagram & Pagram, 2006) as all ages of studentg Im@ver been taught to learn by
themselves, posing a serious problem that musadexdfby Thai education (Malaiwong, 1997
in Pagram & Pagram, 2006). The implication thati®tadents are better at group learning,
especially when they have extrinsic motivation, gagjs they may not be suited to
autonomous learning. However, Tananuraksakul (20d&ed at autonomy in relation to
online dictionary use on mobile devices among TBERL students and concluded that
students had positive attitudes towards beingrsétint in class and improving their English
aided by technology, suggesting a relationship betwlearner autonomy and motivation
(Little, 2006 in Tananuraksakul, 2015).

There has been increasing interest in the BringrYown Device (BYOD) model
(Rogers, 2016), where learners supply their owricgeto be utilized in school/class. This
seems feasible in the Thai context, with mobileic®wse/ownership growing year on year
(National Statistical Office of Thailand, 2017).981of Thai teenagers spend more than an
hour a day on their mobile device (Kantar MillwaBdown, 2017), highlighting their close

connection to technology and ever-increasing sBY.OD holds special promise in EFL
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contexts such as Thailand as mobile devices candastudents with, aside from the benefits
in relation to autonomy and efficacy, easy accesagptto-date materials and connect them to
the real world and an authenticity of native Ertglisat is missing in classrooms led by non-

native English-speaking teachers (Godwin-Jonesg201

3. The current study
The core competencies of 2kentury learning skills and autonomy are not nemely
inherent in Thai students, due to the social |legrnand rote-learning context they are
typically subjected to and their stereotypically €tnd passive nature. Technology is said to
actively promote these learning skills, so usingsth competencies as a framework was
important to investigate the extent to which Thaidents believed mobile devices can
facilitate these skills. If students exhibited agraess of the affordances of mobile devices in
the EFL context and a majority owned and had ghitituse said devices, it could be argued
that teachers move away from teacher-centeredleataing and move towards integrating
mobile devices in a more student-centered and aatons learning environment. Thus, a
survey focusing on Thai students’ perspectives tdevéhe affordances of mobile devices in
the EFL context and their level of readiness tosad devices for autonomous learning was
designed, with the following research questionsind:

1. To what extent do EFL students agree that mobigcde help them to study English

and provide learning satisfaction?
2. Are students prepared for and in possession ofskilés necessary to use mobile

devices for autonomous learning?

3.1. Methodology, setting, and participants

This study followed a quantitative design usingrass-sectional survey in the form of a
guestionnaire. The use of quantitative methodsdfta collection and analysis make the
generalization of interactions made with one grqugssible (Williams, 2007) and the
interpretation of research findings need not bevetk as a coincidence (May & Williams,
1998).

Southern Thailand was chosen as the geographetdhg for this study due to
seemingly no previous related research having bmmwucted in the area. Purposive
sampling of high schools was based on the followir)gschools of different sizes 2) schools
in both urban and rural areas 3) public high schawider administration of The Office of

Education Area 16 (which covers two southern Thavimces). All schools in The Office of
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Education Area 16 were invited to participate i tstudy, with eight of these schools
eventually making up the population of this stuélyur schools were in urban areas and four
in rural areas, with the schools fitting into thaiferent size categories as follows; 4 as extra-
large (> 1,500 students), 2 as large (600-1,500estis), and 2 as small/medium (< 600
students) (as defined by the Office of the Basiadation Commission, 2016). These
urban/rural location and school size variables weséed during data analysis to look for any
significant differences in participants responses.

The population of this study from the 8 Thai hgghools were 4,037 students; 2,429
studying in Grade 8 and 1,608 studying in Gradéusing data from the Office of the Basic
Education Commission, 2017). Grade 8 and 11 stsdeate selected as sub-groups within
the sample to represent both the lower (Grade ahél)upper (Grade 10-12) sections of Thai
high schools. From the population of 4,037 studeunsing a margin of error 5% and a
confidence level of 91.5%, the sample was calcdlat® 277 participants (made up of 199

females and 78 males).

3.2. Instrument and piloting

The 24-item questionnaire consisted of a combinatib4-point Likert-type scale questions
of agreement from ‘strongly agree’ (1) to ‘strondigagree’ (4), and 5-point Likert-type scale
questions of frequency from ‘always’ (1) to ‘neveB). The questionnaire established
participants’ demographic details and mobile dewaceess, whether students took mobile
devices to school, whether they were allowed tothsm in the classroom, and how students
believed mobile devices aid their learning, wittesfions adapted from Kashefian’s ‘Learner
Autonomy Questionnaire’ (2002) and Ramamuruthy & Ra015).A bilingual translator
translated the questionnaire from English to Thad avorked closely with the researcher
during the creation and post-pilot editing of thetrument.

A Thai government high-school in the same geodgcapharea but not under
administration of the Office of Education Area 1&sachosen randomly to participate in the
pilot. Ten Grade 7 and Grade 10 students were ratydchosen to complete the questionnaire
and participate in an item by item discussion whke researcher and his Thai assistant,
commenting on the clarity and content of items.eAfsmall alterations were made, the
instrument was assessed by three experts in tlefdievalidity before distribution.
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3.3. Data collection and analysis

The final questionnaire was distributed in Decenf&t7 to the eight participating schools.
All students received the same questionnaire, amnticgation was voluntary and anonymous
to encourage students to give honest answers wifbau of consequences from the teachers
who assisted with data collection. In order to usténd the collected data, it was analysed
using a software package used in statistical arsabfsdata. In the findings that follow, the
mean %) and standard deviation (SD) of the Likert-typalscresponses is presented. The

Likert-type scale intervals are accepted as equabae interpreted as follows:

5-point Likert-type scale intervals 4-point Likert-type scale intervals
(showing frequency) (showing agreement)
1.00-1.79 Always 1.00-1.74 Strongly Agree
1.80-2.59 Often 1.75-2.49 Agree
2.60-3.39 Sometimes 2.50-3.24 Disagree
3.40-4.19 Rarely 3.25-4.00 Strongly Disagree
4.20-5.00 Never
3.4. Findings

Several items first addressed the types of mol@ieces participants used and their ability to
do so. Students reported owning/using (with thaoopto select multiple choices); 62.45%
Android phone, 22.74% iPhone, 12.27% some othertgohane, 10.47% tablet/iPad, 2.17%
iIPod, and 6.14% other devices. Only 6.14% of padiats reported not owning a mobile
device and 6.50% owning a mobile phone with no ectivity to the Internet, meaning the
overwhelming majority of the sample owned and usethile devices. Participants rated their
ability to use technology on a scale from ‘novi€® to ‘expert’ (5) as ‘proficient’ (= 3.49,
SD = 0.79), interpreted using the Dreyfus modekkifl acquisition (Dreyfus & Dreyfus,
1980). There were no significant differences ofligbiin relation to urban/rural school

location or school size.

Table 1. Bringing and use of mobile devices in stfotassroom

Rural Urban All
X SD X SD X SD t-test p
| bring a mobile device to school. 3.55 1.45 1.76 .361| 2.67 1.66 10.55 0.00
My school allows me to bring my mobile 3.74 1.61 1.96 152 2.87 1.8D 9.3% 0.00

device(s) to school.

NJ

My teachers allow me to use my mobile 4.07 1.06 3.05 1.15 357 1.2 7.64 0.00

device(s) in the classroom.
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Using a 5-point scale from always (1) to never, @&udents from rural schools
reported rarely bringing their devices to scheo¥(3.55, SD = 1.45) which was significantly
different (p < 0.01) tstudents in urbaschoolswho always bring their devices to schaokK
1.76 SD = 1.36. Perhaps unsurprisingly, students reported bringieg devices to school
more often than their schools permvith schools only sometimes allowing students tadr
their mobile devices to schodl € 2.87, SD = 1.80). Whilst students in rural sckad&imed
that they were rarely allowed to bring devicesdbo®l & = 3.74, SD = 1.61), they reported
that schools rarely/never allowed use in the ctemar ¢ = 4.07, SD = 1.06), and though
students in urban schools claimed they were almlegtys allowed to bring their devices to
school € = 1.96, SD = 1.52), they reported that teachers solgetimes allowed in class use
(x =3.05, SD = 1.15).

Table 2. Advantages of mobile devices in EFL sgtfianked from most agreement to least)

When studying English, the use of mobile devicethenclassroom or X SD Agreement Level

school setting ...
...is faster than using a book/dictionary 155 | 0.59| Strongly Agree
...allows me to learn anywhere and at anytime. 1.56 | 0.59 | Strongly Agree
...allows me to take charge of my own learning. 1.60 | 0.61| Strongly Agree
...is helpful for checking pronunciation. 162 | 0.63| Strongly Agree
...is helpful for learning words. 1.63 | 0.63| Strongly Agree
...improves my general learning. 1.65| 0.59| Strongly Agree
...increases my technology skills. 169 | 0.65| Strongly Agree
...increases the amount of work | can do. 1.76 | 2.00 Agree
...makes me feel more confident. 1.78 | 0.64 Agree
...increases my ability to work with other students. 1.80 | 0.64 Agree
...improves my creativity. 181 | 0.64 Agree
...increases my communication with teachers andr ctiuelents. 182 | 0.71 Agree
...increases my excitement to learn. 1.83 | 0.65 Agree
...increases my attention to the lesson objectives. 1.84| 0.63 Agree
...increases my excitement to attend classes. 187 | 0.64 Agree

Using a 4-point scale from strongly agree (1)ttorgyly disagree (4), students agreed
with all the statements on the affordances andhiegrgains possible using mobile devices,
with differing levels of agreement from 1.55 tox 1.87 and none of the items provoking
significant differences of any level regarding urlvaral school location. Many of the highest
responses of strong agreement were in regard wfisganguage learning uses mediated by

mobile devices; that they are faster than usingakidictionary ¥ = 1.55, SD = 0.59), helpful
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for checking pronunciatiorx(= 1.62, SD = 0.63), and helpful for learning wofgis= 1.63,

SD = 0.63). Students were also in strong agreemmantmobile devices allow them to learn
anywhere and at any time, let them take chargéeaf bwn learning, improve their general
learning, and increase their technology skills.d8his agreed the least that mobile devices
increase their excitement to lea&h< 1.83, SD = 0.65) and to attend classes (.87, SD =
0.64), though they were still in positive agreemeonetheless.

4. Discussion
As the findings above highlight, students were gneament with every aspect regarding the
advantageous ways mobile devices can help theny €uadlish in the EFL classroom or
school setting. In accordance with the affordarafe®1™ century learning skills (Partnership
for 21st Century Skills, 2016) and consistent v8tlown (2005) and West & Vosloo (2013),
they believed mobile devices make them more creatimcrease communication and
collaboration with teachers and other studentgeas®e their technology skills, and improve
their general learning. Students’ lowest level gife@ment (though still positive) that the use
of mobile devices in EFL classes would increaser thecitement to attend classes and to
learn may be indicative of how mobile devices hbgen accepted as learning aids and have
lost any novelty they may have once had due ta th@irent ubiquity. The similarly low
ranking of the question regarding mobile devicesrdasing students’ attention to lesson
objectives may be indicative of the non-educationaés possible on mobile devices
distracting them (as suggested by McCoy, 2016 dhahey still responded positively with
strong agreement that mobile devices increasetiiten

The findings suggest that students not only gigfaation while learning with mobile
devices, but also view them as highly beneficidsab their language learning, in line with
Ramamuruthy and Rao (2015) and Tananuraksakul J2Uh& fact they exhibit awareness of
these advantages suggests they are capable obedas learning using mobile devices in a
more learner-centred environment, contrary to [evistudies (Mann, 2012; Pagram &
Pagram, 2006). Furthermore, the specific item lati@ to autonomy, worded more simply
for students as the general definition of auton@athywing them ‘..to take charge of (their)
own learning’ is the third highest ranked positresponse. Even if students are unaware of
the concept of autonomy, it appears they agree thélprinciples and are strongly in favour
of the various ways in which mobile devices can thigir learning. Moreover, the fact that
Thai students are often not willing to ask direaestions in class and tend to remain quiet

(Gunawan, 2016), and the non-threatening way mafgiléces (in partnership with their 21
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century learning skills) can be used to solve motd suggest an increase in learning possible
through autonomous use of mobile devices.

Finally, regardless of urban/rural school locati@most all of the 277 students
reported having access to mobile devices and peafiability in using them, meaning a

BYOD model is possible in this context, as recomdaehby Godwin-Jones (2018).

5. Implications for policymakers, schools, teacherand students

Mobile devices hold huge potential as a multi-psgtool for learning enhancement and are
resulting in escalating transformations of the adiooal world (Alexander, 2014). This is
because they help facilitate a change from old gpegias to more student-centred learning in
EFL contexts such as Thailand both at policy amactwal levels. Students in this study
claimed that teachers rarely allow them to use feat@vices in class. As long as schools and
EFL teachers are preventing in-school or in-class they are obstructing the full potential of
students using mobile devices to facilitate leagnifiechnology such as mobile devices are
now highly effective instruments, if appropriatelyed and supported, which Thai learners are
already more than competent in. Thus, it is enggeadhat teachers move away from the old
pedagogies (such as Grammar Translation Methoda tmmethod where students are
encouraged to learn for themselves using thesaedémifies. Ten years ago, Prensky (2008)
claimed that technology’s goal should be to suppotbnomous learning. Today, not only has
technology developed substantially but also EFLrmes, who now seem able to be
independent and autonomous if given the chances,Tha students in this study had
access/ability to use mobile devices and believexy tcan increase learning and learner
satisfaction, it is recommended that rather thaphipiting mobile devices schools and
policymakers should consider the students’ voicg emnstruct policies which promote the
pedagogical use of mobile devices in the EFL emwvirent and allow students to complement
their learning aided by their own devices. Furthemen where mobile devices are deemed
appropriate learning aids, it is essential teacla#es given adequate training on how to
manage and utilise them, as the effectiveness ihhamous learning facilitated by mobile
devices and students’ 2Tentury learning skills will depend on the scalfoly provided to

students and the learning activities they encoufteeeraphan, 2013).

6. Final conclusions, limitations and recommendatios
This study explored the extent to which Thai EFghaschool students believed mobile
devices increase learning and learner satisfagtitime school environment, and whether they
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are ready to use these devices for autonomousingartt is concluded that students had
access and ability to use mobile devices, with esttgl either agreeing or strongly agreeing
that mobile devices do increase their learning mi@kand satisfaction, suggesting they help
to foster and aid learner autonomy. As it appeatedents are capable of a more learner-
centred environment facilitated by mobile deviaegommendations were made for mobile
devices to not only be permitted in the school mment but actively promoted as an aid to
EFL learning.

Whilst attempts were made to make this study kagatgde to the general EFL context
as possible (by choosing schools of different simedifferent urban/rural areas across two
provinces and two grades of students), it cannoassimed that the results would be the
same in other parts of Thailand or the world. ltherefore recommended similar studies are
conducted in other areas, especially the more metnerban and rural areas where access to
mobile devices may be substantially different tig gtudies’ research setting. The addition of
gualitative interviews or focus groups could haveiaghed the data, with the benefits of
mixed method methodology being well known (Creswelark, Gutmann, & Hanson, 2003).
More tangible experimental studies such as a suiegtudents to complete after each class
to gauge the utilisation of their skills and satctfon either aided with/without mobile
devices, or an experimental/control group study rehthe experimental group are given
explicit training on how to be effective autonomadearners, are also recommended. Finally,
as almost all students reported access to mobiieateregardless of their school’s location, it
should be investigated why there were significawlifferent policies regarding the use of
mobile devices in school and the classroom betweesn and rural schools.
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