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A Descriptive Inquiry into Students’ Mobile Learning Acceptance 

Introduction/Need for Research
[bookmark: _GoBack]Mobile learning is a fast growing type of e-learning changing the educational landscape. Hashemi, Azizinezhad, Najafi, and Nesari (2011) identified mobile learning as the use of mobile technologies to allow learning and teaching to occur at any time or place. Mobile learning is no longer a part of e-learning and is becoming its own educational mode with a need for focused research (Pollara & Broussard, 2011). Researchers need to understand the factors affecting mobile learning acceptance. Bradley and Holley (2011) recommended research into mobile learning usage to obtain a better idea of students’ mobile learning attitudes and behaviors. Liu, Li, and Carlsson (2010) suggested analysis of mobile learning acceptance is lacking. Research Priority 2 of the National Research Agenda for the American Association of for Agricultural Education recommended studying “New Technologies, Practices, and Product Adoption Decisions” (Doerfert, 2011).
Theoretical Framework
This study used self-efficacy theory and the unified theory of acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT) to describe mobile learning acceptance among undergraduate agricultural leadership students. Individuals with high self-efficacy will be more likely to tackle challenging situations for a sense of accomplishment while low-efficacy individuals will avoid challenging situations (Bandura, 1993). UTAUT was developed to describe user intentions and behavior towards an information system (Venkatesh, Morris, Davis, & Davis, 2003). 

Methodology
Descriptive statistics were utilized to analyze the data collected in the study. Ary, Jacobs, Razaveih, and Sorenson (2006) found descriptive statistics allow researchers to organize, summarize, and describe observations. The population of the study was undergraduate students enrolled in agricultural leadership courses. The researchers used a stratified random sample (n = 344) of the population (N = 687) to address the study’s objectives.  Three hundred three (n = 303) participants responded and the response rate was 88.10%. The majority of respondents were male (n = 196, 65.10%), classified as seniors (n = 195, 65.00 %), worked part-time (n = 146, 48.7), and carried a GPA between 2.99 and 2.50 (n = 121, 40.30%).  

The instrument combined the Teacher Sense of Self Efficacy Scale (TSES) and a UTAUT Scale. The TSES instrument used a nine-point summated scale for each item, with the following: anchors at 1 = nothing, 3 = very little, 5 = some influence, 7 = quite a bit, and 9 = a great deal (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001).  The UTAUT instrument used a seven-point summated scale: where 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = moderately disagree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = neutral (neither disagree nor agree), 5 = somewhat agree, 6 = moderately agree, and 7 = strongly agree (Venkatesh et al., 2003). The combined instrument’s reliability was calculated ex post facto with performance expectancy = .92; effort expectancy = .91; behavioral intention = .97; and self-efficacy = .95. 
 
Results/Findings
Undergraduate agricultural leadership students’ performance expectancy in relation to mobile learning was described in the study. The item that received the highest score was “Using mobile learning enables me to accomplish tasks more quickly.” (M = 5.29, SD = 1.52). The item with the lowest scores was “If I use mobile learning I will increase my chances of getting a good grade.” (M = 4.74, SD = 1.48). The study described undergraduate agricultural leadership students’ effort expectancy in relation to mobile learning. The item with the highest score was “I would find mobile learning easy to use.” (M = 5.41, SD = 1.50). The lowest scoring item was “My interaction with mobile learning would be clear and understandable.” (M = 4.89, SD = 1.50). Undergraduate agricultural leadership students’ behavioral intention in relation to mobile learning was described in the study. The highest scoring item was “I predict I would use mobile learning in the next 12 months.” (M = 5.14, SD = 1.40). The item with the lowest score was “I intend to use mobile learning in the next 12 months.” (M = 4.94, SD = 1.57). The study described undergraduate agricultural leadership students’ self-efficacy in relation to mobile learning. The highest scoring item was “How much can you do with mobile learning to learn effectively?” (M = 6.01, SD = 1.72). The item with the lowest scores was “How much does mobile learning help you value learning?” (M = 4.84, SD = 1.87).

Conclusions
The findings of the study supported the use of UTAUT (Venkatesh et al., 2003) and Bandura’s (1993) self-efficacy to describe mobile learning acceptance among undergraduate agricultural leadership students. The results can be generalized to students studying agricultural leadership at [university]. 

Implications/Recommendations/Impact on Profession
Agricultural educators should be aware of the factors affecting mobile learning acceptance among students. Students’ scores on the constructs of performance expectancy, effort expectancy, and behavioral intention in regards to mobile learning acceptance were aligned with UTAUT. The student scores on the construct of self-efficacy in regards to mobile learning acceptance were parallel with self-efficacy theory.

Future research should address the relationships among performance expectancy, effort expectancy, self-efficacy, and behavioral intention. The relationships determined by this research will help instructors implement mobile learning with their students.  The highest scoring constructs should be emphasized when introducing mobile learning to agricultural leadership students. 

Instructors should work to enhance students’ performance expectancy, effort expectancy, self-efficacy, and behavioral intention to achieve mobile learning acceptance. Instructors should emphasize student performance benefits with mobile learning in order to address performance expectancy. Instructors should focus on students’ effort expectancy by reducing the effort needed to use mobile learning. Students’ self-efficacy skills should be strengthened to increase their willingness to tackle the new and possibly challenging task of mobile learning. Instructors should concentrate on the areas of performance expectancy, effort expectancy, and self-efficacy, in order to increase students’ behavioral intention to accept mobile learning.
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