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Free Speech after a Free Press

Dr. BRIAN GORMAN

Issue Editor

Associate Professor of Communication Studies
MacEwan University, Edmonton, Canada

The question of whether a population is a mob or a public is something scholars and
politicians have debatedfor as long as there has been the concept of public opinion. And
the power and possible abuse of language to move the public or manipulate the mob has
been a focus of concern for almost as long.Now, we find ourselves in an age in which
language includes images and sounds, truth is relative to one’s ideologies and aims, and
communication has become a blood sport. The machinery of mass communication is
crumblingbut new devices of persuasion are becoming more powerful by
targetingindividuals, who can be studied and profiled through information mined from
social media and then addressed with tailored information delivered to them via the same
social media. The political discourse no longer reaches out to publics; it creates
them.Strategic communication targets individuals with the intention of bringing together
mini-masses of the offended, the aggrieved and the vengeful. The conversation of the
culturehas broken into diffuse and discordant appeals to special interests engaged in
conversations designed to reassure the faithful and shame the doubter. And those
conversations seem to increasingly consist of the persuasive monologic discourse that
Juirgen Habermas equated with violence.

As Reporters Without Borders writesin its 2017 Press Freedom Index report: “We
have reached the age of post-truth, propaganda and suppression of freedoms—especially
in democracies” (Perkel 2017). This age of post-truth is defined by a social media-delivered
discourse dominated by slant, spin, lies, distortions and derision.

(i)  Russian hackers are accused of tinkering with elections in the United States and
France.

(ii) A campaign of misinformation aimed at Central and Eastern Europe is designed to
promote Kremlin interests and undermine the E.U.

(iii) Massive use of social media in the Philippines spreads misinformation that
destroys the reputations of opponents of thug-president Rodrigo Duterte.

(iv) A U.S. president denounces the free press as “among the most dishonest human
beings on Earth.”

(v)  Fake news stories plant ideas in the public consciousness that is so powerful that
they defy debunking.

(vi) Campaigns of derision delegitimize scientific research and undermine the political
establishment in the minds of the public.

All of this presents us with a new variation of the old question: With social media,
have we freed the conversation of the culture from the gatekeepers of mediated
communication, or are we dismantling institutions necessary to ensure the reliability,
trustworthiness and impartiality of the information we need to govern ourselves?This is
not to say mainstream media and politicians have not done much to delegitimize themselves,
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with their deference to power and reflexive defence of the status quo. The crisis in the news
business has often been presented as the challenge of preservingthe old corporate, factory
news media — a self-immolating plea to that segment of the population that perceives that
system as aligned with,and dedicated to preserving, the business and political elites.

This has created a clouded public discourse ripe for the creation of what
Marxistsused to call false consciousness. And it conjures up the echoes of the so-called
Lippmann-Dewey debate over whether reason and truth can grow out of unfettered and
inclusive discussion, or whether the “trampling and the roar of a bewildered herd”
(Lippmann, 1993: 145) will drown out the voices of reason and deliver the public into the
hands of demagogues.

Michael Schudson (2008) has argued that focusing the debate over public opinion
on Lippmann and Dewey centres the discussion on what is little more than a squabble over
the difference between representational and direct democracy. The Lippmann-Dewey
discourse is something that has been treated as having its origins in the 1920s — when
journalist and political theorist Walter Lippmann and philosopher-psychologist-educator
John Dewey were writing the works around which the “debate” is constructed. However, it
really sprang up over the past quarter-century, as a construct by liberal theorists arguing
over the role of media in society. “What turned the Lippmann-Dewey discourse into a
‘debate’ were liberal intellectuals in the 1980s and 1990s writing at another moment of
democratic disillusion as they sought to take stock and seek hope” (1032). At this moment
of democratic disillusion, it may be useful to revisit the “debate” and its points of contention.

Dewey and his colleagues at the University of Chicago — George Herbert Mead,
Robert Park and Charles Cooley — were fixed on the idea of communication as existence, as
a way of being that forges mobs into publics (Park, 1975) and transforms society into a
community (Dewey 1954). Dewey'’s focus was the search for the Great Community, which
had to be forged from the cold machinery of the Great Society. This is an approach that
resonates in Habermas’s Public Sphere, Raymond Williams’s common culture, and in James
Carey’s belief in the “conversational public,” which he described as “a society of argument,
disputation, or debate” (1997, 217-218). It also, however, puts immense trust in the capacity
of the public for political thought and engagement, and neglects to address the possibility
that even the smartest citizen can be taken in by a determined con man. Every Deweyan
concept should be prefaced with the phrase, “In a perfect world.”

Lippmann, on the other hand, was something of a thwarted idealist, forever looking
for the solution to a problem that is probably unsolvable: how to protect democracy from
the tyranny of the majority, the manipulation of special interests and the disinterest of the
public. In short, having witnessed democracy commit suicide by ballot in Italy and Germany,
his chief worry was that people might be naturally inclined to vote away the rights of their
children (1963, 216). As for the news media, as far back as the early 1920s, Lippmann had
come to the conclusion thatthe press was dominated by people whose interests were so
closely aligned with the rich and powerful that it could not be trusted to provide a coherent
world view. The best that could be expected was that the press play watchdog for the public
good, and provide enough policy information for voters to make semi-informed choices
every four years (1997). The news media Lippmann writes are “like the beam of a searchlight
that moves restlessly about, bringing one episode and then another out of darkness and
into vision. Men cannot do the work of the world by this light alone. They cannot govern
society by episodes, incidents and eruptions” (1993, 229). One can only imagine what he
would have made of the thinly disguised ideology and opinion that regularly erupt on
social media today.
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The way Lippmann’s biographer, Ronald Steel, described the Lippmann-Dewey
discourse is that the former saw the public as “a Great Beast to be tamed,” and the latter a
“force that could be educated” (1980, 218). However, there is a third interpretation: that the
public is a great beast ruled by its emotions, and can be manipulated by any force smart
enough, ruthless enough and devious enough to find ways to influence those emotions.
Lippmann’s concern was that “the problems that vex democracy seem to be unmanageable
by democratic methods” (1997, 179-180), and that pandering to the public opinion poses
a threat to democracy while pretending to uphold it. “[L]eaders often pretend they have
merely uncovered a program that existed in the minds of their public,” he writes. This is a
lie, because ideas don’t emerge from the mass, because “thought is the function of an
organism, and a mass is not an organism.” The mass is “constantly exposed to suggestion”
from special interests, who are out to move public opinion in the direction they wish it to
go (155).

Though he never mentioned Lippmann and Dewey by name, Raymond Williams argued
that dark cynicism and blind optimismleave a vacuum for special interests to fill(Peters,
2003), and that the discourse is not one about a distant mass of “little people.” It is about
all of us, and that the best and brightest are as vulnerable as the so-called massesto
messages constructed to appeal to them. We are all susceptible, Williams argues, to
people skilled in fashioning the message to suit their purposes. To believe otherwise blinds
us to the possibility that we are being manipulated and makes us even more open to
manipulation. In fact, if one were to take anecdotal evidence from the jargon-laden
faddishness of much of the current discussion surrounding the digital world, one might be
inclined to think that the vanity of the best and brightest makes them more susceptible to
manipulation.

As for the uninvolved masses, Williams argues that detachment is what you get
when a sullen public is confronted with persuasive monologic discourse designed to make
the receiver believe that the sender’s purpose is his, too. Political indifference is a hostile
and quite reasonable response to an agenda-laden message devised by the sender and
forced upon the receiver. “What | have called this sullenness ... is now a very prevalent
reaction to the dominative kinds of mass-communication. ... Inertia and apathy have always
been employed by the governed as a comparatively safe weapon against their governors”
(1983, 316). Unfortunately, this very sullenness has contributed to making us, as a public,
ripe for exploitation. “We are all malleable,” Williams warns, and the most powerful tool
for moulding us is the media, which is yoked to a philosophy of communication that
involves control and profit. When “we reject this kind of exploitation, we shall reject its
ideology, and seek a new definition of communication” (312).

With his Ideal Speech Situation, Habermas delivered that new definition of
communication: an open exchange of ideas by people unafraid of persecution, reprisal or
censorship and unfettered by bias or preconception, and in which statements are intelligible,
verifiable and truthful, and everyone has an equal chance to speak.However, this can serve
as both a blueprint for democratic discourse and as an operating manual for
propaganda.Follow it, and the discourse takes you wherever the truth may lead; understand
it only tosubvert it, and you can run the world.

Orwell foretold of a world in which people were bludgeoned into doing what was
desired of them; Huxley saw a world in which what was desired would be made pleasurable,
and people would be narcotized into a euphoric submission. Orwell wrote the better book;
Huxley had the more prescient vision. He saw that one need not engineer a program of
suppression and censorship, when it’s so much easier to create noise and fury, and glittering
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distractions. And, if people are inclined to become activists, they can be placated with a
steam of online petitions and ice-bucket challenges that deliver the illusion of activism
without risk or commitment. As in Huxley’s Brave New World, the enabling elementis
technology and the blind solutionism, as Morozov (2013) defined it, that comes with it. As
Habermas writes, our depolitization has been made palatable by “having technology and
science also take on the role of ideology” (Habermas1989, 253).
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New technology has been credited with the ability to extend human senses.
However, adaptation and use of technology has been reported to be intricately
mediated by usefulness and ease of use of technology among other contingencies.
While Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) has provided the theoretical basis for
adaptation and use of technology in a plethora of contexts, little, if any, study has
examined the use of ubiquitous smart technological apparatus for academic
purpose among the greatest adopters of the technology, university students. The
current study examines students' intention of smartphone adoption from the TAM
perspective. Data has been collected from students in two public universities in
Malaysia and Nigeria. IBM-SPSS version 20.0 and Structural Equation Modeling
(SEM) approach with AMOS were used to analyze and test the hypothesized
theoretical model. The results suggested that attitude, social influence and
perceived usefulness were positively correlated with the respondents' intention
towards using smartphones for educational purposes. Moreover, students'
attitudes towards adoption of smartphones were directly predicted by perceived
usefulness and directly self-efficacy, which in turn, had direct impact on students'
perceptions of easiness and usefulness. Findings made a considerable
contribution to the heuristic value of TAM and facilitated the maximization of
smart technologies for educational purposes.

Keywords: Smartphone, attitude, university students, TAM model, intention

Since their appearance on the contemporary media landscape, smart technologies have
facilitated ‘smart’ engagements among the people in virtually every clime. From smart
marketing, to smart banking, smart studying and smart holidaying, the utility of smart
technologies, particularly smartphones, are becoming unrivalled, in their abilities to
facilitate multi-dimensional information and communication functions. Predominantly
embraced by the youths who, because of their ‘digitalised’ lifestyles, have been dubbed
digital citizens, smartphone offers functions that meet ritualized and instrumental needs
of the users (Joo & Sang, 2013; Kang, Lee, & Lee, 2014). Being miniaturized, compact, portable,
dependable, and, above all, user-friendly, smartphones have become an indispensable
communication and information apparatuses that are part and parcel of people’s daily
luggage (Kim, Kim & Watcher, 2013; Lee, Chang, Lin & Cheng, 2014; Park, Kim, Shon & Shim,
2013).
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The multi-functional nature of smartphones, leading to its usage for interpersonal
communication, mass mediated communication and information management functions
has been changing the ways by which global citizens are managing their daily activities.
Park et al. (2013), for example, surmise that smartphones change people’s mode of
communication, information search, fun and pleasurable engagement and management of
everyday lives. Capturing the essence of smartphones in today’s life, Marc Andreessen, the
founder of Netscape, submits, “the smartphone revolution is under-hyped, more people
have access to phones than access to running water. We have never had anything like this
before since the beginning of the planet.” (Lee et al., 2014). Because of its pervasiveness,
therefore, scholars have devoted enormous attention to the phenomenon of smartphone
from a variety of prisms.

Chiefly among the most explored areas of smartphone as a technological-cum-
communicative apparatus is the contexts of adoption and use of the novel technology.
Predominantly, studies have examined the microscopic (individual) and macroscopic
(societal) factors influencing smartphone use within Technological Acceptance Model
framework (Kang et al., 2014; Mekic & Ozlen, 2014; Park et al., 2013; Shin, Shin, Choo, &
Beom, 2011). Most of these studies document how intrinsic motivations and extrinsic
perceptions of smartphone contribute significantly to the use of the device for habitual
and instrumental purpose of the devices, particularly among the youths.

Being technologically-savvy and innovation embracers, the youths have been
identified as critical patrons of smartphone. While Netsize Guide (2008) and ITU (2009)
affirmed that almost 4 billion people representing 61 per cent of world population subscribe
to mobile telephony (cited in Verkasalo, Lopez-Nicolds, Molina-Castillo, & Bouwman, 2010),
the youths have been found to be the major segment of smartphone users (Lee, 2014). The
context of youths’ adoption and usage of smartphone has, therefore, received attention of
researchers. Salehan and Negahban (2013), for instance, document multi-purpose usage
of smartphone among the youth. These scholars hold that the youth explores the
smartphone’s communicative robustness to meet such needs as communication,
information search, and studying, fun-seeking and social networking behaviours.

Despite the pedagogical utility of smartphone, however, limited studies have
examined application of smartphone for educational sectors (Shin et al., 2011). Giving the
potential of smartphone to aid pedagogical activities such as professor-student interaction,
research collaboration, on-the-go information search and such technologically-assisted
learnings (mobile learning, ubiquitous learning and electronic learning), universities
across the world are integrating smartphone devices as inevitable learning tools for higher
education students (Lee, 2014; Shin et al., 2011; Yu, 2012). In view of findings supporting
the role of self-efficacy (Huffman, Whetten, & Huffman, 2013; Park & Chen, 2007; Shin et
al., 2011) and subjective norms (social influence) (Lee, 2014; Lee et al., 2014; Park et al.,
2013) on adoption and use of technology and increasing centrality of smartphone to
learning among higher education students (Lee, 2014; Shin et al., 2011), this study examines
the utilities of smartphones for pedagogical utility from extended TAM framework.

Literature Review
Technology Acceptance Model (TAM)

The TAM perspective has become a prominent theoretical framework employed by scholars
and researchers examining acceptance of certain information system by a potential user
in the recent times. This framework posited that user’s intention to use an information
system could be accounted for by three determinants namely: attitude (ATT), perceived
ease of use (PEU), and perceived usefulness (PU), towards using a particular Information
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Systems (IS, Davis, 1986). TAM has also posited that the users’ attitude towards a certain
information system is a key predictor of his/her willingness to reject or accept the system.
Consequently, user’s attitude is, in turn, determined by two major beliefs: PEU and PU.

The PU variable is conceptual defined as the extent to which a user believed that
using a certain information system would enhance his job performance, while PEU is seen
as the extent to which a user believed that using a certain information system would ease
his both mental and physical sufferings (Davis, 1989). PU is considered as the primary
determinant of user’s attitude towards intention, while PEU served as secondary
determinant. The ATT is seen as “affective or valenced response towards performing some
behaviour and not towards some generalized attitude object” (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975).

The association between PU and intention to use is derived from the notion that
peoples’ intention toward use was as a result of their willingness to make their work more
effective and efficient, beyond the negative or positive feelings that may associate with
their own use (attitude). The purpose is that people will eventually use new technology if
they perceived that its utilization would help in achieving their targeted goals. (Mufoz,
2008).

Numerous studies established the utility of TAM in explaining technology acceptance
among different groups and settings, particularly within educational environment. For
example, Shroff, Daneen, and Eugenia (2011) employed the TAM framework in relations to
students’ intention to use an e-portfolio system. The findings of their study revealed that
students’ perceptions on the ease of use had significantly impacted on their attitude towards
using an e-portfolio. Hence, their study found PEU to be the strongest impact on PU. The
Szajna’s (1994) study found that the PU and PEU items indicated a practically acceptable
predictive validity. The PEU items were reported to be reliable and valid for “(i) intentions
to use, (ii) self-report usage, (iii) self-predicted usage, (iv) attitudes toward use, and (v)
choice”.

Moreover, Park (2009) studied the TAM in explaining the behavioural intention of
university students to use e-learning. Data were collected from 628 university students
and analyzed with LISREL programme to explain the students’ adoption of e-learning process.
Five e-learning predictors were examined in the study: subjective norms (SN), system
accessibility (SA), self-efficacy (SE), PU and PEU. The study found self-efficacy to have
greater influence on the students’ intention to accept e-learning among the entire variables
under examination. Hence, the study concludes that Technology Acceptance Model was a
good theoretical lens of examining students’ acceptance of e-learning.

The extension accommodation of TAM has made the theory more robust in the
current new technology environment. Many studies adopted and extended TAM with different
concepts and variables with a view to investigate or explain user acceptance from different
fields and professions such as Education ( Kripanot 2006; Park, 2009; Shroff et al., 2011),
organizational studies (Al-Haderi, 2013; Zagar, Jaridnia & Shahhosseini, 2011), Banking
and marketing (Dahlberg, Mallat, Ondrus, & Zmijewska, 2008; Ma’ruf, Muhamad & Ramayah,
2005; Ramayah & Ignatius, 2010) and Internet studies (Porter & Donthu, 2007; Suki, 2011).
Social media literature also indicated numerous studies that investigated social media
milieu utilized TAM as theoretical framework (Nasri, 2011; Nasri & Charfeddine, 2012;
Shen, Laffey, Lin, & Huang, 2006; Suksa-ngiam & Haiyasoonthorn, 2011).

Subjective Norms
Subjective norms are often referred to as social influence (SI) in literature. The construct

emanates from Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA), which explained antecedents to human
behaviour. The TRA states that the best determinant of volitional behaviour is one’s
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behavioural intention. Behavioural intentions are believed to be the effect of both an
individual influence and social pressure. The individual influence on intention is a person’s
attitude towards performing the behaviour. The normative influence on intention is one’s
subjective norm (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). Subjective norms were seen as “the perceived
expectations of specific referent individual or groups, and by the person’s motivation to
comply with those expectations” (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975, p. 302).

The TRA explained that person’s intention to make certain behaviour is measured by
their attitude towards that behaviour and the social pressure on them to perform that
behaviouri.e ‘subjective norms’. The influence of both attitude and subjective norms towards
performing certain behaviour may differ according the person involved and behavioural
context. A person determines his attitude towards a behaviour based on the behavioural
outcomes and assessment of the consequences of the outcomes. The SN variable is defined
as how ‘other’ people around the performer of behaviour are expecting them to behave and
the performer’s motivation to compliance to expectations these ‘others’ (Ajzen & Fishbein,
1980).

Many studies established the applicability of subjective norms in explaining why
an individual perform certain behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Trafimow,
Sheeran, Conner, & Finlay, 2002). Moreover, numerous researches that investigate peoples’
online behaviour applied social influence construct as one of the major determinant of
performing certain behaviour. The findings of such studies proved social influence to be a
predictor to one’s behaviour (Alam & Sayuti, 2012; Baker & White, 2010; George, 2004;
Luarn & Lin, 2005; Stone, Jawaher, & Kisamore, 2010)

Self-Efficacy

Self-efficacy (SE) was viewed as the judgment of how effective can someone implement
certain actions that are required to deal with a particular situation (Bandura, 1982).
Davis’s Technology Acceptance Model equates SE with PEU. The central thesis of SE as
theorized by Bandura was a person’s confidence and belief of executing assigned role
successfully thereby achieving a target goal.

From the Technology Acceptance Model perspective, the study of Venkatesh (2000)
has proven that self-efficacy was one of the antecedents to perceived ease of use construct.
Moreover, many studies established that SE was a predictor of PEU (Atif & Richards, 2012;
Lule, Omwansa, & Waema, 2012; Park, 2009).

Building on the above literature, this study proposes a model, which assesses
smartphones adoption among university students for academic activities.

Self-efficacy Perceived
| usefulness
Social Influence A Perceived

ease of use
Figure 1. Hypothesized conceptual model for smartphone educational usage
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Hypotheses

H.: PU would have positive impact on students’ attitudes towards using smartphones
for educational purposes.

H_: PEU would have positive impact on students’ attitudes towards using smartphones
for educational purposes.

H.: PEU would have positive impact on PU.

H: PU would have positive impact on students’ intention to adopt smartphone for

educational purposes.

H.: SN would have positive impact on PEU.

H.: SN would have positive impact on PU.

H.: SE would have positive impact on PEU.

H,: SE would have positive impact on PU.

H,: ATT towards smartphone use would have positive impact on students’ intention to
adopt smartphone for educational purposes.

H,,: PEU would be indirectly correlated with attitude through PU.

H,,: PEU would indirectly correlated with intention through PU.

H,,: PU would indirectly correlated intention through attitude.

H,,: PEU would indirectly correlated with intention through attitude

Methodology

Research Design and Sampling

This study used quantitative research design with questionnaire as data collection method.
The data were collected using self-administered questionnaire from undergraduate
students in two public universities in Malaysia and Nigeria. This study employed purposive
sampling where the undergraduate students represented the population of the study. A
total of 481 students had responded to the current study.

Instruments

This study used survey with structured questionnaire. It consisted of two main sections.
The first section captures the background of the students such as gender, age, level of
study, study year, smartphone ownership, and brands of the smartphones they use. The
second section provides the students’ responses regarding the main constructs of the
study such as PEU, PU, SE, SN, ATT and intention of smartphone use for educational purposes.

The measures of the above constructs were adapted from previous studies on the
smartphone use and technology acceptance literatures (Ajzen, 1991; Davis, Bagozzi, &
Warshaw, 1989; Joo &Sang, 2013; Lee, 2014; Park & Chen, 2007). Each of the constructs
were measured with five items. A five-point scale was used to rate the items of the study
constructs.

Participants

Demographic characteristics are shown in Table 1. The descriptive statistics suggested a
slightly more females (52%) than males (48%). There are also slightly more students from
Malaysia (53) compared to Nigerian students (47%). As for year of study, close to one-third
(30%) of the students were in their third year, followed by those who are in the second year
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(27%). About a quarter of the students (25%) were studying at their first year. Few of the
students (17.1%) were at the fourth level of study. With regard to age categories, slightly
less than half of the respondents (46%) were aged at 23-27 years, and almost one-third of
them were between 18-22 years (32%). Less than quarters (20%) were above 28 years. This
reflects the age of the undergraduate who are normally less than 30 years.

Regarding the smartphone usage, all the respondents of this study were using at
least one smartphone. Most popular brands for the study respondents include Samsung
(33.5%), Lenovo (18%) and Nokia (15%). In terms of length of brand usage, Most of the
students (66%) of the students were using the smartphones between 1-4 years. Few of them
were using less than 6 months (14.3%) and more than 5 years (20%).

Techniques of Data Analysis

The collected data were entered into the SPSS program (version 20.0). A screening and data
cleaning was conducted prior analyzing and interpreting the results. Frequencies, means,
standard deviations were reported for the descriptive statistics capturing the demographic
characteristics of the respondents. A reliability test was conducted using the alpha scores
for determining internal consistency among items.

In order to test the hypothesized smartphone educational usage model, a SEM
approach with AMOS program (Arbuckle, 2010) was conducted, using Maximum Likelihood
Estimation (MLE). A two-step approach was employed, performing Confirmatory Factor
Analysis (CFA) in the first step in order to determine the measurement model’s psychometric
properties as well conducting full-fledged model to test the hypothesized model.

Following the suggestions from the recent literatures (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson,
2010), several fit indices were used in this study namely normed chi Square (X?), Tucker-
Lewis Index (TLI), Root Mean Square Error Approximation (RMSEA) and Comparative Fit
Index (CFI). A fitting and acceptable model is obtained when CFl and TLI are higher than .90
(Hair et al., 2010; Kline, 2011); normed chi square is less than 5 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988) and
RMSEA is less than .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999).

Findings

Measurement Model

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) using Maximum Likelihood estimation (MLE) was
conducted for the all constructs in this study. There were six constructs as presented in
Figure 1 to test the suggested model for smartphone educational usage. The measurement

model was assessed based on several fit statistics such as CFI, TLI, RMSEA, and normed chi
square. Figure 2 shows the results of the measurement model.
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Figure 2. Measurement model for smartphone educational usage

As shown in Figure 2 above, all fit statistics surpassed the recommended thresholds,
suggesting that the hypothesized model for smartphone educational purpose is well fitting
to the empirical data. As chi-square is sensitive to sample size (Kline, 2010), it is not used
as a fitting index in this study. Normed chi-square, instead, was used and it was less than
recommended value of 5.0. In addition, the values of CFl and TLI were above 0.90 whereas
RMSEA was also less than its recommended cut-points of 0.08.

After assessing the overall fit of the measurement model, construct reliability and
validity were evaluated using composite reliability (CR), average variance extracted (AVE),
maximum variance shared (MVS), and square root of average variance extracted.

With regard to construct reliability, two popular indicators were used: Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient (alpha) and composite reliability (CR). A construct is internally consistent
when the Cronbach’s alpha and CR scores are above .70. Therefore, all the scores for the
CR, as shown in Table 2 in the appendix, rang from 0.898 to 0.955. As for the alpha coefficient
scores were also higher than 0.88.

Two types of validity were addressed in this study, namely convergent validity and
discriminant validity. Convergent validity was assed using average variance extracted and
factor loadings. Following the suggestions of Hair et al. (2010) and Bagozzi and Yi (1988),
the factor loadings should be significant and higher than 0.50 (acceptable) or 0.70
(preferable), while AVE should be greater than 0.50. As shown in Figure 2, all the factor
loadings were higher than the recommended threshold and were also significant at 0.001
level. Moreover, the values of AVE for all constructs in Table 2 were all greater than the cut-
score of 0.50. Therefore, convergent validity was adequately established. As for
discriminant validity, three criteria were reported in the current study.

As suggested by Hair and colleagues (Hair et al., 2010), MSV and ASV should both be
less than the AVE for each construct in order to show good discriminant validity. As well,
root square of AVE should be greater than correlation between a given concept with all
other concepts (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). As such, AVE values shown in Table 3 were greater
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than the values of MSV and ASV while the bold diagonal, which represents square root of
AVE, was greater than the relationship between any two variables. Therefore, a good
discriminant validity was established, which means that the constructs are sufficiently
different from each other.

Full-Fledged Model

The full-fledged smartphone educational usage model was tested using the same criteria
for the fit indices discussed above. The initial hypothesized model did not sufficiently fit to
the empirical data and was revised accordingly. Figure 3 shows the results of the full
model.

The revised hypothesized model shown in Figure 3, produced a good fitting indices
to the empirical data, with normed chi square=3.535; CFI=0.915; TLI=0.907, RMSEA=0.073.
After obtaining an acceptable model fitting, the results of the path coefficients were
interpreted. The results suggested that PU (=0.63, t=10.27, p=0.000) had statistically
significant impact on students’ attitude towards smartphone usage for educational
purposes. Thus, H, was fully supported. PEU (3=0.14, t=1.93, p=0.054) did not exert any
significant impact on attitude, and therefore, H, was not supported. However, this construct
(B=0.67, t=11.00, p=0.000) had significant impact on PU (H, was supported), which in turn,
had significantly determined students’ intention to use smartphones for educational
purposes (3=0.26, t=4.54, p=0.000). This means that H, is fully supported.

Chi- Square 1604.739

df 454
p 000
. Normed Chi-Square 3.535
DO D D CFl 915
TLI 907
B RMSEA .073 @
87]-86 /g1
82 \2 @
€1d SE1 8

€3

- S

- 20
D : e 0 26 @
€12 SE4 @ B -
€D {SEs]

3 G2 23

€D S8

. —D
O—»(Fe0)

HERERERERERE
el I ] I I = 1
2 13 [E 2 1B E

Z
3
®

Pl GO
79 4 J3] \ .58
86 A0 /87
a7k78
Fev] Fed Fed P el O D @D @ D

D @ & 6@ &

Figure 3: Hypothesized smartphone educational adoption model
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There were no statistically significant impact of social influence on both PEU ([3=-0.05, t=-
1.46, p=0.145) and PU (B=0.05, t=1.64, p=0.101), which translates that the H, and H, were
not supported by the data. This indicates that students’ friends did not influence their
decisions to adopt or reject smartphone for educational purposes. In contrast, the results
suggested a statistically significant impact of self-efficacy on both PEU ($=0.75, t=13.63,
p=0.000) and PU (B=0.20, t=3.72, p=0.000), which indicates a full support to H and H,
respectively. Regarding the H,, the results offered full support to the hypothesis (B=0. 46,
t=7.44).

To test the remaining hypotheses, a mediating test was conducted using bootstrapping
procedure with 1,000 re-sampling (Cheung & Lau, 2008)to test the indirect effects of PEU,
PU and attitude. The results suggested that the standardized indirect effects from PEU to
attitude through PU is .418 with 95 per cent confidence interval between 0.295 and 0.569,
which significant at 0.05.This indicates that PEU had significant indirect impact on attitude
through PU. Thus, H, was fully supported. In addition, the indirect effects from PEU on
intention through PU (3=0.425, p=0.002) was significant with 95 per cent confidence intervals
between 0.332 and 0.522. Hence, H , was fully supported by the data. Moreover, the results
also supported the mediating effect of PU on intention through attitude ([3=0.288, p=0.001,
with 95 per cent confidence interval between 0.184 and 0.417). This exerts a full support to
H,,. Contrary to this, the mediating effect of PEU on intention through attitude was not
supported since the direct effect was not significant. Therefore, H_, was not supported.

Discussion and Conclusion

This study investigates the use of smartphone for pedagogical purpose among students of
higher learning institutions using the original and extended versions of TAM framework.
Incorporating self-efficacy and social influence as additional constructs, the study explores
the microscopic and macroscopic influencers affecting attitude and intention to adopt
smartphone for learning purpose. Resulting from findings of previous studies which have
documented individual contribution of the added constructs (self-efficacy and social
influence), this study intends to investigate the synergistic effects that is possible from the
interaction of the constructs, thus validating and extending the original TAM framework.

While previous TAM studies on smartphone phenomenon have predominantly
focused on how the theoretical constructs of the model explained significant variance in
attitude and intention to adopt the technology, the current study leaps beyond acceptance
and use of smartphone for ritualized (habitual) and instrumental (cognitive) purposes
from a generic perspective to specificities of pedagogical use of smartphone. Findings
from this study reveal inconsequential role of social influence on respondents’ PEU and
PU of smartphone to learning among the respondents. This put a pause to the notion that
students are susceptible to normative peer influence (Lee, 2014).

With regards to the contributions of self-efficacy, the study validates earlier
measurement of the construct on the one hand (Joo & Sang, 2013; Lee, 2014; Park & Chen,
2007) as well as significant contribution of the construct to PEU, PU, ATT and INT to use
smartphone as a pedagogical tool. Self-innovativeness of the students is thus an important
conditionality for their attitude towards and intention to use smartphone for learning
purpose. The findings concur with earliest results that suggest that self-efficacy precipitate
self-acceptance of innovative ideas and products (Huffman et al., 2013; Lee, 2014; Shin et
al., 2011).

Although this study records important contribution on the utility of smartphone for
‘smart’ education in today’s setting where tempro-spatial differentiation has been pummeled,

216



Media Watch 8 (2)

it suffers some deficiency that future studies should address. Being an exploratory
adventure, the study used just a single public university as a locale, which inherently
limits the external validity of the study. The use of self-administered questionnaires could
also bias the findings giving the possibility of the influence of social desirability. Also, the
size of the sample is also smaller and the purposive technique used is limit generalization
that a random sampling technique could have offered.

Though not exhaustive addressing above limitation would provide ground for better
theorization on how changing technology contribute to pedagogical revolution, which is
timely giving the desirability of various forms of technologically-assisted learning platforms
(e-learning, m-learning and u-learning). Therefore, future studies should elaborate factors
contributing to adoption and use of smartphone for learning among different tiers of
educational systems. By sampling more respondents, adopting longitudinal design and
examining a number of moderators and mediators, a robust state of affairs on smartphone-
learning interface will surely emerge. On the whole, this modest effort has shown that
smartphone is not only accepted in the developing countries but serve both ritualistic and
instrumental purposes as it has been established in developed climes.

Appendix
Table 1. Demographics of the respondents
Demographics Frequency Percentage
Gender:
Male 231 48
Female 250 52
Total 481 100.00
Level of study:
First year 122 25.4
Second year 131 27.2
Third year 145 30.1
Fourth year 83 17.3
Total 481 100.00
Age categories:
18-22 158 32.8
23-27 223 46.4
28-32 58 12.1
Above 33 42 8.7
Total 481 100.0
Nationality
Nigeria 226 a7
Malaysia 255 53
Total 481 100.0
Do you use smartphone?
Yes 481 100.00
No o 0.00
Total 481 100.0
Which brand?
Samsung 161 33.5
Lenovo 86 17.9
Nokia 72 15.0
Blackberry 43 8.9
Sony 36 7.5
Apple 34 7.1
Others 49 10.3
Total 481 100.0
How many years you have been using
Smartphone?
Less than 6 months 69 14.3
1-2 years 149 31.0
3-4 years 167 34.7
5-6 years 51 10.6
More than 6 years 45 9.4
Total 481 100.0
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Table 2. Convergent validity and reliability
Constructs Factor AVE CR Alpha
loadings
Perceived usefulness 0.698 | 0.920 | .919
PU1 Using Smartphone enables me to accomplish tasks more .81
quickly
PU2 Using Smartphone enhances my effectiveness on my study. | .87
PU3 Using Smartphone makes it easier to do my study. .87
PU4 Using the Smartphone in my job would increase my study .81
performance
PUS | would find the Smartphone useful in my study. .81
Perceived ease of use 0.734 | 0.932 | .930
PEU1 Learning to operate the Smartphone is easy for me .86
PEU2 It would be easy for me to become skillful at using my .90
Smartphone
PEU3 My interaction with the Smartphone is clear and .87
understandable
PEU4 | would find the Smartphone to be flexible to interact with .87
PEUS I would find it easy to get the Smartphone to do what | .78
want it to do
Attitude 0.643 | 0.899 | .893
ATT1 Using Smartphone for educational purpose is a good idea. .79
ATT2 Using Smartphone while studying is convenient. .80
ATT3 Using Smartphone is beneficial to my study. .88
ATT4 Using Smartphone is of great concern to me. .84
ATTS Using Smartphone is wise use of money. .68
Self-efficacy 0.674 | 0.911 | .909
SE1 | feel confident in understanding terms/words relating to .84
Smartphone hardware
SE2 | feel confident in understanding terms/words relating .87
Smartphone software or applications
SE3 | feel confident describing functions of Smartphone .83
hardware
SE4 | feel confident describing how to use Smartphone software | .82
or applications
SE5 | feel confident using Smartphone without any help from 72
someone else
Social influence 0.805 | 0.954 | .954
SI1 It is important that my friends like the mobile phone | buy. .85
SI2 I like to know what mobile phone makes good impressions .90
on my friends.
SI3 | achieve a sense of belonging by purchasing the same .92
mobile phone that my friends purchase.
Sl4 If | want to be like someone, | try to buy the same mobile 91
phone he/she uses.
SIS | identify with my friends by purchasing the same mobile .90
phone they purchase.
Intention 0.561 | 0.898 | .896
INT1 I intend to improve my academic performance by next year | .75
through effective use of Smartphone as a study tool.
INT2 | plan to use Smartphone to effectively manage my study .80
time.
INT3 Whenever possible, | intend to use Smartphone in my .78
study
INT4 It is likely that | would recommend for my friends to use .82
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Table 3: Discriminant validity

AVE MSV ASV SE S| PEU ATT INT PU
SE 0.674 0.567 0.356 0.821
S| 0.805 0.194 0.073 0.254 0.897
PEU 0.734 0.661 0.399 0.753 0.147 0.857
ATT 0.643 0.542 0.371 0.589 0.221 0.642 0.802
INT 0.561 0.507 0.358 0.571 0.441 0.577 0.712 0.749
PU 0.698 0.661 0.429 0.690 0.192 0.813 0.736 0.656 0.835

SE: self-efficacy, SI: social influence, PEU: perceived ease of use, ATT: attitude, INT: intention,
PU: perceived usefulness, MSV=maximum shared variance, ASV=average shared variance,
AVE=average variance extracted, CR=composite reliability, bold diagonal= square root of
AVE.
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