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Abstract

:

Flipped learning empowers learners to take an engaging role in learning while educators assist the learning process. The employment of flipped learning has been confirmed to enhance the teaching and learning of English as a second language in previous studies. This study aimed to explore the application of the unified theory of technology acceptance and use of technology towards ESL lecturers’ intention to use flipped learning. This study used a quantitative research framework where a set of online questionnaires was used in collecting the data. A total of 206 English as a second language lecturers from four different universities participated in this study. The data were analyzed using structural equation modeling. The result of this study indicates that only social influence is significant in predicting English as a second language lecturers’ intention to use the flipped learning approach. Furthermore, this study enriches the literature on 21st century education and the integration of technology in teaching and learning. In addition, this study could help educators and stakeholders in adapting or enhancing the flipped learning approach by distinguishing the distinct predictors of technology acceptance.
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1. Introduction


The world is changing because of the fast growth of technologies and communication systems. The world is becoming smaller as communications are readily accessible in every part of the world using the internet [1]. Technology-integrated learning is very common in 21st century education [2] as it provides rich resources to technology-based education [3]. The powerful internet has changed the young generation’s mind, and by having smartphones, everything is at their fingertips [4]. Indirectly, youngsters are learning the elements of English such as sentence structures and vocabulary through social media [5].



Years after the introduction of the internet, information and communication technologies (ICTs) were developed to aid language teaching [6]. However, due to the limited infrastructure and facilities in some developing countries, ICT has not been fully developed [6]. Recently, schools and higher institutions have begun focusing on and emphasizing teaching students 21st century skills [7]. It is essential to have the knowledge and be competent in technology to develop 21st century skills [8] as they consist of creativity, critical thinking, communication and collaboration [9]. Therefore, online learning has become a trend, and many software packages, online courses and mobile applications have been developed to, directly and indirectly, aid the teaching and learning process [10].



The effectiveness of the integration of education and ICT has been explored by several studies (e.g., [11]) as well as the efficiency of the technological learning environment (e.g., [12]). Since flipped learning is known for its numerous advantages, and the significant results from previous research cannot be argued with [13], it is best believed that integrating flipped learning into pedagogy is a great move. As there is little research on the integration of flipped learning and the unified theory of technology acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT), it is crucial to understand the acceptance of flipped learning to ensure the successfulness and effectiveness of integrating flipped learning with English language teaching. Hence, this study examined the unified theory of technology acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT) application in predicting English as a second language (ESL) lecturers’ intention to use flipped learning.



Sustainable development is defined as development that satisfies current demands without jeopardizing future generations’ ability to satisfy their own needs [14]. Economic, environmental and social elements are the three linked elements of a long-term, eternal sustainability process. Education for sustainability, which focuses on environmental sustainability through educational practices, and education of sustainability, which focuses on implementing sustainable forms of successful practice through educational development, leadership and innovation, have developed in two directions. Another way to look at sustainability is the e-learning practice that meets contemporary educational demands and allows for continual adaptation to change without exhausting its resource base or losing efficacy.



In supporting the sustainable and effective adaptation of the education and training system, the European Union (EU) has renewed the initiative policy The Digital Education Action Plan (2021–2027). The plan offers a long-term strategic vision for digital education. It addresses the hurdles and opportunities of the COVID-19 pandemic, promoting the importance of working together to bring education to the digital age. Lastly, it presents the quality of teaching through digital learning required for resilient remote learning [15]. It shows that there are still students who do not use technology and online learning tools.



In the recent literature, a wide range of pedagogies for education for sustainability in schools and higher institutions have been described. Participatory and inclusive education processes, transdisciplinary, cooperative and experiential learning and the use of the environment and community as learning resources are all general principles of sustainability pedagogies, all of which involve student-centered and interactive approaches to teaching and learning [16]. Integrating sustainability in higher education can be carried out by implementing various pedagogies with the integration of technology. According to recent studies by [17,18], the COVID-19 pandemic led to rapid changes in shifting to remote teaching and learning. One of the possible pedagogies in visualizing remote teaching and learning is through flipped learning, and the adaptation of technology-enhanced learning. Hence, in understanding one’s acceptance of flipped learning, the unified theory of technology acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT) must first be understood.



1.1. Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge


Before technological pedagogical content knowledge (TPACK), pedagogical and content knowledge (PCK) was invented by [19], and it refers to knowledge that an educator possesses which can be delivered to learners through some pedagogical methods [20]. Decades later, and with the technological growth, Schulman’s idea has been reviewed, revised and refined by adding the technological element. TPACK has gained popularity ever since it was introduced. Technological pedagogical content knowledge (TPACK) is a term for specific knowledge that integrates and optimizes technology to assist learners’ learning [21]. The author of [22] stressed that technology can improve learners’ learning, allow more opportunities for disadvantaged learners, make the school more favorable and engaging for learners and improve educators’ professional development.



Figure 1 shows the main components of TPACK [20] which are content knowledge (CK), pedagogical knowledge (PK) and technological knowledge (TK). The three overlapped parts are technological pedagogical knowledge (TPK), technological content knowledge (TCK) and pedagogical content knowledge (PCK). The components and the overlapped components build up the main core area, technological pedagogical content knowledge (TPACK). The idea of this framework is not to place technology at the center of teaching and learning. Educators not only have to be technology-savvy but should also integrate all of the technology, content and pedagogy components into teaching and learning [23]. In other words, educators need to know when and how to integrate the appropriate technology into their content and instructions in the teaching and learning process of specific lessons.



Since teaching English as a foreign language has limited exposure to the target language, TPACK has been widely used for EFL when authentic sources can be achieved and used [24]. Moreover, TPACK can be regarded as a bridge between formal knowledge (delivered by educators) and practical knowledge (using technology). In applying TPACK for EFL, the author of [25] found that female teachers have higher TPACK development than male teachers. Nevertheless, there were no significant differences in academic achievement. The author of [26] also found that TPACK has a positive effect on primary English teachers in Taiwan.




1.2. Flipped Learning and English as a Second Language


Technology-based materials have been used in ESL/EFL education, such as the web and other communication tools, to make the ESL/EFL teaching and learning process more efficient. ESL education incorporates technology in order to improve English learning and teaching [27]. Technology has also been a significant factor in ESL/EFL education [28]. Furthermore, the expansion of online and technology-based ESL/EFL learning has created a new learning atmosphere for educators and learners alike [29]. It provides new learning styles and learning designs and also helps in improving accessibility to teaching and learning.



The rapid growth of globalization in education, business and commerce has boosted the necessity to learn the English language [30]. ESL and EFL education is becoming more reliant upon technology-based applications, especially in adult learning and higher education [31]. In non-English speaking countries, web-based applications and other similar technology-based devices can be integrated to develop a system of learning that overcomes the limitations of borders and distance that prevent people from learning English. Learning English has become more accessible among learners and educators [32,33]. Before incorporating flipped learning, students lack motivation and confidence, but soon after the implementation, they have a lot of hands-on, creative activities in class.




1.3. Unified Theory of Technology Acceptance and Use of Technology


The unified theory of technology acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT) model justifies technology acceptance. It has eight main components. The components comprise the theory of reasoned action (TRA), the technology acceptance model (TAM), the motivational model, the theory of planned behavior (TPB), the combined TAM and TPB, the model of personal computer utilization, innovation diffusion theory and social cognitive theory [34]. Behavioral intention is a predictor that is used in this model. This is the basic form of the unified theory of technology acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT) model:



Referring to Figure 2, the authors of [34] developed the unified theory of technology acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT) model that contains four constructs (performance expectancy, effort expectancy, social factors and facilitating conditions). Performance expectancy is defined as the degree to which the individual (in this research, a lecturer) believes that using technology will help them to achieve the numerous academic teaching goals at a typical university. The authors of [34] suggest that performance expectancy is the strongest of the four constructs in this model. Other researchers also supported this theory ([35,36,37] on acceptance models). Hence, adapting performance expectancy to the context of this study suggests that ESL lecturers will find flipped learning useful in teaching the English language. Effort expectancy is defined as the degree of ease associated with the use of a system. It is believed that an effort-oriented construct is expected to be more prominent in the early stages of a new behavior [34,38,39]. Hence, adapting effort expectancy to the context of this study suggests that ESL lecturers will find flipped learning easy to apply when teaching the English language. Social influence is defined as the degree to which an individual perceives important others to believe they should use the new system. This construct deals with the concept that someone’s behavior is influenced by how they believe others will view them due to using technology. The importance of social factors becomes more significant in instructed environments, as hypothesized by [38]. Facilitating conditions refer to the degree to which an individual believes that an organizational and technical infrastructure exists to support the use of a system [40]. These four variables are essential in predicting ESL lecturers’ intention to use flipped learning.




1.4. Constructivism


Constructivism emerged in the United States and Europe in the 1970s during the educational reform period to recognize the role of the individual learner in making sense of the world. Humans have not programmed robots that can respond the same way to every stimulus given [41]. The constructivist learning theory encourages an active joint endeavor between teachers, students and their peers in fabricating meaning. The constructivist philosophical view of constructivism is knowledge created through communications with one another involving the society and setting. However, the outcome of the communication is not always complete [41]. Harasim also suggested that constructivist learning theory is an umbrella term for representing a range of perceptions on learning, and it is not one integrated entity.



The technology within constructivist learning is always compromised with learning environments (e.g., construction kits, microworlds, scaffolded intentional learning environments, learning networks or telecollaboration and learning management systems such as BlackBoard, WebCT or Moodle). The characteristics are as follows: avoiding oversimplification, preparing for the real world, stressing knowledge construction rather than reproduction, emphasizing meaningful contexts instead of abstraction of contexts, providing real-world environments, learning experiences being given further reflection, contexts and content depending on knowledge construction and collaborative construction held through social negotiation [41]. On the other hand, the constructivist approach in flipped learning should be an active practice, where learners must build their knowledge and make use of cooperative and collaborative learning, be given power in the learning procedure, be given chances to reflect and, lastly, gain meaningful learning experiences in order to enhance their learning based on this particular approach [42]. In this situation, educators play an important role in ensuring that these practices are incorporated in the flipped learning approach to achieve the mentioned objectives.





2. Methodology


This research used a quantitative approach. In this study, the researchers investigated whether the factors (performance expectancy, effort expectancy, social influence, facilitating conditions) have any significant relationships with ESL lecturers’ intention to use flipped learning. In answering the research objective, four public universities were chosen in this study. Cluster sampling was used to select universities, as it is the most time- and cost-efficient probability design for large geographical areas. A larger sample size can be used to increase the accessibility of the sample group members [43]. In clustering the sample, the researchers categorized all universities under their region as a sampling frame. Additionally, each cluster was then numbered 1 up to 19. Lastly, a cluster sample was chosen using systematic random sampling, and each university represents the sample of this study. Since this study covers large and different geographical areas, only one university was selected from each region. The target populations of this study were ESL lecturers from selected universities: Universiti Utara Malaysia, Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia, Universiti Teknikal Melaka and University Malaysia Pahang. In this study, only ESL lecturers were selected from each university. Lecturers were selected according to their faculty or department. After the universities had been decided, all ESL lecturers were involved in this survey. The research hypotheses of this study are as follows:



Hypothesis 1 (H1).

Performance expectancy does not have any significant effect on Malaysian ESL lecturers’ intention to use flipped learning.





Hypothesis 2 (H2).

Effort expectancy does not have any significant effect on Malaysian ESL lecturers’ intention to use flipped learning.





Hypothesis 3 (H3).

Social influence does not have any significant effect on Malaysian ESL lecturers’ intention to use flipped learning.





Hypothesis 4 (H4).

Facilitating conditions do not have any significant effect on Malaysian ESL lecturers’ intention to use flipped learning.





Hence, the purpose of this study was to explore the application of the unified theory of technology acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT) in predicting ESL lecturers’ intention to use the flipped learning approach. The research questions for this study are as follows:




	
Does performance expectancy significantly affect Malaysian ESL lecturers’ intention to use flipped learning?



	
Does effort expectancy significantly affect Malaysian ESL lecturers’ intention to use flipped learning?



	
Does social influence significantly affect Malaysian ESL lecturers’ intention to use flipped learning?



	
Do facilitating conditions significantly affect Malaysian ESL lecturers’ intention to use flipped learning?








In this study, the total population of ESL lecturers within the four chosen universities was unknown. In estimating the sample size, Cochran’s formula was used. Cochran’s formula was used because it allows researchers to estimate a sample size according to the researchers’ preferred level of precision, preferred confidence level and proportion of the traits in a population [44]. Cochran’s formula is extensively used in estimating unknown sample sizes compared to other formulas [45]. Therefore, based on the formula, the calculated sample size was 166. However, 206 ESL lecturers responded to the questionnaire.



As for the data collection, the researchers first asked for supervisors to provide them with a formal consent letter to be attached to the online survey. Then, the researchers approached one representative (English lecturer) from each faculty/department to share the questionnaire link with all of the other English lecturers within the faculty/department. Later on, the representatives forwarded the link to their ESL colleagues using their official university emails and the Whatsapp application. The researchers used the Bitlinks website to generate a unique link for the online questionnaire. Meanwhile, the questionnaire was developed using Google Forms.



A brief introduction of the purpose of having the questionnaire and the researchers’ details were included in the questionnaire if respondents wanted to provide any personal feedback or comments to the researchers. The researchers did not state any specific time for respondents to complete their questionnaire. However, the researchers had to wait for a month for respondents to complete the questionnaire. A week after that, the researchers did not receive any other responses. Hence, we decided to start analyzing the data. In this study, the survey instrument was adapted from instruments developed by [46], and some modifications were made to meet the purpose of the study. Table 1 shows the items in the questionnaire adapted from [46] and the scale reliability of Cronbach’s alpha value for each item and each construct.



In assessing the normality and outliers, the Z scores were found to be below 3.00, and all of the Mahalanobis values were greater than 40.998. Therefore, it could be concluded that there were no outliers in the data, and the data were considered normal. This sample also followed the prerequisite minimum sample size of 200 samples to ensure stable structural equation modeling (SEM) results [47].



All items in performance expectancy, effort expectancy, social influence and facilitating conditions returned reliable values.




3. Results and Discussion


This section discusses the results of this study that comprise the average variance extracted, the factor loadings and composite reliabilities of each item, the fit indices of the whole model and, lastly, the regression path coefficient and its significance. Table 2 presents the average variance extracted (AVE), factor loadings and composite reliability (CR).



The table above shows that all factor loadings are greater than 0.6, ranging from 0.891 to 0.980. The average variance extracted also displays a value of more than 0.5 (AVE = 0.881). This demonstrates that convergent validity was established. On the other hand, the composite reliability of the performance expectancy (PE) construct has a value higher than 0.60 (CR = 0.967), indicating good internal consistency. Meanwhile, the average variance extracted (AVE), factor loadings and composite reliability (CR) for effort expectancy are presented in Table 3.



The table above shows that both factor loadings are greater than 0.6, ranging from 0.748 to 0.980. The average variance extracted also displays a value of more than 0.5 (AVE = 0.760). This shows that convergent validity was established. On the other hand, the composite reliability of the effort expectancy (EE) construct has a value higher than 0.60 (CR = 0.861), specifying adequate internal consistency. For social influence, the average variance extracted (AVE), factor loadings and composite reliability (CR) are presented in Table 4.



The table above shows that both factor loadings are greater than 0.6, ranging from 0.890 to 0.922. The average variance extracted also shows a value of more than 0.5 (AVE = 0.821). This shows that convergent validity was established. Meanwhile, the composite reliability of the social influence (SI) construct has a value higher than 0.60 (CR = 0.902), indicating adequate internal consistency. Finally, the average variance extracted (AVE), factor loadings and composite reliability (CR) for facilitating conditions are presented in Table 5.



The table above shows that all factor loadings are greater than 0.6, ranging from 0.889 to 0.960. The average variance extracted also shows a value of more than 0.5 (AVE = 0.841). This shows that convergent validity was established. Meanwhile, the composite reliability of the facilitating conditions (FC) construct has a value higher than 0.60 (CR = 0.941), indicating adequate internal consistency. Table 5 shows that the fit indices indicate a good model fit after many items have been discarded.



The chi-square/df ratio is 2.791 (recommended <3.0), and the comparative fit index (CFI) is 0.907, which is more than 0.90. A value of 0.90 is needed in order to support that misspecified models are not accepted [48]. The root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) is 0.093 (recommended <0.10), which is measured as an indication of a good fit [49]. Table 6 shows the regression path coefficient and its significance.



Table 7 shows that performance expectancy does not significantly affect the ESL lecturers’ intention to use flipped learning (β = −0.273, p-value > 0.05). This finding is inconsistent with previous studies that claimed flipped learning provides better engagement than traditional classes, and that educators’ presence is not strictly necessary. Using flipped learning also makes the teaching and learning process more efficient, especially in ESL/EFL classes. By having flipped learning as a teaching medium, teachers can overcome the limitation of distance too [13,28,32]. Performance expectancy is not only important for educators. When issues of educators’ performance are being discussed, students do not represent an exception in being included in the topic because educators’ performance is usually measured by students’ achievement [50].



As for effort expectancy, the results show that effort expectancy does not significantly affect ESL lecturers’ intention to use flipped learning (β = −0.042, p-value > 0.05). This result is consistent with a few studies where effort expectancy was found to be non-significant in predicting behavioral intentions [51,52]. This contradicts a study conducted by [53] which stated that, by using flipped learning, teachers might have to invest more time initially, but it pays off as they have an easier workload in the future and students can enjoy deeper learning. A few other studies also found that effort expectancy is a strong predictor in predicting behavioral intentions [54,55,56,57,58,59,60]. However, this result shares the same finding with a few studies where effort expectancy was found to be non-significant in predicting behavioral intentions [51,52]. As suggested by [23], educators are expected to be technology-savvy, but they must also know how to integrate the technology into the content and instructions. This shows that powerful technological pedagogical content knowledge (TPACK) could enhance ESL teaching and learning.



Social influence does have a significant effect on ESL lecturers’ intention to use flipped learning (β = 0.457, p-value < 0.05). This result is congruent with previous research by [61] showing that persuasion by colleagues and administrators is better than preaching. Faculties can work together in assigning the flipped learning course and sharing the resources [53]. A survey by [62] found that behavioral intention is significantly predicted by social influence. The authors of [57,59,60,63] also found that social influence is a strong predictor in predicting behavioral intention. This implies that colleagues and administrators play an important role in influencing ESL lecturers in adopting flipped learning. Nonetheless, the authors of [51,52] found that social influence is not a significant factor in predicting behavioral intention.



In a study conducted by [64] on the factors impacting ESL learners in technology acceptance, the zone of proximal development (ZPD) was applied, and the author found that one of the important factors that affect students in accepting and using a technology is the ESL instructor themself. The ESL instructor guides the students to use the technology, asks them to complete the task and provides a community to learn ESL and the targeted technology together with their friends. Some of the students claim that they are more affected by their friends than an instructor. This highlights that both guidance (ZPD) from educators and social influence (in this case, classmates) go hand in hand in applying technology in the ESL classroom.



Finally, facilitating conditions do not significantly affect ESL lecturers’ intention to use flipped learning (β = 0.128, p-value > 0.05). A support system that offers encouraging feedback will create well-integrated, effective educators by helping them feel good about themselves to dedicate their time and energy to satisfy others [65]. As a strong predictor, facilitating conditions are believed to be an important factor in adopting a new system, in this case, flipped learning. The University of Washington and Vanderbilt University provide an instructional design resource center for lecturers to help them in teaching and learning [66]. The authors of [63] also agreed that behavioral intention can be predicted through facilitating conditions. Nevertheless, [62] found facilitating conditions to be a non-significant predictor in predicting behavioral intention.



In integrating technology in the classroom, especially in ESL teaching and learning, facilitating conditions are important to educators. The author of [64] proved that students need to be facilitated with supporting staff and external helpers. As constructivism proponents suggest, collaborating with teachers, students and peers is also important to have a positive society and setting. While integrating technology in ESL, having a support team could benefit both lecturers and students in making ESL teaching and learning easier.



From a different perspective, it can be said that TPACK could help students and educators. However, the technology part, together with the pedagogy and content knowledge, must be balanced. Hence, the utmost learning outcomes could be achieved. Somehow, there are arguments on the effectiveness of TPACK. In contrast, a study conducted by [67] showed different results, where TPACK was found insignificant in teaching literature in Ethiopia, and educators’ TPACK was also found to be less applied in the classroom. In addition, there are several studies that found a number of teachers who refused to integrate technology to assist their teaching and learning [68,69,70,71]. They are probably not technology-literate, or applying technology might be time-consuming for them. With the integration of TPACK, constructivism, ZPD and experiential learning theory, flipped learning is hoped to be an effective way for lecturers to teach and improve students’ ESL knowledge and performance.




4. Conclusions


In conclusion, performance expectancy, effort expectancy and facilitating conditions do not significantly correlate with ESL lecturers’ intention to use the flipped learning approach in the classroom. However, only social influence was found to be significant. This shows that influence by a colleague is the most important predictor for ESL lecturers in deciding whether to use flipped learning or not in their teaching and learning process. This study is expected to provide insight to educators and stakeholders and benefits to students, especially in boosting students’ critical thinking skills by employing technology in teaching and learning. Based on the results, a few implications were drawn. As for the theoretical implication, it can be seen that social influence is a strong predictor in determining ESL lecturers’ intention to use flipped learning. This study utilized the unified theory of technology acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT), and empirical data were established in the methodological implication. Similar findings to past studies were gained; however, replication of this study can still be conducted with some modifications of the samples or settings to obtain different results. The pedagogical implication from this study is certainly an important aspect to be emphasized to help educators determine the strong predictors. By distinguishing the strong predictors, this could help educators to incorporate or enhance certain aspects in applying flipped learning, especially in managing computer-related tasks, software or any internet-based applications to be applied in the classroom.



Last but not least, from the policy perspective, flipped learning should be employed in all universities: public and private ones, colleges, college universities and schools. Policymakers could consider coaching educators in using flipped learning, especially in managing technology to enhance ESL teaching and learning. They can also consider affording a better environment in integrating technology into education, especially in second language learning. In addition, it is proposed to have further studies conducted on the following four predictors: performance expectancy, effort expectancy, social influence and facilitating conditions, as the researchers had an inadequate number of respondents. Larger sampling could perhaps develop a different result. Since this study was steered towards public universities, more studies could be conducted on private universities, polytechnics, college universities and community colleges.
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Figure 1. Technological pedagogical content knowledge (TPACK) model by Mishra and Koehler (2006). 
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Figure 2. The unified theory of technology acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT) model by Venkatesh et al. (2003). 
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Table 1. The scale reliability of Cronbach’s alpha value for each item.






Table 1. The scale reliability of Cronbach’s alpha value for each item.





	
Constructs

	
Item

	
Corrected Item—Total Correlation

	
Decision

	
Cronbach’s α






	
Performance Expectancy (PE)

	
I find Flipped Learning useful for teaching ESL.

	
0.695

	
Accept

	
0.895




	
I find using Flipped Learning for teaching ESL will ease interaction.

	
0.858

	
Accept




	
I find it easy to become skillful at using Flipped Learning for teaching ESL.

	
0.827

	
Accept




	
I find Flipped Learning easy to use for teaching ESL.

	
0.720

	
Accept




	
Effort Expectancy (EE)

	
Using Flipped Learning for teaching ESL is easy for me.

	
0.754

	
Accept

	
0.883




	
I find Flipped Learning appealing to me if majority of my colleague used it.

	
0.843

	
Accept




	
I would use Flipped Learning in teaching ESL if my boss has encouraged using it.

	
0.794

	
Accept




	
Social Influence (SI)

	
I would use Flipped Learning in teaching if my boss has been helpful in the use of Flipped Learning in teaching.

	
0.769

	
Accept

	
0.870




	
I would likely get enough practice for teaching if I use Flipped Learning for teaching ESL.

	
0.769

	
Accept




	
Facilitating Conditions (FC)

	
I have the resources necessary to use Flipped Learning in teaching ESL.

	
0.619

	
Accept

	
0.787




	
I have the knowledge necessary to use Flipped Learning in teaching ESL.

	
0.690

	
Accept




	
There is a specific person available for assistance with any technical problem I may encounter regarding Flipped Learning.

	
0.602

	
Accept
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Table 2. CFA results for performance expectancy.
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Construct

	
Item

	
Factor Loading

	
AVE (Above 0.5)

	
CR (Above 0.6)






	
Performance Expectancy (PE)

	
I find Flipped Learning useful for teaching ESL

	
0.980

	
0.881

	
0.967




	
I find using Flipped Learning for teaching ESL will ease interaction

	
0.975




	
I find it easy to become skillful at using Flipped Learning for teaching ESL

	
0.904




	
I find Flipped Learning easy to use for teaching ESL

	
0.891
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Table 3. CFA results for effort expectancy.
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Construct

	
Item

	
Factor Loading

	
AVE (Above 0.5)

	
CR (Above 0.6)






	
Effort Expectancy (EE)

	
Using Flipped Learning for teaching ESL is easy for me.

	
0.980

	
0.760

	
0.861




	
I find Flipped Learning appealing to me if majority of my colleague used it.

	
0.748
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Table 4. CFA results for social influence.
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Construct

	
Item

	
Factor Loading

	
AVE (Above 0.5)

	
CR (Above 0.6)






	
Social Influence (SI)

	
I would use Flipped Learning in teaching if my boss has been helpful in the use of Flipped Learning in teaching.

	
0.922

	
0.821

	
0.902




	
I would likely get enough practice for teaching if I use Flipped Learning for teaching ESL.

	
0.890
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Table 5. CFA results for facilitating conditions.
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Construct

	
Item

	
Factor Loading

	
AVE (Above 0.5)

	
CR (Above 0.6)






	
Facilitating Conditions (FC)

	
I have the resources necessary to use Flipped Learning in teaching ESL.

	
0.901

	
0.841

	
0.941




	
I have the knowledge necessary to use Flipped Learning in teaching ESL.

	
0.889




	
There is a specific person available for assistance with any technical problem I may encounter regarding Flipped Learning.

	
0.960
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Table 6. The fit indices demonstrating a good model fit.
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	Name of Index Category
	Name of Index
	Index Value
	Level of Acceptance
	Comments





	Absolute Fit
	RMSEA
	0.093
	RMSEA 0.05 to 0.10 acceptable
	The required level is achieved



	Incremental Fit
	CFI
	0.907
	CFI > 0.90
	The required level is achieved



	Parsimonious Fit
	ChiSq/df
	2.791
	Chisq/df < 3.0
	The required level is achieved
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Table 7. The regression path coefficient and its significance.
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	Estimate
	S.E.
	C.R.
	P
	Result





	INT
	←
	PE
	−0.189
	0.116
	−1.630
	0.103
	Not Significant



	INT
	←
	EE
	0.025
	0.113
	0.225
	0.822
	Not Significant



	INT
	←
	SI
	0.496
	0.080
	6.231
	0.000
	Significant at 0.001



	INT
	←
	FC
	0.076
	0.051
	1.489
	0.137
	Not Significant
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