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Abstract: In an increasingly digital era, mobile technology has become an integral part of our daily 
lives, permeating various aspects, including education. with their portable nature and wide range of 
functionalities, mobile devices offer new opportunities for learners to access information, collaborate 
with peers, and engage in interactive learning experiences. This article investigates university learners' 
experiences with mobile technology, as well as their perceived barriers to such experiences in the 
context of English language learning. The study employs a mixed-methods approach, comprising 
surveys and interviews to investigate students' practices and barriers related to using mobile technology 
for language learning. The quantitative stage involves a sample of 142 participants, while the qualitative 
stage focuses on a subset of 16 participants selected for representation and diversity. The findings show 
extensive reliance of students on their devices for on-campus and off-campus learning activities, 
including chatting with AI models, social networking, app-based learning, and watching course-related 
videos. Furthermore, several barriers pertaining to the device, the teacher, and the learner were 
identified as obstacles to the effective use of mobile technology for academic purposes. Overall, this 
study stresses the potential of mobile devices for language learning and offers valuable insights into 
how students use them. Language teachers and researchers can utilize these findings to maximize the 
benefits of mobile technology while mitigating its drawbacks. 
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1. Introduction  

 Due to advances in information and communication technologies (ICTs), there has been a significant change 
in the learning environment, entailing the mobility of three elements: the learner, the device, and the information. 
Such mobility has marked the beginning of a new age of learning, namely mobile learning, characterized by 
greater flexibility in delivering course content and in meeting students’ needs and interests beyond the barriers of 
time and space—a phenomenon that can be labeled as the ‘Anytime-Anywhere Era’. This idea is supported by 
similar studies in the field, including Marunevich, et al. [1] and Zheng, et al. [2], which highlight the benefits of 

mobile technology in language learning. For instance, Marunevich, et al. [1] found that alongside 
enhancing student-teacher relationships (the social dimension), mobile learning increased students' 
motivation and engagement (the psychological dimension), while Zheng, et al. [2] reported that the 
mobile self-regulated learning approach significantly enhanced students’ learning achievements and self-
regulated learning skills (the academic and strategic dimensions). However, some studies reported 
either mixed or negative results. For instance, Stockwell [3] found that the use of handheld devices did 
not necessarily result in better language learning outcomes than traditional classroom-based 
instruction. In the same vein, Lepp, et al. [4] revealed that increased mobile device use was associated 
with decreased academic performance, suggesting a need to raise awareness among students and 
teachers about the potential academic risks associated with high-frequency device use. Nevertheless, 



65 

 

 

Edelweiss Applied Science and Technology 
ISSN: 2576-8484 

Vol. 9, No. 2: 64-83, 2025 
DOI: 10.55214/25768484.v9i2.4429 
© 2025 by the authors; licensee Learning Gate 

 

integrating mobile technology in language learning programs and services can lead to positive 
outcomes for students. Given this, many universities and institutions have been integrating mobile 
technology into their programs and services, as this technology has been numerously proven to enhance 
student grades, facilitate communication, and make students intrinsically motivated [5, 6].  After 
introducing the topic, the main objective of this study is to investigate learners’ experiences with mobile 
technology as well as their perceived challenges to such experiences. Therefore, this general objective 
can be further divided into two specific aims: (i) to examine the ways learners use their handheld devices 
to learn English on and off campus; and (ii) to explore the barriers learners face while using mobile 
devices to learn English. Based on these objectives, the study attempts to answer two important 
questions: 

• In what way do university learners utilize their handheld devices to learn English, both on 
campus and off campus? 

• Based on their experiences, what are the barriers that university learners attribute to learning 
with mobile technology?   

                   

2. Literature Review 
2.1. On Defining Mobile Learning  

Mobile learning, or m-learning, is a context in which the learner engages, alone or with others, to 
access educational material. In so doing, they either consume or produce knowledge, for example, 
through listening to a podcast, recording a presentation, or collaborating in learning. Mobile learning 
can also be identified by the devices that are held in the hands—such as smartphones, tablets, and 
laptops—and which transcend temporal and spatial limits, ensuring seamless learning [7-9]. Similarly, 
Pachler, et al. [10] provide a more comprehensive definition of mobile learning, mentioning that the 
term involves the nomadicity of three closely related elements: the gadget, the learner, and the learning 
materials. Done with the definition of mobile learning, let us move on to its importance. According to 
Wagner [11], it is undeniable that using handheld devices for learning should be recognized as 
valuable. The same idea is reiterated by Motiwalla [12] who found that m-learning is profitable and an 
effective supplemental component to conventional learning. The concept presented is that mobile 
learning does not replace traditional learning but instead supports it and complements it in a hand-in-
hand approach. Not only that, but mobile learning is highly effective in teaching learners through a toy-
joy approach [13]. In other words, though mobile devices are primarily designed for “playing”, they can 
be effectively leveraged for learning, an approach that is likely to bring about more excitement and 
inventiveness in the classroom [14]. 
 
2.2. Modalities of Mobile Learning  

According to Sinha and Sinha [15] there are two different modalities to how learners engage with 
e-/m-learning: push learning and pull learning. In push learning, content is delivered to the learner by 
the teacher or an organization, while in pull learning, the learner actively seeks out content or 
resources, such as apps and websites. Besides, training learners to leverage their devices for an effective 
learning experience entails training the teachers on how to use the language learning apps technically 
and pedagogically. As a result, when learners understand the functioning of an app as well as the added 
value of using it, they can employ it more efficiently. In the same vein, Viberg and Grönlund [16] 
emphasized the prevalence of two approaches to mobile learning, namely content-based approaches and 
design-based methodologies. First, studies that are content-based are concerned with a viewpoint that 
prioritizes the development of activities and learning content. These studies center on language 
learning that takes place in formal settings and view mobile devices as media for that kind of learning. 
The second approach to mobile learning highlights two components: Design matters and students’ 
needs. Therefore, studies within this perspective target the development of learning materials for both 
mobile devices and text-based elements. That said, design-associated perspectives are more oriented 
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towards mobile language learning that is informal and incidental. According to Petersen and Divitini 
[17], “Little or no emphasis is given to providing learning support where the learner can interact with other 
learners or parties that can support the learning process” (p.169). To sum up, studies that are focused on 
design differ from content-related studies, as Petersen and Divitini [17] note, in that they emphasize 
less a conventional learning model where the learning material is pushed to the students by a mediator 
(third-party directed learning) than a way of learning where students take the initiative and 
responsibility of pulling their portion of learning (self-directed learning) based on their needs, interests, 
and circumstances. 
 
2.3. Affordances of Mobile Learning  

In Europe, Attewell [18] conducted a mobile learning project on young adults to explore the 
impact of handheld devices on the degree and nature of their enthusiasm for learning and further 
learning. The main findings of this project indicated that mobile learning: (i) improves students’ literacy 
skills; (ii) develops independent and collaborative learning; (iii) helps students identify areas in which 
they need assistance and support; (iv) helps students learn at their convenience since learning is no 
longer confined to the classroom; (v) and raises the learner’s self-confidence, and self-esteem as it 
enables them to choose how, when, where, and with whom to learn. In the American context, upon 
conducting a scientific study on students from three US universities that integrate mobile technology in 
their courses, Gikas and Grant [19] reported four main advantages of using mobile devices for learning 
purposes. Firstly, there was immediate access to information; thus, students were capable, through their 
devices, of accessing the course content quickly. They were also able to retrieve documents and submit 
assignments efficiently, regardless of time or space. The second advantage that was identified with using 
mobile technology was communication, in that students used their devices to learn with and from their 
peers, as well as to communicate with the teacher. Besides, they were able to share their thoughts and 
feelings with their classmates via social media tools. Thirdly, there was the benefit of diversified 
learning, meaning that students dealt with the course in many ways, namely texting, recording audio 
and video clips, and participating in discussions. This interactivity benefited the learners as they became 
more engaged and more productive. The fourth and last advantage to the use of mobile technology for 
academic purposes was situated learning, as learning was based on authentic problems, and takes place 
in ‘real’ situations. One example of this was students capturing information and posting it while ‘fresh’ 
on the internet through social networking sites, such as Facebook, YouTube, and the like. 
 
2.4. Challenges of Mobile Learning  

With that in mind, mobile learning has also some limitations that render its implementation in the 
domain of education, at least shortly, somewhat difficult. According to many studies, some of the 
challenges that still face m-learning are as follows: 

• Technical problems: Mobile devices are limited in terms of size, storage, battery life, software 
compatibility, adding applications, and network speed [20]. 

• Affective issues: Mobile devices can be a source of distraction as students may use these devices 
solely for entertaining activities, such as gaming, watching films, or chatting with friends, rather 
than for learning purposes [19]. 

• Security and health concerns: Mobile devices can easily be lost, damaged, or stolen, which is an 
obstacle, especially for students from low-income backgrounds. The user’s health might also be 
endangered due to constant radiation exposure [21]. 

• Financial constraints: the costs related to the implementation of m-learning, i.e., infrastructure, 
equipment, maintenance, etc. Barker, et al. [22] can negatively impact the feasibility of integrating 
mobile technology into educational settings. 
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• Ethical issues: hesitating mentalities as teachers and parents fear the potential use of handheld 
technology by students for cheating, plagiarizing, cyberbullying, and watching inappropriate 
content, among others [23].  

• Pedagogical issues: the absence of a standard mobile learning theory is a problem that acts as a 
roadblock to an effective design, pedagogy, and assessment of new applications for academic purposes 
[20]. 
In the same vein, Naismith, et al. [24] highlighted five issues that need to be dealt with when 

considering utilizing mobile technology in an educational setting. Firstly, there is the issue of context, 
which means that, as mobile technology facilitates access to data about the learner’s personal space, this 
may clash with his or her wish for anonymity and privacy. Secondly, there is the aspect of mobility, in 
that mobile technology transcends time and space, which also allows for engagement in activities that 
are unrelated to the instructor’s plan or the curriculum. The third challenge is sustainable learning, 
entailing reliable handheld devices being provided to learners to capture lifelong experiences. Fourthly, 
there is the problem of digression, suggesting that students may abandon the use of the technology, or 
misuse it for chatting or gaming, rather than for learning purposes. Finally, comes the issue of control, 
indicating that students prefer taking control of their technologies, which could misalign with the policy 
and curriculum of their school or university. 
 

3. Methodology 
3.1. Research Design 

This study employs a mixed-methods design. Therefore, both subjective and objective elements are 
combined to explore students’ use of their devices for academic purposes. The reason behind mixing the 
two approaches is to understand learning from diverse viewpoints, harness complementary strengths, 
and mitigate the potential limitations associated with a sole approach [25]. This study also relies on 
one-time surveys, collecting data on snapshot occasions. Hence, since this study is mixed methods in its 
approach, the data resulting from conducting the survey-based process is addressed before the 
transcription and analysis of the interviews, which act as a humanizing aspect of the study [26].        

This study was divided into two stages. In the first stage, the purpose was to look into the ways 
students utilize their mobile devices to learn English on and off campus. For this reason, quantitative 
data was collected from a sample of 142 properly filled-out forms. In the second/qualitative stage, two 
objectives were targeted: to elicit more in-depth insight into how students leverage their devices to 
learn English; and to explore the barriers students perceive as hindering their learning experience. To 
achieve this, a subset of the survey’s sample (=16) was selected, taking into account the factors of age, 
gender, and level of study. 

 
3.2. Sample and Sampling 

The population sample that I have chosen for this study is students from the English department at 
the University of Sidi Mohamed Ben Abdellah (USMBA), in Morocco. Hence, a total of 142 participants 
were recruited for this study. The participants were informed that they were free to participate or quit 
at any time and that both the in-person survey and interview instruments were anonymous. The study 
was conducted using a non-probability sampling method, namely purposive sampling. This means that 
the participants were selected purposefully, based on two criteria: smartphone ownership and 
willingness to take part in the study. Purposive sampling was chosen as it is a shortcut to participants 
who are most likely to generate the type of information the author is seeking [27, 28]. 

 
Table 1.  
The demographics of the samples. 

Criteria of distribution 
Survey sample (=142) Interview sample (=16) 

Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 

a. Gender     
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• Male 

• Female 

62 
80 

43.7 % 
56.3 % 

07 
09 

43.7 % 
56.2 % 

b. Age  

• Under 22 

• 22 & above 

 
87 
55 

 
61.3 % 
38.7 % 

 
10 
06 

 
62.5 % 
37.5 % 

c. Level of Education 

• Bachelor’s level 

• Master’s level 

 
95 
47 

 

 
66.9 % 
33.1 % 

 

 
08 
08 
 

 
50.0 % 
50.0 % 

 
3.3. Data Collection  
      The data collection process was composed of two phases. In the first phase, data was collected 
through the use of the survey instrument, following the quantitative aspect of this study. Hence, in this 
phase, in-person questionnaires were handed out to a sample of 142 students to fill out. The survey 
instrument comprised three sections: Background information, technology ownership, and device 
academic uses. The initial section targeted background information, collecting data about learners’ 
gender, age, and level of education. In Section Two, participants were asked dichotomous questions 
about their ownership of technologies, such as tablets, laptops, and internet connection. In the third 
section, a 5-option scale was used to investigate eight academic uses of mobile devices among learners of 
English on and off campus. The suggested academic uses included information seeking, social 
networking, note-taking, content creation, watching course-related videos, learning through apps, 
listening to educational materials, and chatting with AI models. In the second phase, interviews were 
held with selected, volunteer students (=16). Specifically, semi-structured interviews were chosen, as 
they allow, on one hand, participants to express freely their thoughts and feelings, and, on the other 
hand, interviewers to modify the sequence of questions, exclude, clarify, or adapt inquiries as necessary 
to improve the process of data collection. As noted earlier, the role of the interview instrument in this 
study was to humanize the participants who hide behind quantitative data as well as gain insight into 
the study’s research problem as a whole. The interview protocol was conducted face-to-face and on a 
one-to-one basis. To suit the participants’ needs, interviews were designed to last half an hour 
maximum. The interviewees (=16) were informed about the topic under study, the rationale behind it, as 
well as the different questions of the interview instrument. It is worth noting that all participants were 
asked if they consented to be recorded; otherwise, notes were taken down detailing the responses of 
those who objected. The semi-structured interviews addressed the ways students utilize mobile 
technology to learn as well as their perceived barriers to interacting academically with this technology. 
The interview instrument comprised questions about students’ acquaintance and experiences with 
mobile learning. 
 
3.4. Instrument and Data Quality 

The survey instrument was validated for both reliability and validity. Cronbach's alpha indicated 
reliability with a good score of 0.77 for all survey items. Concerning validity, three experienced 
colleagues reviewed the instrument, leading to clearer questions and an improved design. A pilot test 
ensured students had no issues with comprehension or clarity. The interview instrument was also 
authenticated for trustworthiness and rigor. To ensure this, member checks were conducted by 
verifying transcripts with participants, peer debriefing was carried out with my co-authors to approve 
categories/themes, and an audit trail documented the data collection process as well as how decisions 
were made throughout the study. 
 
3.5. Data Analysis 

In line with the research design as well as the methods of data collection in this study, I relied on 
two of the most commonly used methods in data analysis: (i) Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS), for dealing with the numerical component of this study; (ii) and content analysis, for 
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interpreting the meanings that lie behind and beneath the processed numbers. I chose the SPSS software 
since it is accurate, simple, and easy to use. Concerning content analysis, I relied on this method to 
analyze the interview transcripts, in search of meanings within words, and for the sake of, as highlighted 
by Braun and Clarke (2006), identifying, analyzing, and reporting patterns within the data. 
 
3.6. Ethical Considerations 

In this study, three ethical issues were considered: (i) voluntary participation; (ii) informed consent; 
and (iii) confidentiality and anonymity. Concerning voluntary participation, no participant was forced to 
take part in any of the two stages of this study. All the students who participated did so freely and were 
constantly reminded throughout the study of their right to opt-out if they wanted. As pertains to 
informed consent, only those who expressed their consent completed the questionnaire after being 
informed of the study's purpose, topic, and scope. Likewise, participants confirmed their consent before 
the interview and were asked to approve the audio recording; otherwise, notes were taken down 
detailing their responses. Last, throughout the study, confidentiality and anonymity were carefully 
maintained by assigning unique codes and using pseudonyms instead of real identities. Data was 
securely stored, and all potential identifiers were removed. Confidentiality procedures were strictly 
followed and communicated to each of the participants. Furthermore, the study's findings were reported 
accurately and objectively, and data was neither falsified nor misrepresented. 
 

4. Results 
4.1. Research Question 1 
      In what way do university students utilize their handheld devices to learn English, both on campus 
and off campus? 
In response to this question, I used two instruments: the questionnaire and the interviews. I opted for 
mixing these two methods to gain insight into how students use their devices to learn English. Given 
that, the questionnaire acted as the skeleton in this case, and the interview instrument as the flesh, or as 
put by Twenge [26] “The survey data are always the gold standard; the interviews and essays illustrate that 
data and do not in any way replace it. They are, however, a path to humanizing the young people behind the data.”  
 
4.1.1. Quantitative Analysis 

To quantify participants' responses, a 5-option scale was used to explore the ways students use their 
handheld devices to learn English. The scale includes five options: 'Never,' 'Sometimes,' 'Often,' 
'Usually,' and 'Always,' assigned values from 1 to 5, respectively. Participants were asked to respond to 
eight statements related to different academic uses of the device, using this scale. Statistics about the 
rated items are presented in Table 2. 

 
Table 2.  
Frequencies of students’ academic uses of the mobile device. 

Academic uses of the device Never Sometimes Often Usually Always Mean Rank 
1. for communicating and networking via 
social media sites. 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

6 
(4.2%) 

12 
(8.4%) 

124 
(87.3%) 

4.83 2 

2. for listening to educational podcasts. 49 
(34. 5%) 

10 
(7.0%) 

21 
(14.8%) 

19 
(13.4%) 

43 
(30.3%) 

2.98 8 

3. for watching course-related videos via 
YouTube, TikTok, etc. 

13 
(9.2%) 

11 
(7.7%) 

20 
(14.1%) 

27 
(19.0%) 

71 
(50.0%) 

3.93 5 

4. for creating content (e.g., using Word, 
Excel, PowerPoint) 

21 
(14.8%) 

12 
(8.5%) 

16 
(11.3%) 

22 
(15.5%) 

71 
(50.0%) 

3.77 6 

5. for chatting with AI models, such as 
ChatGPT. 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

6 
(4.2%) 

11 
(7.7%) 

125 
(88.8%) 

4.84 1 

6. for taking notes (scan, record, type, etc.) 23 
(16.2%) 

14 
(9.9%) 

19 
(13.4%) 

22 
(15.5%) 

64 
(45.1%) 

3.63 7 

7. for engaging in app-based learning (= 7 8 9 24 94 4.34 3 
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language learning apps). (4.9%) (5. 6%) (6.3%) (16.9%) (66.2%) 

8. for information seeking (fact-checking; 
dictionary; translation). 

13 
(9.2%) 

9 
(6.3%) 

16 
(11.3%) 

24 
(16.9%) 

80 
(56.3%) 

4.05 4 

 
As highlighted in Table 2, there are various levels of students’ engagement with the suggested 

academic uses of mobile technology. As such, mobile devices are mostly used among students for 
chatting with AI models such as ChatGPT (M=4.84), in that 88.8% of respondents reported that they 
'always' use their devices to seek help from AI chatbots. This high percentage suggests a strong 
inclination toward leveraging the capabilities of AI, or at least some of them, for academic purposes. The 
second most frequent use was for communicating (M=4.83) via social networking sites (SNS), with 
87.3% of students acknowledging 'always' utilizing their devices for this purpose. This indicates the 
importance of social networking, especially via communities of practice that thrive in SNS, in students' 
academic lives. Regarding app-based learning, it ranked third (M=4.34), with two-thirds of students 
stating 'always' utilizing their devices for learning through apps. This reflects the current trend among 
university students of leveraging mobile apps for language learning, particularly in the context of the 
national reform of higher education aimed at enhancing the language skills of Moroccan university 
students through the platform of Rosetta Stone. For information seeking (M=4.05), 73.2% of the 
students admitted using their mobile devices either ‘always’ (=56.3%) or ‘usually’ (16.9%) for fact-
checking, dictionary use, and translation. This suggests the crucial role of mobile technology in 
empowering students to engage in learning practices, such as googling information, clarifying 
meanings, and translating words and ideas. The fifth most prevalent way students academically use 
their devices is for watching course-related videos (M=3.93), suggesting that 69% of students at least 
'usually' engage in learning course-related materials on platforms like YouTube and TikTok. This 
indicates a growing preference among students in general for supplementing classroom learning with 
customized learning, visual learning, and microlearning. As for the activity of content creation—using 
Word, Excel, and PowerPoint (M=3.77)—only half of the students reported ‘always’ engaging in it, 
highlighting that a smaller segment of students use their devices for productive academic work, 
compared to those using mobile technology for receptive academic tasks. Taking notes, including 
scanning and recording was ranked seventh (M=3.63), with only 45.1% of the students 'always' using 
their devices for this purpose, indicating variability in students’ digital note-taking habits, and how open 
teachers are toward the growing in-class use of the device. Last, the lowest mean score was for using a 
mobile device to listen to educational podcasts (M = 2.98), with 34. 5% never engaged in such an 
activity, and only 30.3% of respondents 'always' using their devices for it. This suggests that mobile 
devices are less utilized for auditory learning, which may be attributed to the fact that Moroccan schools 
and universities traditionally place less emphasis on teaching or assessing listening skills. 
 
4.1.2. Qualitative Analysis 

To gain a deeper understanding of the quantitative data related to the second research question in 
this study, content analysis was employed, as suggested by Creswell [29]. Field notes were reviewed 
and organized, categories and themes were identified, a narrative was constructed, and findings were 
reported. Regarding participants' use of handheld devices, three categories, covering, each, two themes, 
were identified. The themes within each category will thereafter be dealt with and illustrated with 
excerpts from interviews transcripts. 

 
4.1.3. On-Campus Learning 

Based on participants’ answers, students use mobile devices for two main aspects of their on-campus 
learning, including note-taking and referencing. To begin with, many students reported using their 
devices chiefly to scan slides or record lectures. As one participant said, " We use our smartphone in class, 
when we are allowed to of course, but only to scan what is on the screen or the whiteboard,” adding, “I personally 
also record important lectures, especially when they include information that is not in the handouts." Another 
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student noted, "I sometimes use Evernote to take lecture notes," highlighting the importance of such apps in 
storing information for later use, especially during test/exam preparation sessions.  

In addition to note-taking, students also use their mobile devices for quick referencing and fact-
checking during lectures and class discussions. A student said, "I use my smartphone to check important 
information or to look up difficult words." Another student explained, "It's efficient for quickly seeking 
immediate answers to challenging questions. Also, if a teacher mentions a concept I find difficult, I can use my 
phone to clarify it on the spot, striking while the iron is hot.”  These learning practices suggest how mobile 
devices are leveraged among students for real-time access to information and active participation during 
lectures and discussions. That said, some teachers implement bans on mobile devices in class to 
prevent–as they say–some side effects of device use, including, distraction, disruption, and cheating. 
 
4.1.4. Off-Campus Learning 

As with on-campus learning, analysis of students' transcripts showed two main ways in which 
students academically utilize their devices off-campus: at-home learning and on-the-go listening. For at-
home learning, students’ study habits are characterized by a preference for laptops (over smartphones) 
and an increasing reliance on advanced tools like ChatGPT.  One student mentioned, "For homework, I 
always use my laptop because the keyboard is larger to type and the screen is bigger to read.” When asked about 
the use of ChatGPT in their assignments, participants revealed that they, “find it very helpful,” especially 
in “generating ideas,” “editing work,” and “explaining concepts.” Though it sometimes gives, “misleading 
answers.” This trend highlights the growing popularity of AI-driven tools among students and the need 
for teachers to ‘befriend’ these newcomers, instead of viewing them as a threat. 

In addition to leveraging them for at-home learning, many students also reported frequently 
utilizing their smartphones for on-the-go listening. Hence, whether taking the bus or even walking, 
they make use of commute times to accomplish tasks using their phones. As one student noted, "I use my 
smartphone on my way to the faculty to listen to English podcasts, as an escape from the stress and monotony of 
travel and to stay in touch with my studies." Another student added, "I often use my phone to listen to recorded 
lectures or to the news in English, especially in transit. It's very useful for someone like me who grasps information 
better when it is auditory.” This flexibility suggests students’ inclination to seek alternative ways of 
learning that transcend the regular timetable and the walls of the classroom. 
 
4.15. Communication  

Based on students' interviews, mobile devices play a key role in fostering both student-student and 
teacher-student communication. Students frequently use SNS to build communities of practice, through 
which they can discuss lessons and share resources. As one student stated, "I always communicate with my 
classmates through our WhatsApp group and sometimes also via our Facebook group.” adding, “We help each 
other with homework and discuss what we had as classwork." Another student noted, "We share documents and 
videos using WhatsApp. It's very motivating and fun and gives us a sense of unity." In addition to their 
academic added value, these platforms, when responsibly utilized, can foster many of 21st-century skills, 
such as communication, collaboration, digital literacy, and social skills. 

However, communication with teachers is highly dependent on their availability on the digital 
channels. While some teachers are easy to reach via email and SNS, others are not. One participant 
shared, "Some of our teachers are admins of our WhatsApp and Facebook groups, so I find it easier to contact 
them." Conversely, other students disagreed, with one participant claiming that"Not all our teachers are 
available online,” and another adding, “and even some of those who share their emails with us and respond are 
often late to do so, especially via Gmail.” These quotes highlight the need for improved availability and 
responsiveness from teachers to enhance student-teacher communication, in terms of timeliness of the 
feedback, flexibility of the interaction, and increased engagement from both parties. 
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4.2. Research Question 2 
Based on their experiences, what barriers do university students attribute to learning with mobile 

technology? 
 To answer Question 3, I relied solely on content analysis, as my focus is more on words and 

meanings rather than on numbers and statistics [30]. Therefore, three categories and ten themes 
emerged during the analysis of responses documenting students’ perceptions of the barriers that they 
face while engaging with mobile technology. In what follows, I present the emergent themes, supported 
by excerpts from the interview transcripts. 
 
4.2.1. Device Limitations 

While analyzing participants’ responses, three device-related limitations/themes emerged: screen 
size and storage issues, performance and network problems, and financial concerns. On screen size and 
storage, all participants identified small screen size as a serious barrier to utilizing smartphones to 
accomplish learning tasks, such as reading and typing. One student mentioned, "My phone’s screen is too 
small that it is eye-straining to read long texts and type out my notes." Limited storage was also a significant 
issue, with another student explaining, "My phone keeps telling me to free up space to download new apps or 
files, which is frustrating." This frustration is justified, as simple tasks like reading/typing texts and 
downloading coursework can be nerve-racking, especially when racing against the clock. In addition to 
that, participants also highlighted performance and network issues as obstacles to learning with mobile 
devices. Many found that smartphones were insufficient for editing documents or participating in online 
learning. A student stated, "My phone can’t access online resources. It takes a long time to download anything, 
which disrupts my work." Network speed was another concern. One student mentioned, “My internet 
connection repeatedly disconnects, forcing me each time to redo the work!” These problems can undermine the 
quality of work, and increase stress levels, leading to delays in completing important tasks. 
Furthermore, money concerns can be a real hindrance to students’ willingness to embrace mobile 
learning. As such, many respondents showed their willingness to engage in any m-learning initiative if 
it is inclusive of institutional support. One student revealed, "Not all students can buy the newest 
smartphones or pay for the services associated with it." Another student noted, “Many of us are living on a tight 
budget, so if they are set to implement this project, are they going to help us with the fees of the device, the Wi-Fi, 
and the online resources?" This is a legitimate question that needs to be addressed by policymakers before 
implementing any m-learning project to ensure that students are motivated and engaged. 
 
4.2.2. Teacher-Related Challenges 

The analysis of students' answers indicated two main barriers about teachers' attitudes toward 
educational technology: hesitancy to use mobile technology and lack of training in the effective use of 
such technology for academic purposes. As we mentioned earlier, many respondents mentioned the 
decision of many teachers to implement bans on the use of mobile devices in class. They are also 
frustrated when some teachers are not integrating technology into their teaching practices. A 
respondent commented, "You know what is disappointing? With all these advanced technologies that surround 
us, some teachers do not use them!” This hesitancy to use technology, though reduced in scope, according to 
the interview transcripts, may not only frustrate students and limit their engagement but might also 
leave universities unprepared for emergencies. In addition to teachers’ hesitancy to use technology in 
education, there is also the issue of lack of training in the teachers’ utilization of ICT in teaching. This 
can stem from either the insufficiency of professional development programs or teachers’ incapacity to 
add training to their existing responsibilities. A student explained, "It’s a pity that some of our teachers, 
though they don’t deny its affordances, still can’t fully adopt technology in their lessons." Another student added, 
"There are many teachers who claim to use technology in their teaching; yet, they only use basic tools, such as 
PowerPoint slides." All in all, a lack of training in technology adoption for teachers can result in 
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inequitable access to resources for students, leading in turn to their reduced competitiveness in the job 
market. 
 
4.2.3. Learner-Related Obstacles 

From the analysis of students' transcripts, three learner-related barriers emerged concerning the 
academic use of mobile devices. The three identified barriers are: addiction, distraction, and 
cheating/plagiarism. The overwhelming majority of participants, especially girls, admitted growing 
helplessly attached to their devices. One of them shared, "I find it hard to not scroll through my phone, even 
during class sessions." Another student noted, "I can't stop checking WhatsApp, Facebook, and Instagram, even 
in bed, to the point of falling asleep with my face on the screen," adding, “I know it’s a bad habit, but I just can’t 
disconnect!” This device dependency affects negatively students’ physical and mental health, trapping 
them in a loop—of escape, fatigue, lack of rest, and reduced productivity—that is difficult to break. 
Distraction is the second learner-related issue that students identified as a barrier to the academic use of 
mobile technology. A student stated, "Smartphones are such a distraction, in that you start with trying to do 
your homework and end up on social media.” Another student shared, "There are some of our classmates who 
instead of taking notes or at least listening to what the teacher is lecturing about, are sometimes seen furtively 
scrolling through their phones." Distraction is not an issue to overlook. If not promptly dealt with, it can 
lead to more serious problems, such as procrastination, low performance, anxiety, and feelings of 
isolation. Last, all students agreed that the use of mobile devices for cheating and plagiarizing is a 
significant barrier to the effective use of educational mobile technology. One student said with 
disappointment, “I’ve never seen a student cheating in exams, but if that happens, I think it’d be unfair for those 
who prepared hard for the exam to see some students cheat and finally get the grade!” This is the case on 
campus because the strict penalties and rigorous monitoring implemented by the university act as an 
effective deterrent against cheating. Off-campus, however, many students admitted falling into the trap 
of plagiarism. As one student mentioned, "It’s tempting to just relax and let ChatGPT do all the work, but 
many of those who plagiarize are caught as teachers at our university easily detect AI-generated content." While 
‘cheating in exams’ is easy to control and eradicate, plagiarism can sometimes go unnoticed, hence the 
need for preventive and curative measures to eradicate this ‘virus’ from our academic settings. 
 

5. Discussion  
The first question in this study investigated the ways students utilize educational mobile technology 

on and off campus. This question was addressed both quantitatively and qualitatively. To begin with, 
quantitative findings suggested that university students used their mobile devices mostly for chatting 
with AI models, and social networking. This matches findings from former studies, stressing the 
importance of mobile devices, especially when used for communicative and collaborative purposes [19, 
31, 32]. Also, students’ deep interest in learning through apps highlights the increasing importance of 
such linguistic platforms [33] as they offer learners many unique interactive features [34]. Besides, 
using devices frequently for googling, referencing, and watching course-related materials demonstrates 
that mobile learning can be useful for academic and complementary information seeking [35, 36]. That 
said, the low prevalence among students of digital note-taking and listening to educational podcasts 
reflects, both the in-class restrictions on device use and the emphasis on visual—rather than auditory—
learners in Moroccan classrooms [37, 38]. Having tackled quantitative results, I now shift the focus to 
qualitative findings. These suggest that the academic uses of the device can be classified into on-campus 
learning, off-campus learning, and communication. First, according to participants, smartphones are 
frequently used on-campus for scanning, recording, and referencing information, underscoring their 
utility in the immediate access to course materials [33, 37]. However, smartphones are often banned 
from classroom use, which according to Anshari, et al. [39] is a requirement unless students abide by 
the rules of their in-class use. Second, in off-campus settings, students typically prefer laptops—to 
smartphones—for assignments [40] and are increasingly dependent on ChatGPT to assist with 
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homework tasks [41]. Students also utilize their devices to access podcasts and other educational audio 
materials, making the most of their leisure time [19]. Third and last, mobile devices are predominantly 
used for peer-to-peer communication through SNS for their promotion of a collaborative learning 
environment [37, 38]. That said, digital interaction with teachers remains a challenge, suggesting the 
need for improved availability from some teachers to enhance student-teacher communication. Having 
completed the first question, the second question of this research sheds light on the challenges that 
students face while employing their devices to learn. Analysis of students’ responses revealed three 
types of barriers, pertaining to the device, the teacher, or the learner. First, students highlighted screen 
size and storage issues, performance and network problems, as well as financial concerns as device 
limitations. These findings are consistent with existing literature, which indicates that issues with small 
screens and performance are serious hindrances in educational settings [19, 20, 42]. Also, although 
mobile technology offers affordances, such as learning anytime and anywhere [43, 44] these merits are 
often eclipsed by major limitations like restricted functionality and its insufficiency for academic 
learning [40, 45]. Furthermore, financial issues aggravate these problems, as the costs for devices, apps, 
and internet packages can limit students’ access to online resources, ultimately leading to their 
demotivation [40, 46]. Honestly speaking, the USMBA university is currently helping with free access 
to open educational resources (OER) as well as to linguistic platforms like Rosetta Stone; however, more 
efforts can be leveraged to financially help students, at least with discounts, to acquire better devices 
and reliable internet connectivity. In addition to device limitations, interviewees also highlighted two 
major teacher-related problems, namely hesitancy to use technology and lack of training in leveraging it 
for educational purposes. These findings match existing literature, suggesting that teachers’ practices 
can sometimes be an obstacle to the effective integration of technology. It is important to note that 
teachers often, out of fear of students’ unethical use of phones, ban the in-class use of the device [19, 
47]. More importantly, the apprehension teachers may have about embracing technology as well as the 
insufficiency of their technical skills can keep change from reaching their teaching practices [48, 49]. 
Most importantly, even teachers who use technology often restrict its use to basic tools like slides and 
videos, instead of exploring more innovative ways [50] such as adaptive learning software and the 
flipped classroom model. Overall, to change the status quo, opting for professional development 
programs (PDPs)—preferably online ones—is crucial for enhancing teachers’ technical skills as well as 
students’ engagement, ultimately maximizing learning outcomes [49, 51]. Finished with device- and 
teacher-related limitations, analysis of students’ responses also suggested three challenges—including 
device addiction, distraction, and cheating/plagiarism—that pertain to learners themselves in their 
interaction with mobile technology. Nearly all participants admitted being excessively dependent on 
their devices, negatively affecting them psychologically, mentally, and socially [32, 52, 53]. Besides, 
distraction was a major concern of device use, with phones often diverting students’ focus from studying 
to off-task activities, thus disrupting their attention and by extension their academic productivity [32, 
54]. Mobile devices are sometimes also used unethically by some students to either cheat during exams 
or plagiarize by passing off AI-/ChatGPT-generated work as their own [55]. This misuse is alarming 
as it raises important concerns regarding the thin line separating the moral use of the device from its 
unethical utilization. As we have seen, device dependency, disruption, as well as cheating/plagiarism 
pose significant challenges to the potential implementation of a MALL-based program in tertiary 
education. With that in mind, universities can address these issues by fostering responsible device use, 
integrating plagiarism detection software, and providing mental health support to students, among 
others. 

 
6. Conclusion 

 This research uncovered how Moroccan university students utilize their handheld devices for 
learning English both on and off campus. The outcomes indicated that mobile devices are widely used 
among students for chatting with AI models, social networking, engaging in app-based learning, 
seeking information, and watching course-related videos; and are moderately used for content creation, 
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note-taking, and listening to educational podcasts.  The findings also indicated (i) that for on-campus 
learning, smartphones are frequently used for basic note-taking and quick fact-checking; (ii) that for off-
campus learning, students are increasingly dependent on ChatGPT to assist with assignments and use 
smartphones to listen to podcasts on the go; and (iii) that while devices facilitate communication among 
peers via social networking sites, the ease of interaction with teachers depends on individual teachers' 
accessibility.  Furthermore, this study explored barriers that university learners attribute to learning 
with mobile technology. Participants' responses highlighted several challenges, including (a) device 
limitations, namely screen size, storage capacity, network speed, and financial issues; (b) teacher-related 
challenges such as hesitancy to embrace technology and lack of training; and (c) learner-related 
obstacles, including device addiction, distraction, plagiarism, and cheating.  However, as with any 
research, this study has some limitations. To start, the focus on only one institution may impact the 
applicability of the findings. Future research could include a wider range of regions and/or institutions. 
Another limitation is the sample size, which may not adequately reflect the diversity of the target 
population. Expanding the sample size and participant diversity in future studies may lead to more 
reliable outcomes.  The results of this study underscore several implications. First, universities should 
capitalize on students' high engagement with AI tools, app-based learning, and social networking by 
integrating these tools more effectively into the curriculum. Second, addressing technical and financial 
barriers by assisting with better devices and stable internet access is central to enhancing students’ 
overall learning experience. Third, the findings highlight the need for online professional development 
programs to overcome resistance to change and improve teachers' abilities in ICT integration. Lastly, 
there is an urgent need to establish initiatives and practices that promote mindful and ethical uses of 
devices and provide mental health support to those who need it. 
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1- Please select your gender:          Male  ☐                      Female  ☐ 

2- Please select your age range:           Under 22  ☐                              22 and above  ☐ 

3- Please select your university level:     Bachelor’s level  ☐        Master’s level ☐      
        

4a. Do you own a smartphone?                                    Yes ☐                                                 No ☐      

          4b. Do you own a laptop?                              Yes ☐                                                  No ☐      

5a. Do you have a WI-FI connection?               Yes ☐                                                    No ☐         

 5b. Do you have a 4G connection?                    Yes ☐                                                      No ☐                                                                                              

6.  How often do you use your mobile device in the following ways? 
I use my mobile device for learning purposes, including… Never Sometimes Often Usually Always 

1. 6a.  for communicating and networking via social media sites.      

6b.  for listening to educational podcasts.      
6c.  for watching course-related videos via YouTube, TikTok, etc.      

6d.  for creating content (e.g., using Word, Excel, PowerPoint).      
6e.  for chatting with AI models, such as ChatGPT.      

6f.  for taking notes (scan, record, type, etc.).      

6g.  for engaging in app-based learning (=language learning apps).      
6h.  for information seeking (fact-checking; dictionary; translation).      

 
Appendix 2.  
The Interview Tool 

     → Please define mobile learning…  
      1. What is it? 
      2. What is it NOT? 
      3. What is its added value? 

      → In what way do you use your mobile device… 
4. to learn on campus? 
5. to learn off campus? 
6. to communicate with teachers and peers? 

→ What difficulties are you facing while learning with a mobile device, 
7. in relation to the device itself (device limitations)? 
8. in relation to the teacher (teacher-related challenges)? 
9. in relation to yourself as a user (learner-related obstacles)? 

→ 10. Is there anything you want to change or add? 
 
Exploring Learners’ Experiences with Mobile Technology: Academic Uses and Barriers 

 
1. Reliability Statistics  
1.1. Academic Uses’ Scale 
 

Reliability statistics 

Cronbach's alpha Cronbach's alpha based on standardized items N of items 

 0.732 0.754 8 

 
Case processing summary 

 N % 

Cases 

Valid 142 100.0 

Excludeda 0 0.0 

Total 142 100.0 
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a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

 
Summary item statistics 

 Mean Minimum Maximum Range Maximum / Minimum Variance N of items 

Item means 4.047 2.979 4.838 1.859 1.624 .389 8 

Item-total statistics 
 Scale mean if 

item deleted 
Scale variance if 

item deleted 
Corrected item-
total correlation 

Squared 
multiple 

correlation 

Cronbach's 
alpha if item 

deleted 

6a. for communicating and 
networking via social media sites. 

27.54 33.030 .358 0.969 0.727 

6b. for listening to educational 
podcasts. 

29.39 22.411 .629 0.450 0.654 

6c. for watching course-related 
videos via YouTube, TikTok, etc. 

28.44 28.192 .370 0.262 0.716 

6d. for creating content (e.g., 
using Word, Excel, PowerPoint). 

28.60 23.249 .672 0.836 .644 

6e. for chatting with AI models, 
such as ChatGPT. 

27.54 32.931 .381 0.970 0.726 

6f. for taking notes (scan, record, 
type, etc.). 

28.74 24.052 .592 0.822 0.665 

6g. for engaging in app-based 
learning (= language learning 
apps). 

28.04 29.680 .343 0.213 0.720 

6h. for information seeking (fact-
checking; dictionary; translation). 

28.32 30.405 .208 0.132 0.748 

 
1.2. All Survey Scales 
 
Reliability statistics 

Cronbach's alpha Cronbach's alpha based on standardized items N of items 
0.767 0.790   14 

 
Case Processing Summary 

 N % 

Cases 

Valid 142 100.0 

Excludeda 0 .0 
Total 142 100.0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

 
Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance Std. deviation N of items 
39.04 48.055 6.932 14 

 
Summary item statistics 

 Mean Minimum Maximum Range Maximum / Minimum Variance N of items 
Item Means 2.789 0.725 4.838 4.113 6.670 2.531 14 

 
Item-total statistics 

 Scale mean if 
item deleted 

Scale variance if 
item deleted 

Corrected item-
total correlation 

Squared multiple 
correlation 

Cronbach's alpha 
if item deleted 

1. Select your gender 37.48 47.939 -0.019 0.108 0.776 

2. Select you age 37.65 42.724 0.797 0.860 0.738 
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3. Select your university 
level 

37.71 43.356 0.720 0.799 0.743 

4b. Do you own a laptop? 38.32 46.842 0.165 0.409 0.768 

5a. Do you have a WIFI 
connection? 

38.29 46.377 0.253 0.448 0.764 

5b. Do you have a 4G 
connection? 

38.13 47.322 0.163 0.128 0.768 

6a. for communicating and 
networking via social media 
sites. 

34.21 45.487 0.365 0.971 0.759 

6b. for listening to 
educational podcasts. 

36.06 32.414 0.671 0.612 0.715 

6c. for watching course-
related videos via YouTube, 
TikTok, etc. 

35.11 39.888 0.379 0.329 0.756 

6d. for creating content (e.g., 
using Word, Excel, 
PowerPoint). 

35.27 34.013 0.675 0.865 0.714 

6e. for chatting with AI 
models, such as ChatGPT. 

34.20 45.384 0.386 0.971 0.758 

6f. for taking notes (scan, 
record, type, etc.). 

35.41 35.222 0.582 0.835 0.729 

6g. for engaging in app-
based learning (= language 
learning apps). 

34.70 41.586 0.354 0.250 0.756 

6h. for information seeking 
(fact-checking; dictionary; 
translation). 

34.99 41.950 0.252 0.199 0.771 

 

2. Academic Uses of the Device 
2.1. Descriptives 
 
Descriptive statistics 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. deviation 
6a. for communicating and networking via social 
media sites. 

142 3 5 4.83 .476 

6b. for listening to educational podcasts. 142 1 5 2.98 1.678 

6c. for watching course-related videos via YouTube, 
TikTok, etc. 

142 1 5 3.93 1.335 

6d. for creating content (e.g., using Word, Excel, 
PowerPoint). 

142 1 5 3.77 1.499 

6e. for chatting with AI models, such as ChatGPT. 142 3 5 4.84 .471 

6f. for taking notes (scan, record, type, etc.). 142 1 5 3.63 1.523 

6g. for engaging in app-based learning (= language 
learning apps). 

142 1 5 4.34 1.135 

6h. for information seeking (fact-checking; dictionary; 
translation). 

142 1 5 4.05 1.328 

Valid N (listwise) 142     

 
2.2. Frequencies
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Statistics 

 6a. for 
communicating 
and networking 
via social media 

sites. 

6b. for 
listening to 
educational 
podcasts. 

6c. for watching 
course-related 

videos via 
YouTube, 

TikTok, etc. 

6d. for creating 
content (e.g., using 

Word, Excel, 
PowerPoint). 

6e. for chatting 
with AI models, 

such as 
ChatGPT. 

6f. for taking 
notes (scan, 
record, type, 

etc.). 

6g. for engaging 
in app-based 
learning (= 
language 

learning apps). 

6h. for information 
seeking (fact-
checking; 
dictionary; 
translation). 

N 
Valid 142 142 142 142 142 142 142 142 

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mean 4.83 2.98 3.93 3.77 4.84 3.63 4.34 4.05 
Std. Deviation .476 1.678 1.335 1.499 .471 1.523 1.135 1.328 

Variance .227 2.815 1.782 2.247 .222 2.319 1.289 1.764 
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6a. for communicating and networking via social media sites. 

 Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent 

Valid 

Often 6 4.2 4.2 4.2 

Usually 12 8.5 8.5 12.7 

Always 124 87.3 87.3 100.0 

Total 142 100.0 100.0  

6b. for listening to educational podcasts. 

 Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent 

Valid 

never 49 34.5 34.5 34.5 

Sometimes 10 7.0 7.0 41.5 
Often 21 14.8 14.8 56.3 

Usually 19 13.4 13.4 69.7 
Always 43 30.3 30.3 100.0 

Total 142 100.0 100.0  

6c. for watching course-related videos via YouTube, TikTok, etc. 

 Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent 

Valid 

Never 13 9.2 9.2 9.2 

Sometimes 11 7.7 7.7 16.9 

Often 20 14.1 14.1 31.0 

Usually 27 19.0 19.0 50.0 

Always 71 50.0 50.0 100.0 

Total 142 100.0 100.0  

6d. for creating content (e.g., using Word, Excel, PowerPoint). 

 Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent 

Valid 

Never 21 14.8 14.8 14.8 

Sometimes 12 8.5 8.5 23.2 

Often 16 11.3 11.3 34.5 

Usually 22 15.5 15.5 50.0 

Always 71 50.0 50.0 100.0 

Total 142 100.0 100.0  

6e. for chatting with AI models, such as ChatGPT. 

 Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent 

Valid 

Often 6 4.2 4.2 4.2 

Usually 11 7.7 7.7 12.0 
Always 125 88.0 88.0 100.0 

Total 142 100.0 100.0  

6f. for taking notes (Scan, record, type, etc.). 

 Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent 

Valid 

Never 23 16.2 16.2 16.2 

Sometimes 14 9.9 9.9 26.1 

Often 19 13.4 13.4 39.4 

Usually 22 15.5 15.5 54.9 

Always 64 45.1 45.1 100.0 

Total 142 100.0 100.0  

6g. for engaging in app-based learning (= Language learning apps). 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative percent 

Valid 

Never 7 4.9 4.9 4.9 

Sometimes 8 5.6 5.6 10.6 

Often 9 6.3 6.3 16.9 

Usually 24 16.9 16.9 33.8 

Always 94 66.2 66.2 100.0 

Total 142 100.0 100.0  
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6h. for information seeking (Fact-checking; dictionary; translation). 

 Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent 

Valid 

Never 13 9.2 9.2 9.2 

Sometimes 9 6.3 6.3 15.5 

Often 16 11.3 11.3 26.8 

Usually 24 16.9 16.9 43.7 

Always 80 56.3 56.3 100.0 

Total 142 100.0 100.0  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 


