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a b s t r a c t

This study surveyed 387 middle school 7th e graders' flipped learning readiness in their English-as-a-
foreign-language (EFL) classrooms and explored the effects of personal characteristics on their readi-
ness levels. These personal characteristics included gender, the availability of outside-school support and
resources, foreign language beliefs, perceptions of their English teachers, and how they use the Internet.
Through factor analysis, flipped learning readiness consists of five dimensions: learner control and self-
directed learning, technology self-efficacy, motivation for learning, in-class communication self-efficacy,
and doing previews. It was found that personal characteristics and individual circumstances, including
language beliefs, student perceptions of teacher characteristics, the availability of outside-school support
and resources, learning performance, study time and net-surfing time, can make a difference to the levels
of the readiness dimensions. These findings may shed light on the middle schoolers' flipped learning
readiness in EFL classrooms and provide insights for teachers wanting to incorporate individualized
instruction in the flipped classroom.

© 2016 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction

With easy access to instructional technologies, the way students
learn and the role teachers play has been revolutionalized (Johnson,
Adams Becker, Estrada, & Freeman, 2015). Students can now search
for information online and teachers are no longer the single pro-
viders of knowledge and skills. In this new environment, teachers
have been searching for a teaching model which best meets their
students' needs. Flipped learning, increasingly popular in K-12
classrooms, has been regarded as one such model (Bergmann &
Sams, 2012). Flipped learning puts an emphasis on making good
use of technology to prepare students for meaningful learning in
the classroom. Additionally, it enables teachers to make good use of
classroom time to differentiate instruction and personalize their
teaching, which is both a trend and a challenge in K-12 Education
(Johnson et al., 2015).

One factor influencing the occurrence of successful foreign
language learning is learning opportunity (Rubin, 1975). Flipped
learning provides students with more opportunities to be exposed
to the target language both inside and outside the classroom
through the technology-integratedmechanism of student previews
and in-class differentiated instruction (Bergmann & Sams, 2012).
However, it is not clear whether middle school students in foreign
language classrooms are ready to embrace flipped learning. With
this in mind, the following research questions were explored.

Research question one: What are the levels of middle school
students' flipped learning readiness in foreign language
classrooms?

Research question two: What effects do personal characteristics
have on readiness levels?
2. Theoretical framework

2.1. Flipped learning readiness

Flipped learning has been in the spotlight in education for a few
years although the concept, also referred to as the inverted class-
room, reversed instruction, or blended learning (Hamdan,
McKnight, McKnight, & Arfstrom, 2013), is not particularly new.
Two high school chemistry teachers in Colorado successfully
launched a flipped learning model in 2007. Students living in rural
areas could view live lessons on the Internet before coming to class,
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using PowerPoint slides and online video content that the teachers
had created in advance. During classroom meetings, the teachers
guided their students through work that had been assigned in the
previous meeting. In flipped classrooms, digital videos are the most
common form of media used by students to preview material
before class meetings (Bergmann & Sams, 2012). Media collections
originated with the Khan Academy which collaborated with
Microsoft to create a digital video library to facilitate learning for K-
12 students.

Yarbro, Arfstrom, McKnight, and McKnight (2014) summarized
research on flipped learning fromK-12 to post-secondary education
and concluded that it can be used in most disciplines, including
math and foreign languages. The summary also reported that stu-
dents in flipped classrooms were more engaged, performed better,
or exhibited fewer behavioral problems.

In such learner-centered learning environments, teachers
maximize the classroom time to guide students in solving prob-
lems, to provide differentiated instruction, and to provide students
with an environment where abundant social interaction can occur.
Since the 1990s, the focus of foreign and second language in-
struction has been on social interaction. To achieve social interac-
tion in a foreign language classroom, the language learning context
is the key, with “how learners use their linguistic environment to
build their knowledge of the second language” (p.17) being another
important aspect (Gass, 2002).

In flipped classrooms, which are usually technology-integrated,
students are required to take responsibility for their own learning
by completing a number of tasks (previews) before coming to class.
Additionally, flipped learning enables teachers to provide students
with opportunities to communicate with each other, as well as to
motivate students by answering questions, holding discussions,
and modeling problem-solving processes (Bergmann & Sams,
2012). However, students who are used to teacher-centered class-
rooms may not be accustomed to taking responsibility for their
learning. Such students may not be ready for or capable of learning
in learner-centered flipped classrooms. As Thorndike (1932)
pointed out, one law of learning is the readiness of students to
learn and this can strongly influence the degree of success ach-
ieved. For this reason this study investigated learning readiness as
it relates to flipped learning.

2.2. Individual differences in foreign language classrooms

2.2.1. Language belief
As Horwitz (1985) emphasized, understanding students' second

or foreign language beliefs is essential for individualized foreign
language instruction. Over recent decades, the focus of research
regarding language beliefs has been on students and teachers
(Kalaja & Barcelos, 2006). Studies have indicated that effective
foreign language learners usually have positive, realistic beliefs
which are linked to their proficiency (Mantle-Bromley, 1995;
quoted in Mohebi & Khodadady, 2011). On the other hand, some
beliefs, such as underestimating the difficulty of language learning
(Mohebi & Khodadady, 2011), can harm foreign language learning
(Horwitz, 1988). Additionally, language beliefs are related to a
learner's metacognitive knowledge and learning strategies
(Horwitz, 1987; Wenden, 1986). Foreign language beliefs, such as
those regarding the nature of language, perspectives on the diffi-
culty of a language, aptitude, usage of learning and communication
strategies, motivation and expectations, can all influence learning
outcome (Horwitz, 1987). Therefore, to help individuals learn suc-
cessfully, understanding the role language beliefs play is essential.

Supported by empirical data, Wenden (1986) categorized
foreign language beliefs into three groups: the importance of an
active stance while speaking and listening, the need to learn
grammar and vocabulary, and the role of personal factors (affective
factors, self-concept, and aptitude). In contrast, based on task
analysis and focus-group interviews, Horwitz (1987) systematically
investigated language learners' beliefs through a self-reported in-
strument, the Beliefs About Language Learning Inventory (BALLI).
This led to beliefs being categorized into five groups: the difficulty
of language leaning, foreign language aptitude, the nature of lan-
guage learning, learning and communication strategies, and moti-
vations and expectations (Horwitz, 1987). BALLI was the first
instrument used for assessing language beliefs and has beenwidely
employed in the field of foreign language education (Mokhtari,
2007).

2.2.2. Preferred teacher characteristics
A number of studies have investigated the effects on student

learning outcomes of teacher characteristics such as academic
skills, content knowledge and participation in professional devel-
opment activities (Borman & Kimball, 2005; Darling-Hammond,
2000). For example, Cirino, Pollard-Durodola, Foorman, Carlson,
and Francis (2007) investigated the relationship between teacher
characteristics (including oral language proficiency and discipline
knowledge) and learning outcomes in bilingual (English and
Spanish) pre-school students. Their results indicated that teacher
quality, including instructional strategies, classroom management
and organization, the presentation of subject matter, and learning
environment, was associatedwith student engagement and teacher
task orientation. They also found that other teacher characteristics -
classroom performance, the language of instruction, and oral lan-
guage proficiency in both Spanish and English - could be used to
predict student learning outcomes, whereas teacher content
knowledge could not.

Komarraju (2013) surveyed 261 undergraduates to investigate
how preferred teacher traits relate to academic self-efficacy and
motivation and found that students with less self-efficacy valued an
ideal teacher's caring characteristics more highly. This was also the
case for students with higher levels of learning motivation.

Therefore, it seems that a number of teacher characteristics or
traits are related to student learning motivation and achievement,
and that a teacher who is caring, enthusiastic with students, and
delivers instruction clearly, finds it easier to teach successfully
(Pozo-Munoz, Rebolloso-Pacheco, & Fernandez-Ramirez, 2000).
Fauth, Decristan, Rieser, Klieme, and Büttner (2014) confirmed that
there are three basic dimensions of teaching quality (classroom
management, cognitive activation, and supportive climate) by
examining ratings of teaching quality drawn from third graders.
Their findings indicated that ratings of classroommanagement can
be used to predict student achievement, and ratings of cognitive
activation and supportive climate can predict students’ develop-
ment of subject-related interest after teacher popularity has been
controlled for. As some teacher characteristics may make students
more willing to learn or have higher learning readiness levels, this
study included them in the investigation.

2.2.3. Other personal characteristics and individual circumstances
Individual differences always exist in the classroom (Jonassen &

Grabowski, 1993). Studies indicate that gender and grades are
important factors regarding learning attitude and learning outcome
in foreign language classrooms (i.e., Ellis, 1994; Robinson, 2002).
While one hallmark of the flipped classroom is previewing material
before class with the use of technology (Bergmann & Sams, 2012),
the variables, for example, whether students have used online
learning resources before, the availability of off-campus support
and resources, and the main reason why students use the Internet,
may influence students' flipped learning readiness. Furthermore,
the widespread ownership and use of cell phones may also have an
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impact on learning readiness. Additionally, gender may play a role
in student achievement (i.e., Duckworth & Seligman, 2006; Weis,
Heikamp, & Trommsdorff, 2013), although it is unclear if it has
any effect on learning readiness. Finally, the time students spend on
English and the time they spend surfing the Internet, may also have
a relationship with readiness levels. The above personal charac-
teristics and individual circumstances deserve investigation when
looking at students' flipped learning readiness and, therefore, they
were included in this inquiry.

3. Method

3.1. Participants and research context

Data were gathered from 387 students from fourteen 7th grade
classes in a middle school in Taiwan. The classes were randomly
selected and represent half the 7th graders in the school. The stu-
dents, who voluntarily participated, were 50.6% male (196) and
49.4% female (191). In the middle school, many students attend
private after-school English programs (called cram schools). Details
of the participants' demographic features are given in Table 1.

3.2. Data collection

A self-report survey, the Flipped Learning Readiness Scale,
designed by the researcher was distributed to measure the partic-
ipants' flipped learning readiness. And two instruments were used
to explore the effects of personal characteristics on readiness levels.
First, the Beliefs About Language Learning Inventory (BALLI) was
adopted for assessing the effects of the students' language beliefs,
and, second, the Semantic Differential scale (Rebolloso, 1994) was
adopted for assessing the effects on readiness of the students'
perceptions of their EFL teachers. Other demographic features, such
as gender, learning performance, individual circumstances, were
also included in the study.

3.2.1. Flipped Learning Readiness Scale
The researcher modified the Hung, Chou, Chen, and Own (2010)

Online Learning Readiness Scale (OLRS) and Lau and Yuen (2014)
ICT literacy scale to assess the students' readiness levels. The On-
line Learning Readiness Scale (OLRS) and the ICT literacy scale have
been confirmed to have good validity and reliability in studies
(Kaymak & Horzum, 2013; Kirmizi, 2015; Lau & Yuen, 2014). The
researcher combined and modified these two instruments to
design the Flipped Learning Readiness Scale (FLRS). The 27-item
Table 1
Participant demographic profile.

Profile Category Frequency Valid
percentage

Gender Male 196 50.6
Female 191 49.4

Attend private after-school
programs

Yes 197 51.2
No 188 48.8
Unanswered 2

Outside-school resources are
available

Yes 248 65.3
No 132 34.7
Unanswered 7

Cell phone ownership Yes 295 76.4
No 91 23.6
Unanswered 1

Entertainment as the main
purpose for Internet connection

Yes 289 76.3
No 90 23.7
Unanswered 8

Used online resources at least
once

Yes 144 38
No 235 62
survey distributed to the students consisted of five dimensions:
learner control and self-directed learning, technology self-efficacy,
motivation for learning, in-class communication self-efficacy, and
doing previews. In the flipped classroom, the nature of previews
consists of students using technology to read or watch learning
materials. The FLRS uses a 5-point Likert scale to rate items from
“completely disagree” (1) to “completely agree” (5). The face val-
idity of these items was confirmed by two experts, who compared
them to items inMcVay's (2000) and Smith's (2005) studies. For the
purposes of this study the survey items were examined for reli-
ability with a sufficient alpha level ranging from .75 to .92.
3.2.2. The Beliefs About Language Learning Inventory (BALLI)
The BALLI was developed by Horwitz (1987) to assess learners'

beliefs about foreign language learning. It consists of 34 items and
five dimensions: the difficulty of language learning, foreign lan-
guage aptitude, the nature of language learning, learning and
communicative strategies, and motivations and expectations. The
BALLI uses a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from “strongly disagree”
(1) to “strongly agree” (5). The BALLI has beenwidely employed in a
number of studies, which have indicated that it has good validity
and reliability (i.e., Azar & Saeidi, 2013; Mohebi & Khodadady,
2011). For the purposes of this study the survey items were
examined for reliability with a sufficient alpha level ranging from
.67 to .79.
3.2.3. Semantic Differential Scale
To investigate the students' perceptions of their English teach-

ers, the current study adopted the Semantic Differential scale
(Rebolloso, 1994). Through factor analysis, three dimensions
emerged: perceived teacher competency, teacher appearance and
empathy, and teacher directiveness (teacher control). The students
assessed their teachers across 18 items using a 5-point Likert scale,
ranging from “completely disagree” (1) to “completely agree” (5).
For the purposes of this study the survey items were examined for
reliability with a sufficient alpha level ranging from .82 to .95.
3.3. Data analyses

SPSS 21 software was adopted for data analyses. Descriptive
statistics and exploratory factor analyses were used to present the
data gathered from the FLRS for each sub-scale. The number of
factors and what constituted flipped learning readiness being un-
known, exploratory factor analyses were adopted. Furthermore, it
was assumed that the extracted factors not correlated and therefore
Varimax was used to conduct exploratory factor analyses. These
data answered the research question: What are the students'
readiness levels? Second, t-tests, one-way analyses of variance
(ANOVA), and the Pearson Product-Moment Correlation were
calculated and multiple regression analyses were conducted to
evaluate the relationships between readiness levels and individual
differences. A few students' personal characteristics, including
language beliefs, perceptions of their teachers, gender, learning
performance, and individual circumstances, were analyzed to
discover if individual differences had any effect on readiness levels.
The FLRS, BALLI, and the Semantic Differential scale instruments
evaluate different dimensions; therefore, there are no composite
scores for each instrument.
4. Results

The findings as related to each research question are given
below.
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4.1. What are the levels of the students' flipped learning readiness?

Descriptive statistics were computed on the responses to the
items in the FLRS. To study patterns found in these responses, a
factor analysis was conducted. Based on the results of Principal Axis
Factoring, with Varimax employed as the rotation method, five
factor dimensions were identified: learner control and self-directed
learning, technology self-efficacy, motivation for learning English,
in-class communication self-efficacy, and doing previews. Table 2,
which includes the rotated factor structure and factor loadings of
the FLRS items, shows the items loaded with a value equal to or
greater than .30 (Hatch & Lazaraton, 1991).

The five dimensions accounted for 57.76% of the total variance.
Through pair-wise comparisons, the students registered the high-
est level of flipped learning readiness for the dimension of tech-
nology self-efficacy (M¼ 3.66, SD¼ .79), followed bymotivation for
learning English (M ¼ 3.31, SD ¼ .87), and learner control and self-
directed learning (M ¼ 3.06, SD ¼ .90). The last two were in-class
communication self-efficacy (M ¼ 2.81, SD ¼ 1.13) and doing pre-
views (M ¼ 2.56, SD ¼ 1.05). The levels of the five dimensions had
significant differences.

4.2. What are the effects of personal characteristics and individual
circumstances on the students' flipped learning readiness?

To understand the effects of personal characteristics and indi-
vidual circumstances, features such as English language beliefs and
the participants' perceptions of their English teachers were
Table 2
Factor loadings of the FLRS items.

n ¼ 377

Learner control and self-directed learning:
I can direct my own English learning progress.
I set my own English learning goals.
I repeat reviewing the instructional materials based on my learning needs.
I have higher expectations for my English learning performance.
I carry out my own English study plan.
I am not distracted by other activities when doing previews.
I seek assistance when facing problems when learning English.
I have good self-discipline.
Technology self-efficacy:
I can download files from the Internet.
I can operate online media players (i.e., Media Player) to watch or listen to multimedi

materials.
I can use document viewing software (i.e., Adobe Reader) to read materials.
I can use online note-taking technologies (i.e., Evernote) to take or retrieve notes.
I can use email to communicate.
I can use instant messaging software (i.e., Skype) to communicate with people.
I can use information and communication technologies to organize materials I search f

online.
I can identify the information I need from online resources.
I can identify the accuracy and objectivity of online information.
In-class communication self-efficacy:
l feel confident asking questions in English classes.
I feel confident expressing myself in English classes.
l feel confident discussing issues with English teachers in English classes.
l feel confident discussing issues with fellows in English classes.
Motivation for learning:
I learn from my mistakes.
I like to share my ideas with others.
I am motivated to learn English.
Doing previews:
I am willing to do previews by listening to our teacher’s recorded lectures.
I am willing to do previews by watching online videos.
I am willing to do previews by reading text.

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Nor
a. Rotation converged in iterations.
explored.

4.2.1. Language beliefs
Regarding the students' English language beliefs, the highest

level recorded was for motivation and expectation (M ¼ 3.40, SD ¼
.98) and the lowest was for foreign language aptitude (M¼ 2.88, SD
¼ .69). The students recorded similar levels of language beliefs
regarding the nature of language learning (M ¼ 3.15, SD ¼ .80) and
difficulty of language learning (M ¼ 3.10, SD ¼ .70). The belief
dimension of learning and communication strategies (M ¼ 2.99, SD
¼ .82) was ranked as the 2nd lowest.

The BALLI dimensions were all correlated with the FLRS di-
mensions (Table 3), and technology self-efficacy was found to have
a weak correlation with all them (Cohen, 1988). The results of
multiple regression analysis indicated that the BALLI dimensions
taken together significantly predicted 43% of the variance in the
readiness level of the dimension of learner control and self-directed
learning. The BALLI dimensions regarding the difficulty of language
learning, learning and communication strategies, and motivation
and expectation, were found to significantly predict the dimension
of self-directed learning at p < .01 or p < .05 level. Other details are
given in Table 4.

4.2.2. Students' perceptions of their English teachers
Regarding the students' perceptions of their English teachers,

the highest rating was found for perceived teacher competency
(M¼ 3.64, SD¼ 1.16), followed by teacher appearance and empathy
(M ¼ 3.05, SD ¼ 1.11), and, lowest, teacher directiveness (M ¼ 2.82,
Learner control
and self-directed
learning

Technology
self-efficacy

Communication
self-efficacy

Motivation
for learning

Doing
previews

.80

.79

.77

.76

.75

.66

.65

.45

.68
a .67

.67

.62

.60

.58
or .54

.52

.45

.84

.74

.60

.59

.58

.51

.70

.82

.77

.64

malization.



Table 3
Bivariate correlations among personal characteristics and flipped learning readiness.

Learner control and
self-directed
learning

Technology
self-efficacy

Communication
self-efficacy

Motivation for
learning

Doing
previews

Foreign language beliefs (n ¼ 377):
Difficulty of foreign language learning .63** .16** .58** .50** .50**

Foreign language aptitude .49** .17** .51** .38** .43**

Nature of foreign language learning .49** .19** .49** .45** .46**

Learning and communication strategies .47** .16** .51** .41** .37**

Motivation and expectations .52** .26** .50** .44** .44**

Students' perceptions of their English teachers (n ¼ 378):
Teacher competency .27** .06 .31** .25** .19**

Teacher appearance & empathy .30** .03 .32** .25** .30**

Teacher directiveness .02 .04 �.02 �.05 .05
Others (n ¼ 377):
Grade .42** �.05 .39** .29** .19**

Weekly hours of study English .12* �.01 .14** .09 .13*

Daily hours of surfing Internet �.24** .12* �.23** �.19** �.13*

*Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).
**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
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SD ¼ 1.10). All three perceived teacher characteristics (dimensions)
contributing to the students' perceptions of their English teachers,
had significantly different rating levels. The two dimensions of
perceived teacher competency and teacher appearance and
empathy correlated with all the dimensions on the readiness scale,
except for technology self-efficacy (Table 3). On the other hand,
teacher directiveness did not correlate with any readiness dimen-
sion. Through multiple regression analysis, teacher competency
and teacher appearance and empathy together significantly pre-
dicted 10% of the variance in the readiness level of learner control
and self-directed learning, and the two dimensions of teacher
competency and teacher appearance and empathy separately
significantly predicted the readiness dimension (learner control
and self-directed learning) at p < .05 and p < .01 levels. Additional
details are given in Table 5.

4.2.3. Individual circumstances and personal characteristics
Students who attend private after-school programs or access

English learning resources outside school recorded higher levels
across all the dimensions of learning readiness, except for tech-
nology self-efficacy. Similarly, students who had used online re-
sources for English learning at least once also recorded higher
levels across all the dimensions. And students who used the
Internet mainly for entertainment had higher levels across all the
readiness dimensions, except for technology self-efficacy. However,
Table 4
Multiple regression (effects of foreign language beliefs on flipped learning
readiness).

Readiness R2 b Std.
error

BALLI prediction

Learner control and
self-directed learning

.43 .59** .08 Difficulty

.16** .06 Communication strategies

.13* .06 Motivation
Technology self-efficacy .07 .21** .07 Motivation
Communication self-efficacy .40 .52** .10 Difficulty

.33** .08 Communication strategies

.17* .07 Motivation
Motivation for learning .30 .35** .08 Difficulty

.17** .06 Communication strategies

.15* .06 Motivation
Doing previews .29 .45** .10 Difficulty

a. Dependent variables: Readiness dimensions.
b. * Beta weight is significant at the .05 level; ** Beta weight is significant at the .01
level.
students who owned cell phones registered lower levels on in-class
communication self-efficacy, although they scored more highly on
the dimension of technology self-efficacy. See Tables 6�10 for
details.

Grades (learning performance), study time and net-surfing time
were found to varying extents to correlate with and predict a
number of readiness dimensions. Tables 3 and 11 present the de-
tails. Notably, however, gender showed no significant effects on
flipped learning readiness.

5. Discussion

In general, the students' flipped learning readiness ranged from
a level slightly above neutral to below-neutral. First, their highest
readiness level was for technology self-efficacy. This result is in line
with statements made by researchers (i.e., Prensky, 2001) that 21st
century students, so-called digital natives, have grown up with
information technology and tend to feel comfortable with it. This
suggests that technological competency need not be a primary
issue to consider when approaching instructional design in flipped
classrooms. Second, it was found that students who had started to
learn English during 1st grade displayed only slightly above neutral
levels of motivation for the subject. This may signal that there are
some motivational issues for EFL teachers to tackle. After all,
motivation contributes to the success of foreign language learning
(Schmidt, Boraie, & Kassabgy, 1996). Next, while the students re-
ported neutral readiness levels for the dimensions of learner con-
trol and self-directed learning, they had a distinctively different
Table 5
Multiple regression (effects of student perceptions on readiness dimensions).

Readiness R2 b Std.
error

Student perception

Learner control and
self-directed learning

.10 .10 .05* Teacher competency

.18 .05** Teacher appearance & empathy
Communication

self-efficacy
.12 .17 .06** Teacher competency

.21 .07** Teacher appearance & empathy
Motivation for learning .08 .11 .05* Teacher competency

.12 .05* Teacher appearance & empathy
Doing previews .09 .28 .06** Teacher appearance & empathy

a. Dependent variables: Readiness dimensions.
b. * Beta weight is significant at the .05 level; ** Beta weight is significant at the .01
level.



Table 6
Means and standard deviation of attending / not attending private after-school programs.

Private after-school programs t (375) p

Attending Not attending

196 (52%) 181 (48%)

Mean SD Mean SD

Learner control and self-directed Learning 3.24 .86 2.86 .89 4.31 .00**
Technology self-efficacy 3.63 .80 3.69 .79 �.73 .46
Communication self-efficacy 3.04 1.10 2.56 1.11 4.24 .00**
Motivation for learning 3.43 .87 3.18 .85 2.86 .00**
Doing previews 2.67 1.05 2.43 1.02 2.30 .02*

*p <.05, **p <.01.

Table 7
Means and standard deviation of availability of outside resources for English learning.

Availability of outside resources t (370) p

Yes No

244 (66%) 128 (34%)

Mean SD Mean SD

Learner control and self-directed learning 3.19 .87 2.79 .88 4.23 .00**
Technology self-efficacy 3.66 .77 3.63 .83 .31 .76
Communication self-efficacy 2.99 1.10 2.44 1.10 4.59 .00**
Motivation for learning 3.39 .86 3.13 .85 2.82 .00**
Doing previews 2.67 1.05 2.30 .97 3.24 .00**

**p <.01.
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(below-neutral) level regarding previews. This is notable because
learner control and self-directed learning is expected to lead to the
initiating of learning tasks such as doing previews (Knowles, 1975).
Although seemingly contradictory, such a result may suggest that
the students regard themselves as being capable of learner control
and self-direction, but when faced with the reality of doing pre-
views fail to make the necessary commitment. Also worth noting is
that the second lowest readiness levels were recorded for the
dimension of in-class communication self-efficacy. This may be
because, being familiar with teacher-centered classrooms, they are
Table 8
Means and standard deviation of using / not using online resources at least once for Eng

Using online resources for le

Using

142 (38%)

Mean SD

Learner control and self-directed learning 3.39 .80
Technology self-efficacy 3.83 .70
Communication self-efficacy 3.28 1.08
Motivation for learning 3.55 .83
Doing previews 2.99 1.03

**p <.01.

Table 9
Means and standard deviation of entertainment as the main purpose for Internet conne

Entertainment as the main p

Yes

288 (76%)

Mean SD

Learner control and self-directed learning 2.99 .92
Technology self-efficacy 3.69 .79
Communication self-efficacy 2.71 1.15
Motivation for learning 3.26 .90
Doing previews 2.44 1.08

*p <.05, **p <.01.
not used to and are less confident with in-class communication.
Future study is needed to verify this.

The results indicated that the readiness dimensions of learner
control and self-directed learning, in-class communication self-
efficacy, and motivation for learning can be predicted by students'
beliefs regarding the difficulty of foreign language learning,
learning and communication strategies, and motivation and
expectation. This is in accord with the conclusion some researchers
(i.e., Horwitz,1988) have reached that learners' language beliefs can
influence how they approach language learning, and may explain
lish learning.

arning t (369) p

Not using

229 (62%)

Mean SD

2.84 .89 5.94 .00**
3.54 .83 3.56 .00**
2.51 1.05 6.77 .00**
3.16 .86 4.31 .00**
2.27 .97 6.76 .00**

ction.

urpose t (376) p

No

90 (24%)

Mean SD

3.30 .76 �2.98 .00**
3.54 .79 1.57 .12
3.13 1.01 �3.11 .00**
3.48 .74 �2.10 .04*
2.94 .86 �4.02 .00**



Table 10
Means and standard deviation of cell phone ownership.

Cell phone ownership t (377) p

Yes No

288 (76%) 91 (24%)

Mean SD Mean SD

Learner control and self-directed learning 3.03 .89 3.16 .93 �1.25 .21
Technology self-efficacy 3.73 .78 3.45 .81 2.94 .00**
Communication self-efficacy 2.74 1.13 3.03 1.09 �2.14 .03*
Motivation for learning 3.28 .87 3.40 .89 �1.11 .27
Doing previews 2.53 1.04 2.66 1.10 �1.06 .29

*p <.05, **p <.01.

Table 11
Multiple regression (effects of grades, time spent studying English, or time spent
surfing the Internet on readiness dimensions).

Dimensions R2 b Std.
Error

Prediction

Learner control and
self-directed learning

.16 .01** .002 Grade

.02 .03* .01 Weekly study

.06 �.09** .02 Daily surfing
Technology self-efficacy NA Grade

NA Weekly study
.02 .04* .02 Daily surfing

Communication self-efficacy .15 .02** .002 Grade
.02 .03** .01 Weekly study
.05 �.11** .02 Daily surfing

Motivation for learning .08 .01** .002 Grade
NA Weekly study
.04 �.07** .02 Daily surfing

Doing previews .03 .01** .002 Grade
.02 .03* .01 Weekly study
.02 �.06* .02 Daily surfing

a. Dependent variables: Readiness dimensions.
b. * Beta weight is significant at the .05 level; ** Beta weight is significant at the .01
level.
c. Weekly study means time spent studying English; daily surfing means time spent
surfing the Internet.
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why three out of the five language beliefs can be used to predict
three of the readiness dimensions. Additionally, the technology
self-efficacy readiness dimension can be predicted by the motiva-
tion and expectation belief dimension, and doing previews can be
predicted by the difficulty of foreign language learning belief
dimension. These cause-effect relationships may be because
motivation functions as a driving force which can lead learners to
aim for better performance (Mahmoudi&Massomi, 2015). As such,
higher belief levels of motivation and expectation would lead to
higher levels on the readiness dimension of technology self-
efficacy. Previews require that students take responsibility for
completing assigned tasks. If students consider learning English to
be a difficult task, it would create some mental obstacle for them to
engage in previews (D€ornyei, 1994). It was found that the beliefs
regarding foreign-language-aptitude and the nature of English
learning are associated with but cannot predict the level of any
readiness dimension. This may be because aptitude depends on
self-efficacy for English learning, and the perception of the nature
of English learning is related to past learning experiences (Horwitz,
1988). Both these conditions may result in no cause-effect
relationship.

Turning to the relationship between student perceptions of
their teachers and learning readiness, the readiness dimensions of
learner control and self-directed learning, in-class communication
self-efficacy, and motivation for learning can all be predicted by
perceptions of teacher competency. Additionally, the dimensions of
learner control and self-directed learning, in-class communication
self-efficacy, motivation for learning, and doing previews can be
predicted by perceptions of teacher appearance and empathy. This
may be because students pay more respect to teachers they
consider competent, and thus become more actively involved with
learning, more willing to communicate in class and gain mo-
mentum with their learning (Ferlazzo, 2015). Furthermore, stu-
dents may bemorewilling to do previewswhen a teacher is seen as
empathetic or has a good appearance, possibly making students
feel that the teacher is more accessible. Or, students may be more
possibly motivated to learn because of the teacher characteristics
(Thomas, 1986).

However, the readiness dimension of technology self-efficacy
showed no association with any perceived teacher characteristic
dimension, and the perceived teacher characteristic dimension of
teacher directiveness showed no association with any aspect of
flipped learning readiness. These results may be because technol-
ogy self-efficacy is about a person's belief in their individual ability
to conduct a technology-integrated task (McDonald& Siegall, 1992)
and therefore is unrelated to perceived teacher characteristics. And
teacher directiveness is about the control a teacher has over his or
her students (Pozo-Munoz et al., 2000), which is not related to
learning readiness. Future study is needed to verify the above
results.

Regarding the effects of demographic features on readiness
levels, the details are as follows. Students attending private after-
school programs or with access to outside-school resources recor-
ded higher levels on all the readiness dimensions, except for
technology self-efficacy. This may be because outside-school sup-
port provides students with additional academic assistance,
equipping them with more knowledge, skills, and enhancing their
confidence and self-efficacy to face a learning environment which
requires the taking of more individual responsibility. Besides, a
learner academically supported off campus is expected to gain a
greater sense of safety, have higher levels of academic motivation
(Ames, 1992) and would therefore perhaps be more willing to do
previews. However, outside-school support had no effect on the
readiness dimension of technology self-efficacy. This may be
because most of the students surveyed are already competent users
of technology and the additional support made no quantifiable
difference.

Turning to students who have used online English learning re-
sources, they registered higher levels on all the readiness di-
mensions. This may be due to successful online learning
experiences leading them to be more familiar with the use of in-
formation technology for learning and also with self-directing their
own learning. Therefore perhaps these students had more confi-
dence and motivation (Ferlazzo, 2015), making them more willing
to do previews. On the other hand, students who use the Internet
mainly for entertainment recorded lower levels on all the readiness
dimensions, except for technology self-efficacy. This may be
because they are not aware of the available online resources and
their usefulness, or perhaps they lack academic motivation.
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Students who own cell phones reported higher readiness levels on
the technology self-efficacy dimension and lower readiness levels
regarding in-class communication self-efficacy. This could be due
to the time they spend on their cell phones decreasing the time
they spend communicating with people face-to-face, which might
negatively influence their in-class communication self-efficacy. On
the other hand, these students were prone to accessing information
online and using communication technology, which may increase
their level of technology self-efficacy. Additionally, net-surfing time
was negatively associated with and can be used to predict all the
readiness dimensions. These results may be because approximately
62% of the students surfed the Internet ‘not for learning’ (Table 8)
and 76% surfed it for entertainment purposes (Table 9). It might be
that middle school students who spend less time surfing the
Internet have more time for academic work, and thus increase their
readiness levels.

Students' learning performance was found to have a positive
associationwith all the readiness dimensions except for technology
self-efficacy. And learning performance can predict the associated
dimensions of learner control and self-directed learning, motiva-
tion for learning English, in-class communication self-efficacy, and
doing previews. This could be because students who have a better
learning performance may tend to be more capable of and be more
motivated to do self-directed learning and previews, have a higher
motivation for learning and be more confident about speaking in
class (Ames, 1992). Furthermore, study time was positively associ-
ated with the dimensions of learner control and self-directed
learning, in-class communication self-efficacy, and doing reviews,
and can be used to predict these associated dimensions. Finally, it
was found that gender had no effect on flipped learning readiness.
In the last decade, studies (i.e., Heemskerk, ten Dam, Volman, &
Admiraal, 2009; Yukselturk & Bulut, 2009) have indicated that
gender is not an issue in technology-integrated learning environ-
ments, and this accords with the result of the current study. More
research is encouraged to replicate this study and confirm the
above findings.

A number of implications emerge from this study. First, the
students had much lower readiness levels for doing previews and
in-class communication self-efficacy than for the other readiness
dimensions. This may indicate a need for student scaffolding, in-
class communication training, or step-by-step discipline practice
before students undertake flipped learning. Second, both the
associated and cause-effect relationships of readiness levels and
language beliefs indicate that improving students' language beliefs
is essential if the adoption of flipped learning is to be successful.
Third, teachers need to convince students of their proficiency,
competency, and show empathy with their students to increase
readiness levels.

Additionally, teachers may find it advantageous to give guidance
on how to exploit online learning resources and provide their
students with learning activities to develop the habit of using them.
This may benefit students who lack of academic support at home
and enrich their learning experience. Efforts could also be made to
make more interesting, meaningful, and educational resources
accessible to all students to avoid them using the Internet only for
entertainment. And to compensate for the drawbacks associated
with cell phones and digital devices, teachers could provide stu-
dents with additional opportunities to communicate with both
their peers and teachers, attend to their communicative deficiency,
and provide guidance on how to communicate face-to-face with
people. Moreover, teachers may want to evaluate the time their
students spend online and offer advice on how to schedule such
time. Finally, teachers could individually monitor and assist stu-
dents with a lower learning performance in the process of doing
previews.
A number of limitations to this the study should be noted. It was
conducted in Taiwan, and because different findings may have been
discovered in a different culture, it may not be appropriate to
generalize the results. Besides, students from different classes may
have experienced different types of flipped learning, and the
learning performance data used came from paper-and-pencil tests
of unknown validity. Furthermore, this study was conducted
through a self-report evaluation. It is recommended that future
research be conducted through qualitative studies, such as narra-
tive studies, to uncover the reasons behind the phenomena of
different flipped learning readiness levels. Also, as restricted by the
availability of research participants this study focused on 7th
graders, it is recommended that other discipline areas and other
age groups are investigated in future. Finally, in this study much
cause-effect reasoning was based on weak associations and thus
future study is encouraged to study mediating factors which may
impact on readiness levels.

6. Conclusion

This study investigated 7th graders' flipped learning readiness
in their EFL classrooms. The five readiness dimensions (from the
highest readiness level to the lowest) were found to be technology
self-efficacy, motivation for learning, learner control and self-
directed learning, in-class communication self-efficacy, and doing
previews. The results also indicated that personal characteristics,
including language beliefs and student perceptions toward their
teachers, can impact flipped earning readiness to different extents.
It is hoped that the findings of this study serve to raise awareness of
the issues surrounding student readiness for flipped learning and
individual differences, and help teachers design more differenti-
ated instruction, building upon students' personal characteristics
and individual circumstances in order to equip them to harvest the
benefits of the flipped classroom.
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