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ABSTRACT

This study examined the barriers and coping strategies involved in integrating Mobile-Assisted Language 
Learning (MALL), including AI-driven tools, among 399 EFL instructors. Through a survey and supplemental 
interviews, the research explored how instructors’ background characteristics influence their coping strategies 
and the barriers they encounter, as well as the relationship between these factors. Findings indicated a 
moderate level of overall perceived barriers, with extrinsic barriers rated higher than intrinsic barriers. 
Time constraints were identified as the most significant barrier. In terms of coping strategies, instructors 
predominantly relied on intrinsic factors over extrinsic ones, with attitude being the most utilized strategy. 
A strong negative correlation was found between perceived barriers and coping strategies, suggesting that 
instructors who perceive fewer barriers are more likely to employ coping strategies. No significant differences 
in perceived barriers or coping strategies were observed based on gender, age, position, teaching experience, 
area of specialization, or daily MALL usage. These findings accentuate the importance of addressing both 
extrinsic and intrinsic barriers to facilitate effective MALL integration. Implementing targeted interventions 
that provide technical support, institutional resources, and professional development, alongside strategies 
to foster positive attitudes and self-efficacy, is crucial in enabling EFL instructors to successfully integrate 
MALL into their teaching practices.

Keywords:	 Mobile Assisted Language Learning (MALL), English as a Foreign Language (EFL) instructors, 
barrier EFL instructors, coping strategy, Taiwan.

INTRODUCTION
Mobile-Assisted Language Learning (MALL) serves as an overarching framework that includes both general 
MALL and AI-driven MALL, reflecting the evolving role of technology in educational settings (Karakaya 
& Bozkurt, 2022). The ubiquitous nature of mobile devices, combined with the advanced capabilities of 
Artificial Intelligence (AI), has introduced transformative opportunities for personalized and adaptable 
language learning experiences. General MALL leverages mobile devices for language instruction, offering 
accessibility to various learning tools, apps, and multimedia resources. On the other hand, AI-driven MALL 
builds upon this foundation by employing advanced AI capabilities to create highly personalized, data-driven 
learning environments that cater to individual learners’ needs (Kim, 2022). It enhances the language learning 
process by facilitating individualized learning paths, allowing students to focus on specific areas requiring 
improvement while accommodating diverse learning preferences. It also supports access to authentic and 
interactive learning materials, benefiting both learners and instructors by enhancing language acquisition 
and proficiency (Hsu et al., 2013). For example, AI algorithms analyze learner performance to provide 
targeted feedback, foster motivation, reduce anxiety, and improve outcomes (Alam & Mohanty, 2023; Kim, 
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2022). Through mobile devices and AI, learners can access online resources, language learning apps, and 
multimedia content, exposing them to authentic language use and enhancing language acquisition and 
proficiency (Karakaya & Bozkurt, 2022). Moreover, AI-driven MALL supports self-paced, flexible learning, 
promotes real-time interaction, and bridges formal and informal learning contexts, seamlessly integrating 
language learning into daily life (Bozkurt et al., 2021; Hwang et al., 2021).
By bridging formal and informal contexts, MALL seamlessly integrates language learning into daily life, 
promoting continuity and immersion. It also supports diverse learners, including those with special needs, 
through tools like audio-visual aids and translation (Caihua Liu et al., 2021). However, despite the potential 
of both general MALL and AI-driven MALL, university-level EFL instructors face considerable barriers in 
integrating these approaches into their teaching practices. Technological limitations, such as inadequate 
infrastructure and technical support, remain significant obstacles. Pedagogical challenges, including aligning 
mobile learning activities with curriculum objectives and managing classroom dynamics, further complicate 
the integration process. Institutional support is often insufficient, leaving instructors to address these 
challenges with limited resources and guidance (An & Williams, 2010; Ertmer et al., 2012; Kopcha, 2012). 
Therefore, this study investigates the barriers faced by 399 university EFL instructors in integrating MALL, 
encompassing both general MALL and AI-driven MALL. It also explores the coping strategies these 
instructors employ to overcome these challenges. It examines the technological, pedagogical, and institutional 
obstacles, the relationship between perceived barriers and coping strategies, and how instructors’ background 
characteristics, such as age, professional position, and experience with MALL, shape their integration 
experiences. This comprehensive approach provides valuable insights into enhancing the adoption of MALL 
in university-level language instruction. The research questions for this study are as follows:

1.	 What are the technological, pedagogical, and institutional barriers faced by university EFL instructors 
in integrating MALL?

2.	 What coping strategies do university EFL instructors employ to overcome the challenges of integrating 
MALL into their teaching practices?

3.	 What is the relationship between the perceived barriers and the coping strategies adopted by university 
EFL instructors?

4.	 How do instructors’ background characteristics, such as age, professional position, and experience 
with MALL, influence their experiences and approaches to MALL integration?

LITERATURE REVIEW
Research on Mobile Assisted Language Learning
MALL is an extension of mobile learning that involves using mobile technology to access information 
and achieve learning objectives which provides a convenient communication channel for learners, peers, 
and teachers (Viberg & Gronlund, 2013). MALL transcends traditional classroom settings by enabling 
ubiquitous learning through portable devices. Learners can pursue their language learning goals anytime, 
anywhere, and in any manner, fostering initiative and autonomy (Sandberg et al., 2011; Sung et al., 2015). 
By offering diverse tools and resources, MALL enhances learning motivation, interest, and outcomes, while 
addressing individual differences through tailored learning assistance (Martin-Dorta et al., 2011; Rau et al., 
2008). 
Recent advancements in technology have further expanded the scope of MALL to include AI-driven 
innovations, which have enhanced its ability to personalize learning experiences. Scholars increasingly 
emphasize the role of MALL, including AI-driven MALL, in promoting instructional innovation in higher 
education to enhance teaching and learning effectiveness (Garcia Botero et al., 2018; Sung et al., 2015). 
One such innovation is AI-integrated mobile learning systems for English vocabulary have been developed 
to personalize learning materials, increase learner engagement, and boost effectiveness (Hao et al., 2019; 
Sandberg et al., 2014). Similarly, research highlights the potential of AI-driven MALL in customizing English 
reading instruction to individual learners’ levels and interests, thereby improving reading comprehension 
(Gutierrez-Colon et al., 2023; Li, 2022). 
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Beyond reading comprehension, the scope of MALL research—both general and AI-driven—encompasses 
innovative approaches such as task-based learning integrated with mobile technologies (Xue, 2022), mobile 
applications used in authentic environments (Shadiev et al., 2017), and the use of learning management 
systems like Moodle in mobile contexts (Jia et al., 2012). These studies illustrate the dynamic nature of 
MALL, showcasing its ability to facilitate interactive, personalized, and technologically integrated approaches 
to language instruction, thus reflecting the evolving landscape of educational technology and pedagogical 
practices.
The efficacy of MALL depends on effective utilization of technology to deliver educational content, foster 
teacher-student interaction, and promote both independent and collaborative learning (Dye et al., 2003). 
In higher education settings, the widespread use of mobile devices among students to access online learning 
materials underscores the need for instructors to integrate these tools into formal education (Kukulska-
Hulme, 2012). Cheon et al. (2012) further posited that the cornerstone of successful MALL implementation 
lies in instructors’ dedication to designing courses that effectively leverage mobile devices. AI-driven features, 
such as adaptive learning systems and targeted feedback mechanisms, further enhance the capabilities of 
MALL in addressing individual learner needs and improving engagement (Karakaya & Bozkurt, 2022). 
Despite its recognized pedagogical advantages, the integration of MALL—including AI-driven MALL—
into English language teaching faces significant obstacles. These barriers primarily stem from teachers’ 
negative perceptions and practical implementation challenges (Al-Hunaiyyan et al., 2018; Nikolopoulou et 
al., 2023). The literature also identifies several factors influencing MALL’s successful integration, including:

1.	 Learner behavior and attitudes (Nie et al., 2020; Onal et al., 2022).
2.	 Technology acceptance among users (Hsu & Lin, 2022).
3.	 Readiness of both instructors and students (Nariyati & Pratiwi, 2020; Rafiee & Abbasian-Naghneh, 

2021).    
4.	 Anxiety levels associated with technology use (Chenchen Liu et al., 2021).   
5.	 Perceptions of MALL’s usefulness in language acquisition (Lu et al., 2022). 

By addressing these factors, educators and policymakers can create a supportive environment for the 
successful integration of MALL into English language teaching. This approach will enhance the learning 
experience for students and maximize the potential of both general and AI-driven MALL to revolutionize 
language instruction.

Barriers to Instructors’ Use of MALL
Currently, many educators’ understandings of MALL remain confined to the technological application 
stage. There exists a discrepancy between teachers’ recognition of technology-assisted learning and their 
actual utilization of technology in instructional practices (An & Williams, 2010). This phenomenon can 
be attributed to various barriers that educators encounter in implementing technology-assisted teaching, 
which directly impact their willingness and capability to employ technology for pedagogical purposes (Inan 
& Lowther, 2010). While extensive research has examined barriers to educational technology, particularly 
computer-based systems, there is a lack of comprehensive literature addressing the challenges specific to 
technology-assisted learning and the integration of MALL. Consequently, the following discussion primarily 
focuses on the barriers associated with technology-assisted learning.
Ertmer (1999) provided one of the earliest and most significant classifications of barriers to the use of 
computer technology. Ertmer classified these barriers into two primary categories: first-order and second-
order barriers. First-order barriers are external and include factors such as inadequate resources, lack of 
technical support, and insufficient training. These barriers are often tangible and can be addressed through 
practical solutions like improved infrastructure and professional development. Second-order barriers are 
internal and relate to educators’ beliefs, attitudes, and pedagogical practices. These barriers are more abstract 
and involve resistance to change, limited understanding of the potential of technology, and ingrained teaching 
habits. Addressing second-order barriers requires a deeper shift in educators’ mindsets and approaches to 
teaching (Ertmer et al., 2012; Johnson & Tawfik, 2022; Tanaka & Saito, 2021). 
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Ertmer’s framework has been foundational in guiding subsequent research on educational technology 
integration, highlighting the need to address both external and internal obstacles to effectively support 
technology use in educational settings. For effective implementation of technology-assisted teaching, 
educators must address the previously outlined extrinsic factors. The omission of any of these factors can 
undermine the efficacy and success of technology integration in educational settings. Although extrinsic 
factors are generally considered less influential than intrinsic factors, their elimination does not necessarily 
lead to increased technology use among teachers (Ertmer, 1999). Evidence suggests that despite having 
technological experience, there is no significant improvement in teachers’ use of technology in instruction 
(Hu et al., 2003). However, extrinsic support is crucial for the successful implementation of technology-
assisted teaching. Providing the necessary equipment and administrative resources is crucial to prevent initial 
setbacks in the adoption of technology-assisted teaching practices (Ertmer, 1999). 
Intrinsic factors encompass internal personal elements that significantly influence an individual’s engagement 
with and use of technology, especially in educational contexts. Key intrinsic factors include motivation, 
which drives the individual’s interest and commitment to using technology, whether through personal 
satisfaction or external rewards. Self-efficacy, or an individual’s confidence in their ability to effectively 
use technology, plays a crucial role, with higher self-efficacy often leading to more successful technology 
integration. Attitudes and beliefs about technology, including perceptions of its usefulness and ease of use, 
also impact adoption and utilization. Technological competence, or the level of skill and familiarity with 
technology, affects how effectively it is used. Cognitive styles, or learning preferences, influence interactions 
with technology, as some individuals may prefer visual or interactive elements. In addition, prior experience 
with technology can shape comfort levels and openness to new tools. Understanding and addressing these 
intrinsic factors is essential for designing effective training and support systems that cater to individual needs 
and enhance technology integration (Sung et al., 2015; Vongkulluksn et al., 2018).

Instructors’ Coping Strategies of MALL
Scholars have debated coping strategies in various research contexts, noting different interpretations 
across different time periods. Early research predominantly focused on the characteristics of good and bad 
respondents. Over time, the focus shifted towards diverse situations, leading to the development of specific 
coping strategies. Coping strategies are typically defined as cognitive efforts to alleviate stress, anxiety, threats, 
fears, or other physical and mental challenges (Weiten et al., 2018). This study defines coping strategies as 
the methods university English instructors use to manage Mobile-Assisted Language Learning (MALL) 
when faced with intrinsic and extrinsic barriers that exceed their resources and abilities. These strategies 
encompass cognitive adjustments and behavioral efforts to address the dynamic processes of such challenges.
The literature on coping strategies specifically for college English instructors’ mobile technology-assisted 
instruction is limited. Ertmer (1999) was among the first to investigate coping strategies in the context of 
intrinsic and extrinsic barriers to technology integration in teaching. He emphasized that each barrier type 
requires corresponding coping strategies and that these strategies must consider the interaction between 
different barrier factors, as they are interrelated. This literature review highlights the need for more research 
on coping strategies for college English teachers implementing MALL, specifically addressing intrinsic and 
extrinsic barriers and the multifaceted approaches required to overcome them.
It is crucial to recognize that a single barrier may have multiple corresponding coping strategies. Effective 
elimination of barriers necessitates the use of various strategies. For promoting technology-assisted teaching, 
barriers such as changing teaching methods, increasing technology equipment, and providing technical 
support must be addressed. Additionally, reducing teachers’ teaching hours and workload is necessary. 
Understanding teachers’ current perspectives and beliefs about using technology in classroom teaching is 
also essential (Cuban, 2009).
Teachers’ beliefs about teaching are a primary indicator for changing teaching practices (Lumpe & 
Chambers, 2001). These beliefs can be categorized into capability beliefs and context beliefs, which are 
key factors affecting teachers’ technology-assisted teaching. Capability beliefs refer to teachers’ confidence 
in using technology in their teaching, while context beliefs pertain to their perceived ability to overcome 
intrinsic barriers to implementing technology-assisted teaching. Most teachers are not accustomed to using 
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technology in their teaching, and the introduction of technology-assisted teaching presents a significant 
challenge. When teachers do not understand the effectiveness and benefits that technology-assisted learning 
can bring to their teaching, they naturally lack confidence and are therefore reluctant to adopt such methods, 
leading to low effectiveness.
Teachers must be convinced of the potential benefits of technology-assisted teaching for it to become a 
natural part of their practice (Belland, 2009). Once convinced, teachers are more likely to develop the habit 
of using technology in their instruction, thereby enhancing its effectiveness. This literature review highlights 
the importance of addressing both intrinsic and extrinsic barriers and emphasizes the need for multifaceted 
approaches to promote the integration of technology-assisted teaching. More research is needed to explore 
the coping strategies of college English teachers in this context, particularly concerning their beliefs and the 
practical challenges they face.
Current strategies for coping with barriers to technology-assisted teaching primarily focus on providing 
teachers with the necessary guidance to overcome these obstacles. Teachers need to understand that they 
do not have to work in isolation but can receive support and assistance whenever needed. This support is 
crucial in changing teachers’ attitudes and achieving more effective technology-assisted teaching (Boulay & 
Fulford, 2009). 
Despite the recognition of these needs, there is a lack of literature that comprehensively summarizes effective 
coping strategies for technology-assisted teaching. Since 1999, Ertmer has been devoted to discussing 
intrinsic and extrinsic barriers to the integration of technology into teaching, but only some possible 
coping strategies have been briefly addressed. Later, Kopcha (2012) proposed a complete list of strategy 
classifications for elementary school teachers, including aspects such as accessibility, time, administrative 
technical support, beliefs, and professional development. Kopcha further emphasized that teachers’ ability 
and use of technology in teaching could be gradually improved if psychological factors are addressed. 
Drawing from the above, college EFL teachers’ coping strategies for mobile technology-assisted teaching 
can adopt a similar classification. These strategies can be differentiated into intrinsic and extrinsic factors to 
form a comprehensive list.
Currently, there is a significant gap between technology development and the level of technology integration 
in teaching practices by educators. Studies have indicated that educators frequently utilize technology not for 
instructional purposes but for administrative tasks (such as keeping grades and attendance records), unrelated 
matters (such as communicating with colleagues or parents), and, lastly, developing instructional materials 
(Ertmer, 2005; Gray et al., 2010). Inan and Lowther (2010) indicated that professional development, 
administrative technical support, and teacher beliefs are the main factors affecting whether teachers integrate 
technology-assisted teaching in the classroom. Addressing these issues requires analyzing the factors that 
obstruct the use of technology and formulating targeted solutions to mitigate these impediments. When 
educators are provided with adequate support and cultivate a belief in the advantages of technology-assisted 
teaching, they are more inclined to effectively incorporate these methods into their instructional practices 
(Boulay & Fulford, 2009). This literature review highlights the need for comprehensive research on effective 
coping strategies for college EFL teachers implementing mobile technology-assisted teaching. 

METHOD
Participants
The study comprised 399 EFL instructors from universities across various regions in Taiwan. The sample 
was predominantly female (N=277, 69.4%), with males constituting 30.6% of the participants. Age 
distribution indicated that the majority were between 40-49 years (N=174, 43.6%), followed by those 
aged 50-59 (N=131, 32.8%). Academic positions of participants were categorized as follows: 44.9% were 
lecturers, 27.1% assistant professors, 17.5% associate professors, and 10.5% full professors. Regarding 
teaching experience, 45.1% had 11-20 years of experience, while 30.1% had over 21 years. Geographically, 
participants were distributed with 40.1% from northern Taiwan, 31.6% from central Taiwan, 24.6% from 
southern Taiwan, and 3.8% from eastern Taiwan. Concerning the daily use of Mobile-Assisted Language 
Learning (MALL), 39.6% reported using it for less than one hour, 44.4% for 1-2 hours, 16.5% for 3-4 
hours, 5.8% for 5-6 hours, and 3.8% for more than 6 hours.
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Instrument
The literature review reveals that most scholars classify the barriers to technology-assisted teaching into two 
categories: extrinsic and intrinsic factors. To align with this framework, the survey questionnaire categorizes 
the barriers to instructors’ use of MALL into two principal categories, providing specific examples to ensure 
clarity and comprehensiveness. The use of MALL in this study encompasses both general and AI-driven 
approaches, reflecting the diverse tools and technologies employed in modern language instruction. This 
includes widely used applications such as Duolingo, Quizlet, Kahoot, etc., which are designed for activities 
like vocabulary building, interactive quizzes, and collaborative learning. In addition, MALL integrates various 
devices, including smartphones, tablets, and laptops, enabling flexible and accessible learning opportunities.
Extrinsic factors refer to external challenges beyond the instructors’ control. The survey included questions 
to identify barriers such as:

•	 Accessibility: The availability and ease of access to necessary technology. 
•	 Technical Support and Training: The availability of technical support and professional development 

opportunities. 
•	 Time: The time allocated for planning, training, and integrating technology into the curriculum. 
•	 Society and School Culture: The influence of societal norms and institutional culture regarding 

technology use. 
•	 Student-Related Factors: Student attitudes, behaviors, and readiness for using technology in learning. 

Intrinsic barriers are those factors that influence the willingness to utilize MALL in teaching. These include 
the following subcategories:

•	 Attitude: Instructors’ overall disposition towards using technology in teaching.
•	 Belief: Instructors’ beliefs about the effectiveness and benefits of using technology in their teaching.
•	 Self-Efficacy of Integration: Instructors’ confidence in their capability to incorporate technology 

successfully into their teaching methodologies.
•	 Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK): Instructors’ comprehension of how to 

blend technology with pedagogical strategies and subject matter expertise in a cohesive and effective 
manner.

•	 Teaching Technique: Instructors’ methods and strategies for incorporating technology into their 
teaching.

The reliability of the survey was established with a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .956 for the MB 
section and .957 for the MCS section, indicating high internal consistency. The validity analysis showed a 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of .836 for both sections, demonstrating strong construct validity. Thus, the 
instrument was validated as both reliable and valid for assessing the barriers and coping strategies associated 
with MALL among university instructors. A questionnaire was distributed to a random sample of 399 
university instructors from various regions in Taiwan. The finalized questionnaire comprised 92 items, 
organized into two main sections: MALL Barriers (MB) and MALL Coping Strategies (MCS), with 48 items 
on participants’ MB and 48 items on participants’ use of MCS. Subsequently, semi-structured interviews 
were conducted with nine of the instructors. Participants were asked to provide qualitative feedback on their 
experiences with the applications and devices, including their effectiveness, ease of use, and any barriers 
encountered.

Procedures and Data Analysis 
The participants were briefed on the survey’s purpose. An introductory email detailed the study and provided 
a link to the survey for completion at their convenience. Privacy and data confidentiality were assured, with 
data retention limited to three years for study purposes. Completed surveys were coded for statistical analysis, 
enabling comparisons and insights into participants’ mobile learning (MB) and mobile communication 
system (MCS) use. Descriptive statistics, t-tests, and one-way ANOVAs with post-hoc comparisons were 
employed to identify significant differences among participants based on background characteristics regarding 
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barriers to MALL implementation. Similar analyses were conducted to assess variations in coping strategy 
use by gender, age, position, years of teaching, university area, and daily academic MALL integration hours. 

For the analysis of MALL barriers and coping strategies, participants were categorized into three levels 
based on their reported scores. High barriers were defined as scores of 2 or lower, medium barriers as a 
mean of 2.1-4.0, and low barriers as a mean of 4.1 or higher. Similarly, for coping strategies, high usage 
was indicated by a mean score of 4.1 or higher, medium by a mean of 2.1-4.0, and low by a score of 2 or 
lower. These standardized benchmarks facilitated comparisons among participants regarding their perceived 
barriers to MALL implementation and their utilization of coping strategies. The survey data are not publicly 
available to protect individuals’ privacy in accordance with the Protection Regulation of the National Science 
and Technology Council in Taiwan. 

In addition to quantitative analysis, qualitative data from interviews was analyzed thematically. The thematic 
analysis involved identifying patterns and themes within the interview transcripts. Participants for the 
interviews were selected through random sampling from the pool of volunteer survey participants to ensure 
unbiased representation of instructors. A total of nine participants were chosen from the survey sample, 
reflecting a range of ages, professional positions, and levels of experience with MALL integration. Semi-
structured interviews were conducted to allow for both consistency in addressing key topics and flexibility to 
explore individual perspectives in depth. The interview questions focused on identifying specific barriers to 
MALL integration, such as technological limitations, pedagogical challenges, and institutional constraints, as 
well as the coping strategies employed by instructors to overcome these challenges. Key questions included: 
“What are the main barriers you face when integrating MALL into your teaching?” “What strategies have 
you used to address these barriers?” 

RESULTS
EFL Instructors’ Barriers to Integrating MALL 
This section presents an analysis of the perceived barriers to integrating MALL among EFL instructors, 
focusing on both extrinsic and intrinsic factors. The data provides insights into the challenges faced by 
instructors in adopting MALL in their teaching practices. As indicated in Table 1, the combined mean 
score for all barriers was 3.09 (SD = 0.919), reflecting a moderate level of perceived barriers overall. These 
findings indicate that both extrinsic and intrinsic factors play a significant role in hindering the integration 
of MALL among EFL instructors. Addressing these barriers through institutional support, targeted training, 
and fostering positive attitudes towards technology integration is essential for the successful implementation 
of MALL in EFL settings. Notably, the standard deviations across all categories were relatively high, ranging 
from 1.14 to 1.36, which indicates considerable variability in participants’ responses. The highest-rated 
individual factors were time (M = 3.79, SD = 1.137), social and school culture (M = 3.53, SD = 1.224), and 
beliefs (M = 3.34, SD = 1.223). Conversely, the lowest-rated factors were self-efficacy of integration (M = 
2.55, SD = 1.165), student-related factors (M = 2.71, SD = 1.200), and technological pedagogical content 
knowledge and teaching technique (M = 2.84, SD = 1.363).

Extrinsic barriers (M = 3.31, SD = 0.939) were rated higher than Intrinsic factors (M = 2.92, SD = 1.067), 
suggesting that external obstacles are perceived as more significant in impeding technology integration. 
The overall mean score for extrinsic barriers indicates a moderate level of perceived obstacles among the 
instructors. Within the Extrinsic domain, time constraints emerged as the most substantial barrier (M = 
3.79, SD = 1.137), followed closely by social and school culture (M = 3.53, SD = 1.22). Accessibility (M = 
3.26, SD = 1.274) and technical support and training (M = 3.19, SD = 1.284) were rated moderately high, 
while student-related factors (M = 2.71, SD = 1.200) were perceived as the least significant extrinsic barrier. 
In contrast, the overall mean score for intrinsic barriers was 2.92 (SD = 1.067) which although lower than 
that for extrinsic barriers, still indicates notable concerns. Among Intrinsic factors, beliefs (M = 3.34, SD = 
1.223) and attitudes (M = 3.00, SD = 1.228) were rated higher than self-efficacy of integration (M = 2.55, 
SD = 1.17) and technological pedagogical content knowledge and teaching technique (M = 2.84, SD = 
1.363). This hierarchy suggests that personal beliefs and attitudes play a more substantial role in technology 
integration than perceived competence or pedagogical knowledge. 
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Interview responses corroborated these findings, providing additional depth to the quantitative data. Many 
instructors articulated challenges in keeping pace with technological advancements and determining the 
appropriate application of various technologies. One participant noted, “The constant updates in apps and 
devices make it hard to stay current. I often feel like I am always catching up.” Another emphasized, 
“Choosing the right app for the right teaching context is overwhelming. There are too many options, and 
not all are effective.” Moreover, the limited availability of computer-equipped language labs or classrooms 
was frequently cited as a significant factor contributing to the lack of motivation to adopt MALL in teaching 
practices. One instructor shared, “Our institution has only a few computer labs, and scheduling time 
for my classes is nearly impossible. This makes using technology in teaching more of a burden than 
a benefit.” Another stated, “Without proper infrastructure, integrating MALL feels like an unrealistic 
expectation.” These qualitative insights reinforce the quantitative findings, highlighting the multifaceted 
challenges that EFL instructors encounter in integrating MALL into their instructional methodologies. 
These challenges underline the importance of addressing both the technical and motivational aspects of 
MALL integration to facilitate its effective adoption in educational settings.

Table 1. Perceived Barriers in Integrating among EFL Instructors

Domain/subcategory M     SD

Extrinsic barrier 3.31 .937

accessibility 3.26 1.274

technical support and training  3.19 1.284

time 3.79 1.137

social and school culture 3.53 1.224

student-related factor 2.71 1.200

Intrinsic factor 2.92   1.067

attitude 3.00 1.228

belief 3.34 1.223

self-efficacy of integration 2.55 1.165

technological pedagogical content knowledge and teaching technique 2.84 1.363

Total 3.09 .919

EFL Instructors’ Coping Strategy for Integrating MALL 
As indicated in Table 2, Intrinsic factors (M = 4.78, SD = 0.968) were rated significantly higher than extrinsic 
barriers (M = 3.56, SD = 0.824), suggesting that EFL instructors rely more heavily on personal resources 
and attributes when coping with MALL integration challenges. Within the intrinsic factor, attitude emerged 
as the most prominent coping strategy (M = 4.88, SD = 0.976), closely followed by belief (M = 4.83, SD = 
1.020). Self-efficacy of integration (M = 4.72, SD = 1.059) and technological pedagogical content knowledge 
and teaching technique (M = 4.74, SD = 1.045) were also highly rated, indicating that instructors strongly 
rely on their personal competencies and attitude to overcome integration challenges. 

Among extrinsic barriers, student-related factors surprisingly received the highest rating (M = 4.30, SD = 
1.185), suggesting that instructors frequently employ strategies that involve or consider their students when 
dealing with MALL integration. Accessibility strategies were also prominently reported (M = 4.03, SD = 
0.972). In contrast, time-related coping strategies were rated lowest (M = 2.61, SD = 1.086), indicating that 
instructors may struggle most with time management in MALL integration. Technical support and training 
(M = 3.51, SD = 1.323) and social and school culture (M = 3.31, SD = 1.063) were rated moderately, 
suggesting that while these are utilized as coping strategies, they are not as prominent as other factors.

The overall mean across all domains was 4.25 (SD = 0.805), indicating that participants generally reported 
high levels of coping strategy use across both intrinsic and extrinsic domains. The standard deviations across 
categories ranged from 0.972 to 1.323, suggesting some variability in responses, particularly for technical 
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support and training strategies. These findings highlight the multifaceted nature of coping strategies 
employed by EFL instructors in MALL integration. Participants also provided insights into their coping 
strategies during interviews, complementing the quantitative data. One instructor shared, “When I face 
technical issues, I often turn to online forums or my colleagues for solutions. It’s not always perfect, but 
it helps me move forward.” Another explained, “Engaging students through interactive apps like Kahoot 
has been a game-changer. It not only makes learning fun but also motivates me to keep experimenting 
with new tools.”

The results suggest that instructors primarily rely on their personal attitudes, beliefs, and competencies to 
navigate challenges. As one participant noted, “I’ve learned to adapt by staying positive and focusing on 
what I can control, like planning lessons that are less dependent on technology.” However, they also employ 
strategies related to student engagement and improving accessibility. For example, an instructor remarked, “I 
try to make learning resources accessible through multiple platforms so that students can choose what 
works best for them.” Moreover, the lower rating for time-related coping strategies may indicate an area 
where instructors require additional support or skill development. One participant commented, “Balancing 
the time needed to prepare MALL-based activities with other teaching responsibilities is exhausting. I 
wish there were more training sessions on how to streamline these processes.” The contrast between 
the high ratings for intrinsic factors and the comparatively lower ratings for most extrinsic barriers (except 
for student-related factors) suggests that EFL instructors may feel more empowered to address challenges 
through personal growth and adaptation rather than relying on external support systems. This insight could 
have important implications for professional development programs and institutional support structures for 
MALL integration in EFL contexts. 

Table 2. Reported Coping Strategy of MALL Integration among EFL Instructors

Domain/

subcategory

M  SD

Extrinsic barrier 3.56 .824

accessibility 4.03 .972

technical support and training 3.51 1.323

time 2.61 1.086

social and school culture 3.31 1.063

student-related factor 4.30 1.185

Intrinsic factor 4.78 .968

attitude 4.88 .976

belief 4.83 1.020

self-efficacy of integration 4.72 1.059

technological pedagogical content knowledge and teaching technique 4.74 1.045

Total 4.25 .805

The Correlation of EFL Instructors’ Barriers and Coping Strategy of MALL Integration
As seen in Table 3, the Pearson correlation analysis results reveal a strong negative correlation between 
perceived barriers and reported coping strategies (r = -0.618, p < 0.001). This suggests that as instructors 
perceive higher levels of barriers, they tend to report lower levels of coping strategy use, or vice versa. 

Extrinsic barriers showed a moderate negative correlation with coping strategies (r = -0.471, p < 0.001). In 
addition, extrinsic barriers were negatively correlated with both extrinsic (r = -0.529, p < 0.001) and intrinsic 
(r = -0.347, p < 0.001) coping strategies. Intrinsic barriers demonstrated a stronger negative correlation with 
coping strategies (r = -0.623, p < 0.001) compared to extrinsic barriers. Intrinsic barriers were also negatively 
correlated with both extrinsic (r = -0.489, p < 0.001) and intrinsic (r = -0.598, p < 0.001) coping strategies. 



275

Extrinsic and intrinsic barriers demonstrated a significant positive correlation (r = 0.641, p < 0.001), 
indicating that instructors who perceive high levels of extrinsic barriers also tend to perceive high levels of 
intrinsic barriers. Similarly, extrinsic and intrinsic coping strategies were strongly positively correlated (r = 
0.563, p < 0.001), suggesting that instructors who report high use of extrinsic coping strategies also tend to 
report high use of intrinsic coping strategies. 

These findings indicate a complex relationship between perceived barriers and coping strategies in MALL 
integration among EFL instructors. The strong negative correlations between barriers and coping strategies 
suggest that instructors who perceive fewer barriers tend to report higher use of coping strategies, or that 
those who employ more coping strategies perceive fewer barriers. The stronger correlations observed for 
intrinsic factors (both barriers and coping strategies) compared to extrinsic factors highlight the importance 
of personal and psychological aspects in MALL integration. This suggests that interventions targeting intrinsic 
factors might be particularly effective in improving MALL integration among EFL instructors. The strong 
positive correlations within barrier types and within coping strategy types indicate that these constructs are 
closely related, suggesting that comprehensive approaches addressing multiple aspects of barriers and coping 
strategies may be most effective in supporting EFL instructors in MALL integration.

Table 3. Pearson Correlation analysis results of EFL instructors’ barriers and coping strategy of MALL 
integration

  Barrier Extrinsic Intrinsic coping 
strategies

Extrinsic Intrinsic

Barrier 1 .865** .939** -.618** -.555** -.545**

Extrinsic .865** 1 .641** -.471** -.529** -.347**

Intrinsic .939** .641** 1 -.623** -.489** -.598**

Coping strategies -.601** -.471** -.623** 1 .829** .929**

Extrinsic -.555** -.529** -.489** .829*8 1 .563**

Intrinsic -.545** -.347** -.598** .929** .563** 1

**P<0.01

Individual Differences in MALL Integration
To investigate potential gender-based disparities in the perception of barriers to MALL implementation 
among instructors, an independent-samples t-test was employed. The results are summarized in Table 4. No 
statistically significant disparity was observed in perceived barriers to MALL between male (M = 3.09, SD = 
0.886) and female instructors (M = 3.09, SD = 0.935), t(397) = -0.046, p = .964, 95% CI [-0.201, 0.192]. 
The identical means and negligible t-value suggest that male and female instructors perceive similar levels of 
barriers in integrating MALL into their teaching practices.

Similarly, no significant difference was found in the use of coping strategies between male (M = 4.26, SD = 
0.867) and female instructors (M = 4.25, SD = 0.777), t(397) = 0.116, p = .908, 95% CI [-0.162, 0.182]. 
This indicates that both male and female instructors employ comparable levels of coping strategies when 
integrating MALL into their instruction. The high p-values (p > .05) and the confidence intervals that 
include zero further support the conclusion that there are no statistically significant gender differences in 
either perceived barriers or coping strategies associated with MALL implementation. These results indicated 
that gender does not play a significant role in how EFL instructors perceive barriers to MALL integration or 
in their adoption of coping strategies. 



276

Table 4. Independent t-test results

M SD t Df p 95% CI
Barrier Male 3.09 .886 -.046 397 .964 [-0.201, 0.192]

Female 3.09 .935
Coping strategy Male 4.26 .867 .116 397 .908 [-0.162, 0.182]

Female 4.25 .777

Note. N = 350, P < .05.

To examine the effects of individual differences on perceived barriers and coping strategies related to MALL 
integration among EFL instructors, a series of one-way ANOVAs were conducted. The individual differences 
examined were age, position, years of teaching experience, area of specialization, and time spent on MALL 
daily. The results as summarized in Table 5, revealed no statistically significant effects for any of the examined 
factors on either perceived barriers or coping strategies. 

For perceived barriers, the analyses yielded non-significant results for age [F(159, 239) = 1.127, p = .201], 
position [F(159, 239) = 0.871, p = .827], years of teaching experience [F(159, 239) = 1.164, p = .144], area 
of specialization [F(143, 255) = 1.061, p = .340], and time spent on MALL daily [F(143, 255) = 1.028, p 
= .421]. Similarly, for coping strategies, no significant effects were found for age [F(143, 255) = 1.034, p = 
.404], position [F(143, 255) = 0.924, p = .699], years of teaching experience [F(143, 255) = 0.983, p = .541], 
area of specialization [F(3, 346) = 1.452, p = .227], or time spent on MALL daily [F(143, 255) = 1.028, p 
= .421]. These findings suggest that the examined individual differences do not significantly influence EFL 
instructors’ perceptions of barriers or their adoption of coping strategies in MALL integration.

Table 5. ANOVA results

Source df F p

Age Barrier Between 159 1.127 .201
Within 239

Coping strategy Between 143 1.034 .404
Within 255

Position Barrier Between 159 .871 .827
Within 239

Coping strategy Between 143 .924 .699
Within 255

Years of teaching 
experience

Barrier Between 159 1.164 .144
Within 239

Coping strategy Between 143 .983 .541
Within 255

Area Barrier Between 143 1.061 .340
Within 255

Coping strategy Between 3 1.452 .227
Within 346

Time spent on MALL 
daily

Barrier Between 143 1.028 .421
Within 255

Coping strategy Between 143 1.028 .421
Within 255

Note. *p < .05.
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DISCUSSION
This study investigated the barriers to Mobile Assisted Language Learning (MALL) integration among EFL 
instructors, their coping strategies, and the relationship between these factors. In addition, it examined the 
influence of individual differences on perceived barriers and coping strategies. The findings reveal that EFL 
instructors perceive moderate levels of barriers to MALL integration (M = 3.09, SD = 0.919), with extrinsic 
barriers (M = 3.31, SD = 0.939) rated higher than intrinsic barriers (M = 2.92, SD = 1.067). This aligns 
with previous research highlighting the significance of external factors in technology integration (Ertmer et 
al., 2012). Time constraints emerged as the most substantial barrier, consistent with studies emphasizing the 
time-intensive nature of technology integration in education (Snoeyink & Ertmer, 2001).

Interestingly, while extrinsic barriers were perceived as more significant, instructors reported higher use of 
intrinsic coping strategies (M = 4.78, SD = 0.968) compared to extrinsic ones (M = 3.56, SD = 0.824). 
This suggests that EFL instructors primarily rely on personal resources and attributes to overcome MALL 
integration challenges. The prominence of attitude and belief as coping strategies underscores the importance 
of psychological factors in technology adoption, as proposed by the Technology Acceptance Model (Davis, 
1989).

The strong negative correlation between perceived barriers and coping strategies (r = -0.618, p < 0.001) 
indicates a reciprocal relationship. This finding suggests that as instructors develop more coping strategies, 
they may perceive fewer barriers, or conversely, lower perceived barriers may facilitate the development of 
coping strategies. This relationship was particularly strong for intrinsic factors, highlighting the crucial role 
of personal and psychological aspects in MALL integration. 

Surprisingly, the study found no significant differences in perceived barriers or coping strategies based on 
gender, age, position, years of teaching experience, area of specialization, or time spent on MALL daily. 
This contrasts with some previous studies that have found demographic factors to influence technology 
integration (Inan & Lowther, 2010). The lack of significant differences suggests that MALL integration 
challenges and coping mechanisms may be more universal among EFL instructors than previously thought. 

These findings have important implications for professional development and institutional support for 
MALL integration. The reliance on intrinsic coping strategies suggests that programs focusing on building 
self-efficacy, positive attitudes, and beliefs about technology may be particularly effective. However, the 
higher perceived extrinsic barriers indicate a need for institutional interventions to address time constraints, 
improve accessibility, and enhance technical support.

CONCLUSIONS
This study provides valuable insights into the complex interplay between barriers and coping strategies in 
MALL integration among EFL instructors. The findings highlight the multifaceted nature of challenges 
faced by instructors and the importance of both personal and institutional factors in successful technology 
integration. The strong negative correlation between barriers and coping strategies suggests that interventions 
targeting either aspect could have cascading positive effects. The prominence of intrinsic coping strategies, 
despite higher perceived extrinsic barriers, indicates a need for a balanced approach in supporting MALL 
integration, addressing both personal and institutional factors.

This study highlights the importance of identifying barriers faced by instructors and examining the coping 
strategies they use, rather than simply directing them to integrate MALL without adequate support. Instructors 
noted that while universities often provide sufficient equipment, software, and training, time remains a 
critical factor due to the rapid pace of mobile technology advancements. Reducing faculty workloads could 
facilitate more effective MALL implementation. Despite these challenges, instructors generally recognize the 
benefits of MALL and strive to adopt it. Future research should explore the role of institutional support in 
MALL adoption, examine the long-term effects on teaching practices and student outcomes, and develop 
targeted interventions to address the specific challenges EFL instructors face during the early stages of MALL 
implementation.
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The lack of significant differences based on individual characteristics suggests that support strategies for 
MALL integration could be broadly applicable across different instructor profiles. However, this also 
indicates a need for further research to identify other factors that may influence MALL integration success. 
Future research could explore the causal relationships between barriers and coping strategies, potentially 
through longitudinal studies. In conclusion, this study contributes to a comprehensive understanding of the 
challenges and strategies involved in MALL integration among EFL instructors. It highlights the importance 
of a holistic approach to supporting technology integration, addressing both extrinsic barriers and intrinsic 
coping mechanisms to enhance the adoption and effectiveness of MALL in language teaching. 
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