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Abstract

|

This study examines students’ perceptions of their
online learning readiness, with a focus on interactions
between in-person and online course formats, gender, and
academic level. Utilizing the Online Learning Readiness
Scale (OLRS), which measures computer/internet self-
efficacy, self-directed learning, learner control, motivation
for learning, and online communication self-efficacy, this
study aims to understand students’ perceived preparedness
for the evolving online learning environment. The study was
conducted with 79 undergraduate students enrolled in an
online and in-person agricultural education, leadership,
and communication course from Fall 2023 to Spring 2024.
Self-directed learning emerged as a perceived strength,
while learner control was identified as a potential area for
improvement. Gender differences were observed, with
females scoring higher in self-directed learning, motivation
for learning, and online communication self-efficacy.
Additionally, the interaction between academic level and
course format had a significant impact on scores for self-
directed learning and learner control. These findings
suggest the importance of tailoring online courses to
address learner control issues, recognizing gender-specific
needs, and adapting courses based on student level and
delivery format. These considerations will help educators
foster a more inclusive, effective, and supportive online
learning experience for all students.

Keywords: online learning readiness, agricultural

education, virtual classroom, self-directed learning, learner
control
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Online learning is instruction meant to support learning
and delivered via a digital device with access to the Internet
(Clark & Mayer, 2023; Hoi et al., 2021). To comply with the
social distancing measures of the COVID-19 pandemic,
many higher education institutions shut down their
campuses and transitioned to online learning to continue
offering educational services (Toquero, 2020). During this
troublesome time, online learning became popular due to its
ability to offer more flexible access to material and teaching
at any time, from any location, and a feasible alternative to
combat the lack of resources, facilities, and equipment in
higher education institutions (Castro & Tumibay, 2021). The
unexpected and unprecedented transition from in-person to
online learning was rough, and the ease of this transition
became a measure of organizational agility (Tribble et al.,
2022).

The transition to online learning exposed resource
shortages and student marginalization as limited internet
access and outdated technology hindered responsiveness
and engagement (Zhong, 2020). Higher levels of computer
and communication skills and motivation are needed for
online learning than for traditional classroom learning
(Cuadrado-Garcia et al., 2010; Hartnett, 2016; Sun et al.,
2020), making it a challenge for many students. It is not
correct to assume that all Gen Zers—people who were born
between 1990-2010 that make up around 32% of the world’s
population—(Bulanda & Vavrecka, 2019; Van der Bergh &
Behrer, 2016; Van der Bergh et al., 2024), are proficient with
technology. Despite Gen Z being the first generation to grow
up with constant access to the internet (Seemiller & Grace,
2016), it does not imply that Gen Zers are automatically
prepared for online learning.
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Academic institutions are under more pressure to
update their curricula, and implementing innovative teaching
techniques and tactics must be a top priority (Toquero,
2020). Therefore, measures must be developed to assess
students' readiness for this changing learning environment
(Chung et al., 2020). Mailizar et al. (2020) urged upcoming
researchers to assess how students view online learning,
identify the difficulties they encounter, and, above all, amplify
their voices on a matter that directly impacts students. In
other words, Mailizar et al. (2020) referred to students’
online learning readiness, the capacity to communicate with
peers, and technical proficiency in word processing and
Learning Management Systems software (LMS) (Morrison,
2003; Yu, 2014).

There is a dearth of literature regarding students’
online learning readiness (Tang et al., 2021), especially for
agriculture majors. Evaluating online learning readiness
can help instructors create better online courses and direct
students toward rewarding online learning experiences
(Demir Kaymak & Horzum, 2013). In-person classes cannot
solely be digitalized for online learning; these classes
need to be redesigned to promote students’ individual and
collaborative learning with activities specifically designed
for virtual platforms (Tang et al., 2021). A crucial aspect
of achieving an efficient and successful online learning
environment is to measure students’ online learning
readiness and design the course considering their strengths
and weaknesses (Hung et al., 2010). This study assessed
students' online learning readiness to ascertain which
areas students struggle with the most and how their level
of preparedness is influenced by class format, gender, and
academic level.

Conceptual Framework

Warner et al. (1998) first introduced the concept of
online learning readiness (OLR) (Figure 1) in Australian
vocational education, defining it as a preference for online
delivery, skill in using online tools, and ability to engage
online as effectively as face-to-face. Building on this, Hung
et al. (2010) developed the Online Learning Readiness
Scale (OLRS) with five constructs: computer/internet self-
efficacy, self-directed learning, learner control, motivation
for learning, and online communication self-efficacy. These
constructs reflect students’ abilities and attitudes toward
technology use, autonomous learning, managing online
distractions, motivation, and online interaction comfort
(Hung et al., 2010).

Figure 1

Hung et al. (2010) found that Taiwanese college
students rated computer/internet self-efficacy highest
and learner control lowest, with seniors showing greater
confidence in several areas. Gender differences were not
significant. Similarly, Chung et al. (2020) in Turkey reported
comparable findings, with students most confident in
computer/internet self-efficacy and least confident in learner
control, though some differences emerged by student level.
Most Turkish students preferred face-to-face learning but
showed interest in training to improve online readiness
(Chung et al., 2020). Hergtiner et al. (2020) examined the
relationship between Online Learning Attitudes (OLA) and
OLR, finding a positive correlation and suggesting these
may be generational rather than dependent on academic
major or institution. Forson and Vuopala (2019) reported
generally positive attitudes toward online learning among
virtual learners in Ghana.

Contrasting results came from Sakal (2017) and
Rafique et al. (2021). Sakal found males had higher online
communication self-efficacy and that major influenced
scores, though some OLRS dimensions showed low
reliability. Rafique et al. found motivation for learning
highest, gender differences favoring males in some
constructs, and that age, GPA, and enroliment level affected
readiness. These findings conflict with those of Hung et al.
(2010), Chung et al. (2020), and Herglner et al. (2020),
who observed no significant gender or major differences,
suggesting possible cultural influences (Rafique et al.,
2021; Sakal, 2017).

The existing literature highlights key dimensions of
online learning readiness and reveals some variations based
on student demographics and cultural contexts (Chung et
al., 2020; Hung et al., 2010; Rafique et al., 2021). However,
gaps remain in understanding how these factors specifically
influence agricultural education students, particularly across
different class formats, genders, and academic levels. The
following section presents the research questions that
guided this study.

Conceptual framework for online learning readiness (adapted from Warner et al., 1998)

Skilled in utilizing
online programs and

electronic devices for
delivery
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Ability to engage as
effectively online as
in face-to-face
interactions

Ready for online
learning!
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Research Questions

This study aims to understand students' perceived
preparedness for the evolving online learning environment
using the OLRS instrument. The following research
questions guided this study.

1. Using the five components of the online learning
readiness scale, to what extent do undergraduate
students within the AELC major/minor degree
program perceive themselves to be prepared for
online learning?

2. How do the five components of the online learning
readiness scale differ between class formats (in-
person and online) among undergraduate students
within the AELC major/minor degree program?

3. How do the five components of the online learning
readiness scale differ according to gender and
academic level among undergraduate students
within the AELC major/minor degree program?

Methods
|

This study utilized the 18-item Online Learning
Readiness Scale (OLRS) developed by Hung et al. (2010),
which comprises five validated constructs: computer/
internet self-efficacy (3 items), self-directed learning (5
items), learner control (3 items), motivation for learning (4
items), and online communication self-efficacy (3 items).
The OLRS has been validated across multiple international
contexts, including Taiwan (Hung et al., 2010), Malaysia
(Chung et al., 2020), Turkey (Hergtner et al., 2020; Sakal,
2017), and Pakistan (Rafique et al., 2021).

The instrument was adapted to an online Qualtrics
survey optimized for smartphones, computers, and tablets.
The survey was distributed via email and the Canvas
LMS platform to undergraduate students enrolled in AELC
courses during Fall 2023 (n = 27), Winter 2023 (n = 4),
and Spring 2024 (n = 48), yielding a total sample of 79.
Data collection occurred during the third and fourth weeks
of each semester. Responses were measured on a 5-point
Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree),
and results were scaled to 20 points.

Participation was limited to U.S. residents aged 18
or older. The study received Exemption Determination
(IRB-23-340) from the Institutional Review Board at
Mississippi State University. Participation was voluntary,
with bonus points offered in AELC courses to encourage
responses. Descriptive statistics, MANOVA, and factorial
MANOVA analyses were conducted using IBM SPSS v.29,
with significance set at p < 0.05. Descriptive statistics
also summarized the demographic characteristics of
respondents.
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Results
|

Demographics

Seventy-nine students completed the survey, of which
nine survey responses were incomplete. Of the 79 students
that completed the survey, 74 answered the gender
question, most of whom were females at 53% (f = 39) with
the remaining being males at 45% (f=33), and other at 2% (f
= 2). However, these two cases were treated as outliers and
were excluded from the rest of the analyses to mitigate their
impact. Seventy-four students provided their age, of which
95% were between the ages of 18-24 years old (f= 70) and
5% were 25 years old or older (f=4). For the academic level,
73 participants responded, and 51% identified as juniors (f
= 37), 35% as seniors (f = 26), with the remainder either
as freshmen (7% or f = 5) or sophomores (7% or f = 5).
Due to the limited numbers of freshmen and sophomores,
these two groups were consolidated for analysis. For class
format, 72 participants responded with 78% enrolling in in-
person classes (f = 56) and 22% in virtual classes (f = 16).

Research Question 1

Research question one sought to determine the extentto
which undergraduate students within the AELC major/minor
degree program perceive themselves to be prepared for
online learning. Descriptive statistics (means and standard
deviations) were used to determine respondents’ ratings
of each of the five components of the OLRS instrument—
computer/internet self-efficacy (M = 12.99, SD = 1.91); self-
directed learning (M = 19.61, SD = 3.29); learner control
(M =10.45, SD = 2.18); motivation for learning (M = 17.61,
SD = 2.16); and online communication self-efficacy (M =
11.91, SD = 2.73). Cronbach’s alpha was used to determine
reliability over all items, and the test value was 0.74, which
suggests an acceptable reliability level (Fornell & Larcker,
1981). Figure 2 illustrates that self-directed learning was
the component students perceived themselves to be most
prepared for, followed by motivation for learning, computer/
internet self-efficacy, online communication self-efficacy,
and learner control being the ones they agreed the least.

Research Question 2

Research question two sought to examine what
differences, if any, existed between class formats (in-person
and online) regarding the five constructs of the OLRS
instrument. This analysis treated class format (in-person
(f = 56) and online student (f = 16)) as the independent
variables. The dependent variables were the scores of
the five constructs of the OLRS instrument. A MANOVA
analysis was conducted, and Wilkes’ Lambda was used
to determine if any significant differences were present.
The results demonstrated that there was no statistically
significant difference in the OLRS components based on in-
person and online students, F (5, 64) = 1.70, p > 0.05; Wilk's
AN =0.884, partial n2 = 0.12.
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Figure 2
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Research Question 3

Research question three examined potential differences
in perceived online learning readiness among gender and
academic level. This analysis treated gender (male, = 33;
female, f = 39) and academic level (freshmen/sophomore,
f=10; junior, f= 37; and senior, f = 26) as the independent
variables. Furthermore, this analysis considered in-person
freshmen/sophomore (f = 7), virtual freshmen/sophomore (f
=4), in-person juniors (f = 35), virtual juniors (f= 3), and in-
person seniors (f = 18), virtual seniors (f = 10). To address
this question, two additional MANOVA analyses were used
where gender and academic level were the independent
variables and the five constructs of the OLRS instruments
were the dependent variables.

Figure 3

Means of OLRS components based on gender, from least to most prepared

The second MANOVA analysis demonstrated that
there was a statistically significant difference in the
OLRS components based on gender, F (5, 64) = 2.44, p
< 0.05; Wilk's A = 0.840 partial n2 = 0.16, specifically for
self-directed learning, motivation for learning, and online
communication self-efficacy. Figure 3 shows that females
scored significantly higher for these three constructs. The
third MANOVA analysis demonstrated that there was no
statistically significant difference based on academic level,
F (15, 168) = 0.901, p > 0.05; Wilk's A = 0.808, n2 = 0.68).
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Additionally, a factorial analysis was performed to
examine the following interactions: 1) OLRS and class
format*gender, and 2) OLRS and class format*academic
level. The first interaction was not statistically significant,
F (5, 60) = 0.449, p > 0.05; Wilk's A = 0.964, partial n2 =
0.36. Contrastingly, the second interaction was statistically
significant, F (10, 114) = 2.216, p < 0.05; Wilk's A = 0.701,
partial n2 = 0.163, specifically for self-directed learning
and learner control. Figure 4 shows that virtual juniors
and seniors scored significantly higher for self-directed
learning and learner control compared to virtual freshmen/
sophomores and in-person freshmen/sophomores, juniors,
and seniors. For the self-directed learning and learner
control constructs, in-person means were significantly
higher for freshmen/sophomores, whereas virtual means
were higher for juniors and seniors.

Figure 4

Means for OLRS components for the class format*academic level interaction

Learner control

Discussion
|

Student Perceptions

Learner control, the ability to interact with course
content as students see appropriate (Scheiter & Gerjets,
2007; Beétrancourt & Benetos, 2018), was the online
learning readiness component on which students perceived
themselves to be the least confident. The results were
consistent with previous research (Chung et al., 2020; Hung
et al., 2010; Monil et al., 2022; Naji et al., 2020; Rafique
et al.,, 2021). The greater the mean score obtained from
comparing the five OLRS components, the more prepared
the students felt they were for online learning (Hung et al.,
2010). The biggest challenge that online learners faced was
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distractions from other online activities, which deterred their
focus from the course content (Chung et al., 2020). Discipline
plays a key role in ignoring online distractions (Lin & Hsieh,
2001), which prompts the question if reinforcing discipline
in the virtual learning realm can encourage learner control.
Increasing learner control has been linked to higher levels
of self-motivation and self-direction (Martin et al., 2020),
but our findings showed that most participants perceived
themselves as self-directed learners, despite a low rate of
learner control. These findings contradict Hung et al. (2010).
A possible explanation for this finding could be the strategy
used to deliver the course content. If instructional videos
are the main source of information delivery, then instructors
run the risk of overloading students with limited working
memory capacity, also known as the transient information
effect (Yu et al., 2023). Providing students with the chance
to actively engage with the course material may help them
feel more in charge of their education and support their
independent study.

Lastly, this study used Qualtrics exclusively for survey
distribution, which may have influenced responses on
computer/internet self-efficacy. Students with lower digital
skills might have been disadvantaged by the online format.
While mixed-mode surveys (online and paper) could reduce
this bias, they were not feasible at the time of data collection
due to logistical challenges. Future studies should consider
alternative formats to address this limitation.

Class Format

Our study did not find any statistically significant results
for the interaction between class format (i.e., in-person
versus virtual) and online learning readiness. Therefore,
we cannot suggest that students who enroll in online
classes will be more prepared for online learning than
those enrolled in in-person classes. However, Forson and
Vuopala (2019) found that students enrolled in distance
education had a positive attitude towards online learning.
The AELC program at Mississippi State University does
not offer a distance education route for undergraduate
students but does for part-time graduate students. Distance
learners are commonly referred to as adults who have
work and study responsibilities and are not considered
full-time students (Nasir et al., 2020). Our results suggest
that class format is not an issue, in terms of online learning
readiness for undergraduate students, but perhaps it might
be for graduate students. Future studies can address this
possibility.

Our study did not find any statistically significant results
for the interaction between gender and online learning
readiness. Contrastingly, the interaction between academic
level and online learning readiness was statistically
significant for self-directed learning and learner control.
In-person means were higher for freshmen/sophomores
whereas virtual means were higher for juniors and seniors
for both OLRS components. These findings suggest that
academic level (year of study) plays a significant role in
learner control (Hung et al., 2010) and self-directed learning
when it interacts with class format. Students tend to become
more responsible for their learning as they advance in
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their programs (Hung et al.). However, when students are
starting their academic programs, they may overestimate
their learning capabilities which may explain why in-
person means were higher for freshmen/sophomores. It is
possible that these students are not aware of what they do
not know yet. This possibility can be addressed in future
investigations.

Academic Level

Our study did not find any statistically significant results
for the interaction between academic level (i.e., freshmen/
sophomore, junior, and senior)and online learning readiness.
This contradicts the findings of Hung et al. (2010), Chung
et al. (2020), and Rafique et al. (2021). These researchers
found that more experienced students perceive themselves
to be better prepared for online learning, but our findings do
not support this statement.

Gender

Our study suggests that females perceived themselves
to be more prepared for online learning than males,
specifically for self-directed learning, motivation for
learning, and online communication self-efficacy. Martin
et al. (2020), Chung et al. (2020), Hung et al. (2010), and
Atkinson and Blankenship (2009) found no significant
differences in gender, which contradict our findings.
Distinctly, Asampana et al., (2024) conducted a study
during the COVID-19 pandemic restrictions and found
that males were more prone to adopt virtual learning than
females. This suggests that perceptions of online learning
changed because of the COVID-19 pandemic restrictions.
However, in our study, a possible explanation for females’
higher perceptions could be due to their higher learning
engagement (Korlat et al., 2021), which could stem from
their higher academic competence beliefs since their
adolescence (Britner & Pajares, 2001). Similarly, females
tend to be more comfortable and successful in conveying
their thoughts through virtual media than males (Mubhtar,
2021). According to Furumo and Pearson (2007), females
reported higher trust in virtual communication than males,
and thus, females tend to be more influential in virtual
formats. However, the authors discussed that cultural
backgrounds could also influence online communication
self-efficacy. This conclusion coincides with the findings of
Zhang and Juvrud (2024). Contrastingly, Sakal (2017) and
Rafique et al. (2021) found gender differences that favored
male students. Our study did not account for race, ethnicity,
country of origin, or native language. We encourage future
researchers to incorporate these factors.
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Summary
|

This study used the OLRS instrument developed by
Hung et al. (2010) to examine the perceived online learning
readiness of undergraduate AELC students at Mississippi
State University enrolled in either in-person or virtual sections
of agricultural education, leadership, and communication
courses. The findings suggest that in general, students
within the sample population felt confident in their online
learning readiness. These students felt they were self-
directed learners but reported that they may lack control in
an online learning environment, being possibly unable to
resist distractions or establish a schedule to be successful
in an online class. Future research should be conducted
to determine what support, if any, instructors are using to
promote learner control within online classroom settings. In-
service instructors should consider providing resources or
advice to online students about how to limit distractions while
interacting with course material and tips for establishing a
consistent schedule to interact with course content.

No significant differences were found between online
and in-person students’ perceived levels of online learning
readiness, even when gender was considered, meaning the
perceived levels of online learning readiness for in-person
male and female students were consistent with the levels of
theirvirtual peers. However, there were significant differences
between the scores of males and females, regardless of class
type. The findings show that females perceived themselves
to be more prepared for online learning than their male
classmates in the areas of self-directed learning, motivation
for learning, and online communication self-efficacy. These
findings are interesting considering the current body of work
using the OLRS instrument because while two studies have
shown gender differences favoring male students (Rafique
et al., 2021; Sakal, 2017), none of the other previous studies
have found significant differences favoring females.

While no significant differences in perceived online
learning readiness were found along the lines of academic
level, when class type (virtual or in-person) was also
considered, a significant interaction was observed. This
study found that in-person freshmen and sophomores rated
themselves higher in the areas of self-directed learning and
learner control. On the other hand, virtual juniors and seniors
believed themselves more confident in both categories. Our
other results show that there was no significant difference
for class type or academic level when these factors were
considered independent of one other. More research is
needed to understand why the findings are significant when
these factors interact.

Future studies may wish to add a qualitative component
such as focus groups or interviews with outliers to help
put this interaction into perspective. It is also possible that
students’ experiences with virtual learning during the COVID
pandemic lockdowns are interfering with these results.
The group of students that participated in this study has
had more experience with online learning during their time
in secondary education due to necessity. Future studies
examining differences along the lines of academic level and
class format may see different results as many secondary
schools have returned to their pre-COVID educational norms.
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For practitioners, these results could indicate that in-person
underclassmen would be successful should instructors wish
to implement teaching techniques that require a higher
degree of outside-of-class independent learning, such as
the flipped classroom approach.

References
|
Atkinson, J., & Blankenship, R. (2009). Online learning

readiness of undergraduate college students: A
comparison between male and female students. The
Journal of Learning in Higher Education, 5, 49-56

Britner, S. L., & Pajares, F. (2001). Self-efficacy beliefs,
motivation, race, and gender in middle school science.
Journal of Women and Minorities in Science and
Engineering, 7(4).

Castro, M. D. B., & Tumibay, G. M. (2021). A literature review:
efficacy of online learning courses for higher education
institution using meta-analysis. Education and Information
Technologies, 26(2), 1367-1385. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s$10639-019-10027-z

Chung, E., Noor, N. M., & Mathew, V. N. (2020). Are you
ready? An assessment of online learning readiness among
university students. International Journal of Academic
Research in Progressive Education and Development,
9(1), 301-317.

Cuadrado-Garcia, M., Ruiz-Molina, M. E., & Montoro-Pons,
J. D. (2010). Are there gender differences in e-learning
use and assessment? Evidence from an interuniversity
online project in Europe. Procedia-Social and Behavioral
Sciences, 2(2), 367-371. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
sbspro.2010.03.027

Demir Kaymak, Z., & Horzum, M. B. (2013). Relationship
between online learning readiness and structure and
interaction of online learning students. Educational
Sciences: Theory and Practice, 13(3), 1792-1797. https://
eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1017736

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural
equation models with unobservable variables and
measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18(1),
39-50. https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104

Forson, I. K., & Vuopala, E. (2019). Online learning readiness:
Perspective of students enrolled in distance education in
Ghana. The Online Journal of Distance Education and
e-learning, 7(4), 277-294.

Furumo, K., & Pearson, J. M. (2007). Gender-based
communication styles, trust, and satisfaction in virtual
teams. Journal of Information, Information Technology
& Organizations, 2.

Hartnett, M. (2016). The Importance of Motivation in Online
Learning. In: Motivation in Online Education. Springer,
Singapore. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-0700-2_2

NACTA Journal * Volume 70 » 2026



READY, SET, CLICK!

Hergliner, G., Son, S. B., Hergliner Son, S., & Dénmez, A.
(2020). The effect of online learning attitudes of university
students on their online learning readiness. The Turkish
Online Journal of Educational Technology, 19(4), 102—-110.

Hoi, S. C., Sahoo, D., Lu, J., & Zhao, P. (2021). Online
learning: A comprehensive survey. Neurocomputing, 459,
249-289. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neucom.2021.04.112

Hung, M. L., Chou, C., Chen, C. H., & Own, Z. Y.
(2010). Learner readiness for online learning: Scale
development and student perceptions. Computers &
Education, 55(3), 1080-1090. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
compedu.2010.05.004

Korlat, S., Kollmayer, M., Holzer, J., Liftenegger, M., Pelikan,
E. R., Schober, B., & Spiel, C. (2021). Gender differences
in digital learning during COVID-19: Competence beliefs,
intrinsic value, learning engagement, and perceived
teacher support. Frontiers in Psychology, 12, 637776.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.637776

Lin, B., & Hsieh, C. T. (2001). Web-based teaching and learner
control: A research review. Computers & Education,
37(3-4), 377-386.

Mailizar, A., Maulina, S., & Bruce, S. (2020). Secondary
school mathematics teachers' views on e-learning
implementation barriers during the COVID-19 pandemic:
The case of Indonesia. Eurasia Journal of Mathematics,
Science and Technology Education, 16(7). https://eric.
ed.gov/?id=EJ1272650

Martin, F., Stamper, B., & Flowers, C. (2020). Examining
student perception of readiness for online learning:
importance and confidence. Online Learning, 24(2), 38-58.

Monil, M., Omar, N. H., Jusoh, M. Z., Kee, S. N. A. A., Bakrin,
S., & Awang, D. A. (2022). From F2F to virtual class: Does
online learning readiness matters to course satisfaction
and academic performance? International Journal of
Academic Research in Business and Social Sciences,
12(8), 193 — 211. http://dx.doi.org/10.6007/IJARBSS/
v12-i8/14312

Morrison, D. (2003). E-learning strategies: How to get
implementation and delivery right the first time. John
Wiley & Sons.

Naji, K. K., Du, X., Tarlochan, F., Ebead, U., Hasan, M. A.,
& Al-Ali, A. K. (2020). Engineering students' readiness
to transition to emergency online learning in response
to COVID-19: Case of Qatar. EURASIA Journal of
Mathematics, Science and Technology Education, 16(10),
1886. https://doi.org/10.29333/ejmste/8474

Nasir, N. F. W. M., Ab Manan, N. A., Ab Rahim, P. R. M. A.,
& Azizan, N. (2020). A study on student readiness of
online learning among adult distance learners. ESLA
International Journal for educational Sciences and
Language Arts, 1(2), 31-41.

NACTA Journal * Volume 70 » 2026

Rafique, G. M., Mahmood, K., Warraich, N. F., & Rehman,
S. U. (2021). Readiness for Online Learning during
COVID-19 pandemic: A survey of Pakistani LIS students.
The Journal of Academic Librarianship, 47(3), 102346.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acalib.2021.102346

Rovai, A. P., Baker, J.D., & Ponton, M.K. (2013). Social
science research design and statistics: A practitioner’s
guide to research methods and IBM SPSS analysis (2nd
ed.). Watertree Press.

Sakal, O. M. (2017). Readiness levels of students in online
learning: Examination according to demographic
characteristics. Journal of Social Sciences and Humanities
Research, 18(30), 81-102

Seemiller, C., & Grace, M. (2016). Generation Z goes to
college. Jossey Bass.

Sun, B., Mao, H., & Yin, C. (2020). Male and female users’
differences in online technology community based on text
mining. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 517714. https://doi.
org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.00806

Tang, Y. M., Chen, P. C., Law, K. M., Wu, C. H., Lau, Y. Y,
Guan, J., He, D., & Ho, G. T. (2021). Comparative analysis
of Student's live online learning readiness during the
coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic in the higher education
sector. Computers & Education, 168, 104211. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.compedu.2021.104211

Tribble, D. J., Baldwin, A., & Nadelson, L. S. (2022). First-
year students’ perceptions of learning and connection to
the university in the Coronavirus (COVID-19) Pandemic
World. International Journal of Higher Education, 11(4),
62-79. https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1369264

Toquero, C. M. (2020). Challenges and opportunities for
higher education amid the COVID-19 pandemic: The
Philippine context. Pedagogical Research, 5(4). https://
eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1263557

Warner, D., Christie, C., & Choy, S. (1998). The readiness
of the VET sector for flexible delivery including on-line
learning: final draft. https://www.voced.edu.au/content/
ngv:41484

Yu, T. (2014). An exploratory factor analysis and reliability
analysis of the student online learning readiness (SOLR)
instrument (Publication No. 1683135618) [Doctoral
dissertation, Purdue University]. ProQuest Dissertations
and Theses Global.

Zhang, J., & Juvrud, J. (2024). Gender expression and gender
identity in virtual reality: avatars, role-adoption, and
social interaction in VRChat. Frontiers in Virtual Reality,
5, 1305758. https://doi.org/10.3389/frvir.2024.1305758

Zhong, R. (2020, March 17). The coronavirus exposes
education’s digital divide. Retrieved from The New York
Times: https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/17/technology/
china-schools-coronavirus.html

50



