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Abstract—Nowadays, learning media has developed rapidly, opening infi-
nite possibilities for students to access their educational materials. Learner's
Generated Content (LGC) is one of the emerging learning media that showed
interesting promises. LGC is based on the concept of User Generated Content;
many advantages of UGC also existed in LGC: speed, collaboration, and the di-
versity of contents. Although past researches have already proven that LGC has
positive effects on the educational process, mainly, these previous researches
focused only on the perspective of the educators. This study questioned how to-
day's students, mostly comprised of Generation Z, see LGC. Employing the
Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB), we revealed several statistical results fol-
lowed by managerial interpretations. Attitude (AT) was shown to have the
highest correlation with Generation Z's students (f=0.43), educators could uti-
lise this fact; they can be more reassured when implementing LGC in their fu-
ture curriculum. The Perceived Behavioral Control (PBC) was also significant
towards our respondent's behavioural intention ($=0.34), indicating that there is
a little limitation for students to use LGC as part of their learning activity.
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1 Introduction

The digital revolution sets off many development and innovation in various fields.
The internet, for example, having the initial purpose of creating worldwide networks
of information, has been able to provide many improvements for any kinds of prob-
lems: from the relatively simple development such as the digitalisation of paper-based
newspaper to complex technology creation such as e-commerce. However, not many
realised that there is another critical factor that supported these advancements: the
Web 2.0 [1], it is the answer for the old question of “How internet could create
worldwide networks of information?” [2]. Web 2.0 transformed the internet to be-
come how it is today, a more collaborative and interactive network of information [2]
[3]. This means that every internet user can actively participate in the process of crea-
tion, dissemination, and the exchange of information. When a user participates in this
process, any new information created by them is known as User Generated Content
(UGC) [4]. The existence of the web and UGC changed how information is spread,
from Business to Consumer (B2C) to Peer-to-peer (P2P) [5]. UGC encourages content
creations to shift from the previously dominated by professional creators to a more
inclusive one [6]; this made UGC became today’s most massive and consumed source
of information [7]. UGC’s growth into its existence today is also supported by eWOM
(electronic Word of Mouth), while UGC is the content, eWOM is the main tools for
UGC'’s distribution [8]. The Web 2.0 and UGC existed side-by-side with Generation
Z. Born with almost infinite connectivity, Generation Z is very active on the internet
[9]. This particular characteristic of Generation Z created an integration between the
internet and Generation Z, a behavioural shift of how Generation Z processed infor-
mation was also apparent [10]. Generation Z is commonly described as instant-
minded and has faster life thythm [11], these characteristics are not necessarily a
problem, in fact, it can be seen as a positive effect of Web 2.0 and UGC. Systematic
changes follow the UGC and its impact on Generation Z information processing in
multiple areas such as marketing, entertainment, and even education. In today's mar-
keting, the value proposition aspect of products can be experienced without needing
to purchase it first because of the overwhelming information available on the internet,
and especially in the UGC [12]. In the entertainment industries, UGC expanded the
available contents so that entertainment needs became more personalised [13]. Direct-
ly correlated with the availability of information, education gained an acceleration
from the UGC. Today's education is focused on more meaningful teaching with less
bureaucracy restraining the educational process [14]. A 'class' with its syllabuses can
become more irrelevant; it limits the number of information media used in the learn-
ing process. The traditional education system such as this is more abandoned because
of the fundamental inefficiencies of this type of teaching and the massive resource
needed compared to future educational methods [15]. The massively available UGC
contents presented opportunities for the educational systems to accommodate the
disadvantages of traditional teaching. Internet as the medium has to be adopted sooner
by educational institutions so that Learners Generated Content (LGC) become more
dominant in the educational settings [16, 17]. Past pieces of research have discussed
how educational institutions should respond to LGC. However, the majority of these
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research pieces focused on the educator or the institution's point of view on how to
upgrade their teaching systems or shifting their pedagogical methods [18, 19]. In the
present research, we intend to answers how LGC is responded by the students in Gen-
eration Z. We employed the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), a well-known model
to investigate the intention of a sample, where behavioral intention can be interpreted
by three main factors: Attitude, Subjective Norms, and Perceived Behavioral Control
[20]. Understanding the Generation Z perception could complement the current grow-
ing trend of utilizing the LGC in the educational settings. The result of this study is
expected to have a practical implications for educational institutions and even the
regulators.

2 Literature Review

This chapter explains the underlying theory of each variable and the relationship
between them. The first sub-chapter defines Generation Z and their unique character-
istics. The second sub-chapter defines the Learner's Generated Content or LGC, its
attributes, and an example. The next sub-chapter describes the Theory of Planned
Behavior (TPB), and how this framework is suitable for our research's purpose.

2.1 Generation Z

Individual behavior can be affected by demographical factors; one of them is the
time of birth. Individuals with the same birth range tend to have similar characteristics
[21]. Generation Z is the demographical group born between mid-1990 to early 2000.
This generation tends to work smarter and faster because of how today's information
seeking is almost an effortless activity [22, 23]. This effortless information-seeking
process is mainly attributed to the development of the internet; Generation Z was born
with the already matured internet, making them also known as the internet generation
[24]. Generation Z and the internet have become more integrated, supported with the
availability of smartphones which act as the primary tool to connect with the internet
[25]. This particular characteristic of Generation Z also created another label that
Generation Z is identified with, the "Mobile and App Native" Generation. Generation
Z is also known for their ability to rapidly locate only specific information they need-
ed, making the internet, and especially the LGC as the perfect place for them to en-
hance their learning process [26]. At an individual level, Generation Z is known to
have open-mindedness traits to things; this includes new learning technologies such as
blended learning, e-learning, and the LGC [27].

2.2 Learners’ generated content

A type of UGC which is mainly used for educational purposes has its own term:
Learners Generated Content (LGC). The LGC makes the learning activities easier
because it provides a collaborative environment, where students can efficiently learn
by exchanging learning materials with other students across the world [28]. The col-
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laborative learning that LGC provided act as a stimulant for successful active learn-
ing. Active learning is the involvement of students and their thought process in the
learning activities, which has proven to increase learning quality [29]. Generation Z
plays a vital role in the development of LGC; they are the majority of today’s stu-
dents, and they are the most technologically fluent generation to have access to the
LGC [30].

LGC is supported by the psychological aspect of how an individual needed to be
known and have the urge to share something. This aspect acts as a natural incentive
for an individual, or in this context a learner, to create educational contents. Learners
could easily share their content via different platforms such as YouTube, Blogs,
Wikis, Quora, and other platforms that enable LGC. [31]. The opportunity to share a
learner's knowledge, and in turn creating LGC, also enhances their learning process.
By sharing their knowledge and creating LGCs, students are practising the 'learning
by teaching' approach to learning [32]. LGC attracts many of today's learner; it is
mainly attributed to how simple the concept of LGC is and how today's learners are
more accustomed to 'easy' language and informal discussions; both present in LGC
[33]. An example of an LGC content is illustrated in Figure 1.

How do Iread an income
statement?

= Jeremy Kruid, Author at Momentum ®
Trading (2019-present)

ed Mar 24

Here is a simple overview of a Apples income
statement from my blog at How to Invest in
stocks

CONDENSED CONSOLIDATED

STATEMENTS OF OPERATIONS e Ehden

s, S0 pec.29,2018 Dec, 30, 2017

Net sales $84310 $88293 '«

Cost of sales 52,279 54,381 1
Gross margin 32,031 33812

Operating expenses:

Research and development 3,902 3,407

Seling, general and administrative 4783 4231 2
Total operating expenses 8,685 7638

Operating income 23346 26274

Other income/(expense), net 560 756

Income before provision for income taxes 23,906 27,030

Provision for income taxes 3,941 6,965

Net income $ 19,965 $ 20,065

Earnings per share:

Basic (in dollars per share) $422 $392 3
Diluted (in dollars per share) 5418 $3.89

Shares used in computing earnings

per share:

Basic (in shares) 4735820 5,112,877 4
Diluted (in shares) 4773252 5,157,787

Products

Net sales $73,435 $79,164

Cost of sales 48,238 50,575

Services

Net sales 10,875 9,129

Cost of sales 54,041 $3,808

Welcome to the next part in my What is a stock
Series. In this section we will be talking about how
to read an income statement. For this example we

Fig. 1. An LGC found in quora.com
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2.3  Theory of planned behavior

Describing human behaviour is a challenging task, but few approaches exist to ass-
es this challenge, one of the most used approaches is psychological. A psychological
approach to understanding human behaviour is popular because human, in nature,
exhibits patterns. These patterns then could be analysed using statistical procedures
and the output of a theoretical model will be formulated. The Theory of Planned Be-
haviour (TPB) is one of the most well-known theoretical models. TPB was originally
developed from the existing Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA). Employing the Struc-
tural Equation Modeling (SEM), the TPB model can explain human behaviour by
analysing their various underlying behavioural dispositions: their personal views on a
concept (attitude), social attitude (subjective norm), and cognitive self-regulation
(perceived behavioural control) [34]. These behavioural dispositions do not directly
predict the actual behaviour of a person; instead, a bridge connecting the two was
usually present: behavioural intention (BI). Behavioural Intention (BI) is the measure
of an individual's willingness or motivation to do something. The bigger the BI is, the
bigger the probability of actual behaviour [35]. For its many advantages and fitness in
explaining factors affecting an individual’s decision to do a particular action, in this
case, the intention to use LGC, we proposed the use of TPB for this study. Figure 2
shows the TPB framework we used for the present research.

Attitude

Subjective norms Behavioral Intention

Perceived Behavioral
Control

Fig. 2. The TPB Framework

2.4  Hypotheses development

The BI, acting as the bridge for actual behaviour, has three determinants in the
TPB model: Attitude (AT), Subjective Norm (SN), and Perceived Behavioral Control
(PBC). AT represents an individual's views on a particular subject, SN represents how
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far the social condition for an individual could affect their behaviour, and lastly, PBC
represents an individual's beliefs on how they control themselves [37]. PBC covers
not only the self-efficacy aspect, the ability to do a particular action; the availability
of facilities and opportunities are also an essential part of PBC [38]. The PBC factor
was formulated to perfect the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) which assumed that
every person has equal capabilities to control their actions [39]. Using the three fac-
tors inside the TPB model, understanding Generation Z's behavioural intention to-
wards LGC is possible. Hypotheses were formulated using the model; four hypotheses
were used and explained in detail as follows:

The influence of AT to generation Z’ intention: If Generation Z has a positive
evaluation of LGC, we hypothesised that their intention to use LGC in their learning
activity would increase. This is caused by how the selection of a learning media is
also based on how an individual evaluates it. When a student does not like the concept
of a paper-based book, for example, it is possible that they would not intend to use a
paper-based book as a learning media and vice versa. [40]. Furthermore, past research
also showed that there is a positive correlation between positive evaluation (AT) of
Web 2.0 and the intention to use it as a supporting learning media. LGC, being a part
of Web 2.0 enabled media, can also exhibit this positive relationship. Thus, the first
hypothesis for this research is:

H1: AT has a positive effect on Generation Z’s intention to use LGC.

The influence of SN to Generation Z’ Intention: SN in this research shows how
significant is the effect of peers, teachers, and family members opinions to the re-
spondent's perspective of LGC. Being very active in social media, Generation Z could
consider others opinion more. This is important, especially in this context, considering
how LGC exhibited interaction and collaboration aspects in its core [41]. Furtherly, in
some cases, LGC is even driven by the existence of social media, making Subjective
Norms (SN) of others could affect Generation Z intention to use LGC more frequent.
Therefore, the second hypothesis is:

H2: SN has a positive effect on Generation Z’s intention to use LGC.

The influence of PBC to Generation Z’ Intention: The PBC explains a person's
view of their self-regulation strength. Self-regulation is an individual perception of
whether or not they are able to do a particular task. The concept of PBC encompasses
two main factors: control belief and the feeling of being facilitated. If an individual
has a belief of control of a particular action or task, they will be more confident in
doing the task and in turn, could see the task as a favourable action to do. This also
applies to Generation Z and their control belief of LGC. Because LGC contents are
also created by other Generation Z learners, which resulted in a content's contextual
presentation and language style similarity, a Generation Z student can have a higher
control belief in their ability to use LGC media. In the facilitating condition perspec-
tive, Generation Z could have a higher intention to use LGC when they feel that they
have adequate facilities and resources to access LGC contents. This is possible be-
cause Generation Z has enough experience with technology and the internet, which is
the main foundation of the LGC. Therefore, the last hypothesis is proposed:

H3: PBC has a positive effect on Generation Z’s intention to use LGC.

The proposed model from the hypotheses developed is shown in Figure 3.
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Attitude towards LGC

(AT)
H1
Subjective Norms b2 Behavioral Intention
towards LGC (SN) = to Use LGC

Perceived Behavioral
Control towards LGC
(PBC)

Fig. 3. The Proposed Model

3 Research Methodology

In order to explain the underlying factors influencing Generation Z’s intention to
use LGC, we used Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and Structural Equations
Modelling (SEM). CFA is used when a model that has been well developed is tested
against empirical data. The result of the CFA concluded the present research; there-
fore, this study was considered as conclusive research. The conclusion of this study is
expected to open up new perspectives for the educators in taking a managerial deci-
sion in the future. In connection with the prevalence of a group, this study used a
multiple cross-sectional design sampling approach; the differences in respondent’s
institutions lead to multiple rather than single cross-sectional designs. The sampling
technique used is non-probabilistic sampling, a purposive one, where the respondents
are limited to specific criteria to achieve the research objectives; in this study, the
main criteria for respondents were their generational identities: Generation Z. The
media used to collect the respondents' data is online questionnaires. The question-
naires consisted of two parts, the first part is concerned with the demographical and
introductory questions and the second part is filled with 18 questions that measure the
4 TPB model variables. See Table 1 for the complete list of questionnaire items.
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Table 1. Questionnaire Items and Variable Correlations

Variable Question Variable Question
ATI In my opiniop, using‘ LGC will PBCI I believe I have the ability to use LGC
facilitate me in learning.
AT2 I like the concept .of using LGC PBC2 I believe I can use LGC optimally
as a learning media
AT3 Thave a positiVF: attitud‘e towards PBC3 It I-qse LGC, I think it’s of my own
LGC as a learning media volition
AT4 I believe that LGC enables me to PBC4 I have facilities (internet, device, etc.)
accomplish tasks more quickly that are sufficient to use LGC
ATS In my opinion, LGC will make PBCS If I free to choose my main source of
me more comfortable in learning materials, I will choose LGC.
I think my parents and friends I plan to use LGC in the next one year.
SN1 considering LGC as a positive BIl1
learning media for me
I think the people closest to me I intend to use LGC in the next one
SN2 considering LGC as a positive BI2 year.
learning media for me
I think my lecturer and classmate I would try to use LGC in the next
SN3 considering LGC as a positive BI3 year
learning media for me
People who are important to me I intend to recommend LGC to others
SN4 agree that LGC is beneficial for BI4
me

The data that has been collected was then modeled and tested afterwards. This
study examined the data in the form of structural equation modelling (SEM); the TPB
model was used with three hypotheses. Before testing the model, firstly, we tested the
data to see whether the data meets the elements of validity and reliability. We used
three measures namely Cronbach a, Composite Reliability (CR), and Average Vari-
ance Extracted (AVE). The minimum value that must be achieved to pass the data are
0.7, 0.7, and 0.5 for each test. To test the fitness of the model, we employed some of
the most popular model-fit measures: Goodness of Fit (GFI), Comparative Fit Index
(CFI), and Normed Fit Index (NFI) each with the minimum values of 0.8 required.

4 Result Analysis and Discussion

This chapter provides the analysis from the data we have collected. The first sub-
chapter, demographics, explains the profiles of the respondents participating in this
study. The next sub-chapter, data analysis, describes the statistical results extracted
from different statistical procedures we employed. Next, we discussed the results
from the previous sub-chapter and made some inferences. Lastly, the last two sub-
chapters presented practical implication for educators and theoretical implications for
future researches.

4.1 Demographics

The research questionnaire was distributed for two months, starting from mid-May
2019 to Mid July 2019. There were 167 data in accordance with the previously set
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criteria collected from 172 respondents. Respondents were spread across 30 regions in
Indonesia. Based on gender, respondents of the questionnaire were at a percentage of
51.7% female, 45.3% male, and 2.9% chose not to answer. To ensure that the re-
spondent understood the main object of research equally, we provided a brief descrip-
tion of the LGC. Most respondents had experience with LGC for more than five years
(56.9%) followed by the second most, 3-5 years (20.4%). This result is not surprising
because their interaction with LGC has been very easy, especially in the digital era
and with the emergence of smartphones. Respondents admitted that they access LGC
content using smartphones (90%), a typical Generation Z trait: making smartphones
as the center of their activities.

4.2  Data analysis

Since we used the CFA to complement the SEM in our study, two measurements
testing will be conducted, both the data testing and model testing were done by using
the IBM SPSS Statistics 25 and the IBM SPSS AMOS 20. Data testing were done to
measure several statistical measurement aspects: Factor Loading (FL), Average Vari-
ance Extracted (AVE), Composite Reliability (CR), and Cronbach's a. FL is defined
as an item-factor relationship that is seen to have a pattern, the higher the factor load-
ing value, the higher the questionnaire correlation with latent construct, a minimum
value that is commonly used by past pieces of research is 0.6 [43, 44]. Average Vari-
ance Extracted is defined as the average value of variants, it represents how diverse
the data was spread from the questionnaire items and ultimately, how is the conver-
gent validity of the variables in the data. The minimum value required for this meas-
urement is 0.5 [45]. Another convergent validity measures, the Composite Reliability,
was also used. CR is defined as the total of true variation's score in relation to the total
score variance [46]; we used the most commonly used standard minimum value for
CR which is 0.7. Lastly, acknowledging the importance of data reliability, especially
for research related to human psychology such as the present research, Cronbach's o
was used. The internal consistency of a set of indicators can be measured by using the
Cronbach o, the minimum required value for this measure is 0.6. [47].

Table 2 displays the results of the previously described data measurements testing,
along with the minimum value for each benchmark. Factor loadings for the AT items
have the value higher than 0.7. SN’s items have loadings higher than 0.6. All of PBC's
loadings are higher than 0.7. BI has the highest overall loadings; all surpassed 0.9.
Results for the AVE measurements all surpassed the minimum value of 0.5, showing
a convergent validity. The convergent validity is also supported by the CR values; all
variables showed CR values higher than the minimum required value (0.7). Finally,
Cronbach's o results also surpassed the minimum value set previously.
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Table 2. Reliability and Validity Measurement Result

Factor Load- Composite ,
Variable Item* ing (> 0.6) AVI? 4(5>] 0-5) | Reliability (> C{:ggﬁ“&;]“
[43] [44] 0.7) [47]
Al 0.77
. A2 0.862
Attitude e E 0.65 0.88 0.879
Ad 0.764
biecti SN1 0.62
S‘I‘\Ifrg‘;’e SN2 0.759 0.53 0.76 0.764
SN3 0.793
Perceived PBC1 0.749
Behavioral PBC2 0.7 0.53 0.76 0.767
Control PBC3 0.735
BIl 0.910
Intention BI2 0.972 0.53 0.77 0.965
BI3 0.93

*Items with low factor loading were not included, and model respecification was then conducted

After data measures were tested, because of the collected data was modeled into an
SEM model, it is necessary to test the model. Testing the model for fitness is known
as a model-fit test. As the name suggests, the model-fit primary function is to evaluate
whether or not the theoretical framework modeled fit the data. Model fit The TPB
model we employed in our research was tested using two model-fit indices: Absolute
Fit Indices and Incremental Fit indices. For the Absolute Fit Indices, we used the
goodness-of-fit Index (GFI). The normed fit index (NFI) and the comparative fit in-
dex (CFI) were used for the incremental fit indices. The difference between the two
categories lies in the calculation process; absolute fit indices are based on the varia-
tions in the data set and its relation to the sample. Meanwhile, the incremental fit
index indices' calculation are based on the comparison with a baseline model [48].
Table 3 shows the value of model fit parameters result.

Table 3. Model Fit Results

Indices Result [49-51]
CF1 .8
GFI .8
INFI .8

*All indices showing appropriate fit

Table 4 shows the estimated value and the significance level between each latent
constructs. To see the significance level, we performed a bootstrap using 1000 dum-
my samples, the result of this bootstrapping is a value of significance, representing a
correlation's probability in having inconsistent effect when different sub-samples were
tested. A correlation is significant when the significance level is below 0.05. There-
fore, statistically, it can be concluded that the second hypothesis (SN) of this study
was rejected (p =0.318). In contrast to SN, the first hypothesis (AT) and the third
hypothesis (PBC) shows significant results. The p-value of AT is 0.004 and the p-
value of PBC is 0.028, both meets the minimum significance level requirements. AT
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is significant with the estimated value of 0.43, showing a considerable effect on BI.
PBC is also showing a positive effect, with an estimated value of 0.34. Table 3 repre-
sents the value of model fit in this study meeting or approaching the minimum grad-
uation requirements of 0.8.

Table 4. Hypothesis Testing

Correlation between factor Direct correlation
Estimate () Significance (p)
1— A 43 .004
I «— SN 18 316
1 — PBC .34 .028
4.3  Discussion

This study seeks to provide a perspective especially from the main user of today’s
education: students of Generation Z. From the result, we can see that Generation Z’s
intention to use LGC positively correlated with two out of three of the constructs, AT
and PBC. AT’s positive effects exhibited a relatively high estimate (BAT—BI=0.43).
This implies that Generation Z positively evaluates the concept of LGC, they see LGC
as a decent learning media and is useful for their learning activity. The relationship
between AT and BI could be caused by how the majority of Generation Z is accus-
tomed to the internet; increasing their familiarity and in turn, their positive evaluation
towards the LGC. SN was found to have an insignificant effect (BSSN—BI=0.18) on
Generation Z’s BI to use LGC. The absence of the significant relationship between
SN and BI implies that Generation Z does not consider greatly the opinions of their
peers and trusted people around them when intending to use LGC. A possible justifi-
cation for this is how Generation Z is a more individualist compared to other genera-
tion, making SN and its aspects (social pressure, opinions of others) insignificant for
their decision making, in contrast with our previous hypothesis. PBC also has signifi-
cant effects on Generation Z’s BI with a considerable estimate (BPBC—BI=0.34).
The relationship between PBC and BI implies that Generation Z perceives that they
have the needed resources, knowledge, and facilities in using LGC. This is possible
because Generation Z has unlimited access to technologies and the internet which is
the foundation of LGC.

4.4  Managerial interpretation

The results of this study reassure today’s educator to adapt LGC as a part of learn-
ing activity, seeing that Generation Z’s students already have a positive outlook on
LGC. Educators could also encourage students to generate LGC of their own, which
could increase their understanding of the materials and their flexibility to use technol-
ogy, this is furtherly supported by the high correlation between PBC and BI, proving
that Generation Z sees themselves to be capable of using LGC entirely and following-
ly, generate their own contents. However, just as how educators are also encouraged
to be more careful in evaluating and selecting the right educational app, educators
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should also carefully evaluate the selection of LGC platforms in order to avoid con-
tents that give less conceptual understanding.

LGC platform developers should also understand their products so that learning
value can be delivered more effectively [53]. The developers should also improve
their LGC platform including but not limited to: contents, design, or features. These
improvements can increase the positive evaluation (attitude) towards LGC from the
perspective of Generation Z, thus maintaining Generation Z’s intention to use LGC.
Considering that Generation Z has high PBC correlation to their intention and insig-
nificant SN correlation to their intention, Generation Z can be seen as more individual
learners; therefore more personalised learning algorithm for LGC contents recom-
mendation is encouraged. Despite all of these LGC improvement recommendations,
LGC developers should also consult with an educational expert so that LGC could
also contribute to a deeper conceptual understanding [54].

4.5  Theoretical implication

In this research, TPB showed its effectiveness in explaining the Generation Z’s in-
tention to use LGC so that academics gained more understanding regarding this sub-
ject. However, the rapid developments of LGC should be considered more. Current
Web 2.0 based LGC could quickly evolve to a more mobile app oriented LGC, in this
case, a better framework in explaining technology adoption could be considered in
future research addressing this topic. Future research could also address the content
aspect of LGC, giving educators more understanding about how to integrate their
curriculum with LGC in a better way.

5 Conclusion

This research investigated the behavioural intention of Generation Z to use LGC to
supports their learning activity. The result showed that Generation Z has a positive
intention to use LGC, with the significant factors of Attitude and Perceived Behavior-
al Control. The TPB model was proven to be a reliable model for understanding many
aspects of human behaviour, and in this case, it also successfully explains the behav-
ioural intention of Generation Z to use LGC. The effectiveness of the TPB model was
also supported by the substantial value of the Squared Multiple Correlations (38%),
meaning that the TPB model could illustrate 38% of the factors influencing Genera-
tion Z’s intention to use LGC.

Furthermore, in regard to the emergence of LGC, the result of this study indicated
that educational institution should strategically implement new, more adaptive curric-
ulum design to improve student’s intention of using LGC. However, any new curricu-
lum should be within the student’s comfort level. Other recommendations were also
presented in this study.
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