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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to investigate individual innovativeness and instructional technologies
acceptance of academicians in Faculty of Education. The participants of this mixed methods study
are 92 academicians on duty between the years of 2013 and 2014 in public universities. This study
was conducted using a scale of “Individual Innovativeness”, created by Hurt, Joseph, and Cook
(1997) and adapted by Kilicer and Odabasi to comply with Turkish culture. Another scale of
“Technology Acceptance Model (TAM)” developed by Davis (1989) was also used for the purpose
of this study. TAM scale was adapted by the researcher to comply with Turkish culture. Qualitative
data were collected from 13 academicians with different specialty areas and seniority using semi-

structured interview form. Statistical tests were used to analyze quantitative data, and content
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analysis was used to analyze qualitative data. According to the findings obtained from quantitative
and qualitative data that academicians have high levels of individual innovative characteristics such
as leadership characteristic. The academicians also have positive perspectives towards acceptance,
usage, and usefulness of instructional technologies. This study found a positive and significant
relationship between participants’ individual innovativeness characteristics and acceptance
perception towards instructional technology. This study also showed that qualitative and
quantitative data supported one another. The researcher made suggestions regarding innovativeness

and instructional technology acceptance.

Keywords: Individual innovativeness, technology acceptance, instructional technologies,

academicians
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Introduction

It is expected of individuals to know their responsibilities, question, and produce to put innovations
into practice and use technology effectively in education. If teachers are considered to bring change
and innovation, as a result, shaping education (Bakkenes, Vermunt, & Wubbels, 2010), it is
required for teachers to come up with creative ideas, learn new instructional techniques, and keep
up with the developments of their field (Pollock, 2008). It is crucial for academicians, who educate
these teachers, to accept change and innovation in education, integrate innovations and technology
into education, and use instructional technologies in their instruction effectively. Accepting change
and innovation, especially in education environments, depends on if individuals adopt innovation,
have innovative perspective, and even cooperate with individuals in education when necessary (Al-
Husseini & Elbeltagi, 2016; Konings, Gruwel, & Merrienboer, 2007). Related to the phenomenon
of innovation, Rogers (1995) use the term of an idea, application or object that an individual or
individuals perceive as new, whereas Goldsmith and Foxall (2003) describe innovation sometimes
as a creative process behind the emergence of new ideas and applications, sometimes new ideas
and applications themselves, and sometimes a piece of cognitive and behavioral reactions of
individuals who adopt an existing innovation. The phenomenon of innovativeness is described as
a desire to change and try new things (Hurt, Joseph, & Cook, 1977); as a degree to which
individuals adopt innovation prior to other things (Rogers, 1995); as reactions of individuals
towards innovations (Goldsmith & Foxall, 2003); and as creativity, risk taking, being open to
experience, and idea leadership (Kiliger & Odabas1, 2010; Sahin Izmirli & Giirbiiz, 2017). The
circumstances of individuals to accept any change and innovation might be different from
individual to individual. Considering the individual differences, Rogers (2003) evaluates

innovativeness under five categories.

e Innovators: Individuals who love to try new ideas and take risk, have the ability to think
forward, accept change before anyone, are in interaction with their environment, and have
entrepreneur and creative skills.

e Early Adapters: Individuals who inform others about innovations, lead people, influence

society to a great extent, share what they know, and adopt innovation early.
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e Early Majority: Individuals who form the majority of society and have good relationships
with others, are timid to adopt innovation, and are not willing about taking risk too much.

e Late Majorities: Individuals who are timid towards and skeptical about innovations,
expect majority of people to adopt innovations, and have fears and worries about this
situation.

e Laggards: Individuals who are dependent on traditions, are prejudiced and conservative
towards change, are unrealistic to events, and are at the backstage in adopting innovations.

Embracing Rogers’ (2003) expansion of innovations theory, Moore and Bensabat (1991)
investigate the adoption forms of information technologies whereas VVanderlinde and Braak (2011)
study the interest of teachers towards new generation information and communication
technologies. Most important factor towards accepting innovations is the usefulness of innovation
towards individual and society and the ease of use of innovation (Demiralay, Bayir, & Gelibolu,
2015). It is considered to be beneficial when the use of innovation is easy (Usluel & Mazman,
2010); however, one of the most important factors to use technology effectively is to be innovator
towards technology (Lu, Yao, & Yu, 2005).

Various models and theories were used in majority of studies conducted in the process of accepting,
adopting, and expanding innovations. Among these models and theories, Technology Acceptance
Model (TAM) has been the most efficient and studied one. Davis (1985) studies TAM model and
how it works in detail. In meta analysis studies about TAM (Chuttur, 2009; King & He, 2006), it
was proved that this model is a reliable and valid model and is a very good tool to understand user
acceptance towards many areas such as the use of LMS (Fathema, Shannon, & Ross, 2015;
Schoonenboom, 2014), e-learning (Masrom, 2007; Persico, Manca, & Pozzi, 2014; Tarhini, Scott,
Sharma, & Abbasi, 2015), mobile technologies (Lu, Yao, & Yu, 2005), e-mail (Davis, 1989), social
networks (Ari, Yilmaz & Bektes, 2016), software applications (Samancioglu, Baglibel, Keser
Ozmantar, & Cetin; 2015), educational innovations (Usluel & Mazman, 2010), e-portfolio (Cheng,
Chen, & Yen, 2015), wearable locating systems (Biitzler, & Schlick, 2016, Hong, Lin & Hsieh,
2017; Kwee-Meier), and information technologies (Biilbiil & Cuhadar, 2012; Davis, 1989; Teo,

2011). Besides, TAM's main purpose is to explain the behavior of the individual in adopting

294



Fatma Akgiin

technology (Chang, Hajiyev, & Su, 2017), innovative and / or knowledge-based technology, which
factors influence the acceptance of their products (Shih, Lu, Liu ve Wu, 2017).

TAM was created for users to adopt and predict. Recently, it has been expanding to a great extent
by including education technologies. TAM emerged as a scientific paradigm to investigate the
education technology acceptance of students, teachers, and many others (Teo, 2011).

When elements within TAM are analyzed, it shows individuals’ usefulness perception when they
believe their performance will increase if they use innovation; their intention when they are in
preparation to display a behavior; their attitude when they have positive and negative thoughts
about displaying a behavior; and their ease of use when they believe they can easily use something
without much effort (Usluel & Mazman, 2010).

TAM advocates that technology acceptance of users shape under the impact of perceived
usefulness and perceived ease of use. Perceived usefulness is explained as the degree of which
individuals think their performance and efficiency increase, while perceived ease of use is
explained as the perception of using system easily without any physical or cognitive effort (Davis,
1989). It is proposed that perceived ease of use has a significant impact on the attitude of perceived
usefulness and use (Akman & Mishra, 2015; Chuttur, 2009; Kelly, 2014; Luan & Teo, 2011,
Schoonenboom 2014), and that perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use has a positive
impact on affecting intention (Luan & Teo, 2011; Schoonenboom, 2014). These two factors, which
have stronger impact compared to others, have a significant impact on affecting intention and
attitude of users towards technology use (Masrom, 2007). Besides, perceived usefulness forms a
relationship between perceived ease of use and intention towards use (Chen & Lu, 2016). It is
easier for individuals to accept technology when they think their performance will increase and
technology has benefits towards what they do (Powell & Wimmer, 2016; Samancioglu, et al.,
2015).

In the name of embracing information age, it is very important to put technological innovations
into practice in every field, especially education, thanks to the opportunities provided by
technology use. With the use of such information and communication technologies in education
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environments, learning sources diversify, the transition from teacher-centered education system to
student-centered education system accelerates (Hannafin, 2012; Hannan, 2005) and students’
participation into education and training is increased through development of their creative skills
(Ma, Anderson, & Strith, 2005). Because educational institutions aim to train innovativeness
individuals, who can access information that they need, analyze and produce information, use
technology efficiently, and integrate it into education, it is important to inform teacher candidates
about the necessity of sufficient technological skills and adaptation to change and innovation in
teacher education programs where learning technologies play a significant role in especially

learning and teaching processes (Brenner & Brill, 2016; Zhu, 2015).

There have been many studies about the significance of being innovative and using information
and communication technologies in education and training (Hannan, 2005; Jaskyte, Taylor, &
Smariga, 2009; Ntemana & Olatokun, 2012; Rosen 2005). One of these studies, Rosen (2005)
discusses that individual innovativeness have a significant place in understanding interest towards
technology and can easily reflect this individuals’ applications in the field of information
technologies in his thesis that aimed to identify the effect of individual innovativeness in
information technologies. In their study exploring students’ and academicians’ perspectives
towards innovative education, Jaskyte and others (2009) propose that there are many factors such
as having an innovative perception about technology use to be an innovative academician and
integrating new teaching methods into education process. Besides, having the individual
innovation feature has affected the use of the new technological products positively (Kim & Chai,
2017).

As it is seen from studies, educators are expected to be individuals who help to improve
innovations, find solutions to problems, generate information, research, create, keep up with
change and innovation, make society conscious of these and benefit from technology. It is
necessary for academicians, who are responsible for educating teacher candidates, to improve
themselves in their fields and use such technologies effectively (Ozgiir, 2013; Turan & Colakoglu,
2008). In this study, the purpose is to investigate the individual innovativeness characteristics and
instructional technology acceptance of academicians. In the light of this purpose, following

research questions were asked.
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What are individual innovativeness characteristics of academicians?

Do individual innovativeness characteristics of academicians differ among gender, field
of expertise, title and vocational technology use?

What is instructional technology acceptance of academicians?

Do instructional technology acceptance of academicians differ among gender, field of
expertise, title and vocational technology use?

Is there any correlation between individual innovativeness characteristics and
instructional technology acceptance of academicians?

What are views of academicians about innovation and innovativeness concept?

What kind of process do academicians follow about accepting a new idea, event or object?
What are views of academicians about positive and negative factors affecting
innovativeness?

What are views of academicians about effects of educational institutions on individual
innovativeness?

What are views of academicians about the concept of instructional technology?

What are views of academicians about ease of use of instructional technologies and
usefulness of technology on educational activities?

What are views of academicians about the use of new generation instructional

technologies (social networks, smart board, smartphone, tablet pc, etc.) in education?

Methodology

Research Design

This study employed a mixed methods study using qualitative and quantitative data. The mixed
method aims to present, analyze and combine events in a broad framework with a comprehensive
and complementary approach, bridging between gquantitative and qualitative research and helping
to develop the quantitative dimension of research on qualitative data (Baki & Gokgek, 2012). Co-
use of qualitative and quantitative data in research involves more precise and holistic information

on the theory or practice being put forward (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). The aim of the study
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was to increase the validity and reliability of the research findings using both approaches. In this
study, a mixed method design, convergent parallel design was used. In this design, qualitative and
quantitative data are collected together and results are compared to identify if collected data
validate each other (Creswell, 2013). For the quantitative part of this study, screening model
(Frankel & Wallen, 2006, Karasar, 1999) that puts forward the characteristics of participants was
used and which is aimed at determining the presence and / or extent of interchange between two or
more variables. For the qualitative part, in phenomenological data analysis, experiences and
meanings are revealed. In content analysis made for this purpose, there is an effort to conceptualize
the data and to reveal the themes that can describe the phenomenon. The results are presented in a
descriptive way and frequently quoted directly (Yildirim & Simsek, 2011).

Participants

The participants of this study were 92 academicians teaching at a public university in Turkey in
the spring semester of 2013-2014. Information about the participants can be found in Table 1. For
the qualitative part of this study, 13 academicians with different specialty areas and seniority using
semi-structured interview form among the 92 academicians were recruited through purposeful

sampling. Information about these participants can be found in Table 2.

Table 1
General Distribution Characteristics of Academicians (Quantitative Data)

Gender N (%) Title N (%)

Female 46 50 Prof. Dr. 2 2.1

Male 46 50 Assoc. Dr. 7 7.6

Total 92 100 Asst. Prof. Dr. 45 48.9
Instructor Dr. 2 2.1

Field of Expertise N (%) Res. Asst. Dr. 3 3.2

CEIT Teach. 4 4.3 Instructor 20 21.7

Prim. Sch. Teach. 13 14.1 Res. Asst. 11 11.9

Science Std. Teach. 11 11.9 Lecturer 2 2.1

Social Std. Teach. 6 6.5

Pre-School Teach. 2 2.1

Turkish Lang. Teac. 7 7.6

Special Ed. Teach. 5 54 Technology Use N (%)

German Lang. Teac. 7 7.6 Rarely 4 4.3

English Lang. T. 13 14.1 Generally 37 40.2

Art and Crafts T. 5 5.4 Always 51 55.4

Musics Teach. 6 6.5

Science of Educat. 13 14.1
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Table 2

Academicians (Qualitative Data)

Field of Expertise Title N Gender
German Lang. Assoc.Prof.Dr. 1 Male
CEIT Teach. Assist.Prof.Dr. 1 Male
Science of Educat. Assist.Prof.Dr. 1 Male
Science Std. Teach Assoc.Prof.Dr. 1 Female
English Lang. Lecturer 1 Male
Musics Teach. Prof.Dr. 1 Male
Prim. Sch. Teach. Assoc.Prof.Dr. 1 Female
Special Education Assist.Prof.Dr. 1 Female
Art and Crafts Teach. Instructor 1 Female
Primary School Assist. Prof. Dr. 1 Female
Social Science Assist. Prof. Dr. 1 Male
Turkish Lang. Assist. Prof. Dr. 1 Male
Maths Teach. Assist. Prof. Dr. 1 Female

Total 13

Data Collection

Data was collected through Individual Innovativeness Scale (11S) and Technology Acceptance
Scale (TAM). Personal information form was also used to gather demographic information about

participants.

Individual Innovativeness Scale was originally developed by Hurt, Joseph and Cook (1977), but
adapted to Turkish culture by Kiliger and Odabasi (2010). The survey consists of 20 items and 4
factors including “Resistance to change,” “Opinion leadership,” “Openness to the Experience,” and
“Risk Taking” Internal consistency regarding the survey is 0.82. Individuals can be categorized
into innovativeness types based on their scores calculated from the survey. According to this,
individuals are considered to be “Innovator” if their score is above 80, “Early Adapters” if the score
is between 69 and 80, “Early Majority” if the score is between 57 and 68, “Late Majorities” if the
score is between 46 and 56, and “Laggards” if the score is below 46. Regarding the innovativeness
levels of individuals, they are further categorized into being extremely innovative if their score is
above 68 whereas they are categorized into being a low level innovative if their score is below 64

based on the scores calculated from the survey (Kiliger & Odabasi, 2010).
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Technology Acceptance Scale (TAM), developed by Davis (1989), constitutes of 12 items and 2
factors including “Perceived Usefulness” and “Perceived Ease of Use.” Permission to use the
survey was received through email. In the adaptation process of the survey, two experts translated
the survey into Turkish and then into English. An English language expert analyzed the translated
items and original items to find out their appropriateness in the two languages. After this process,
experts in the fields of Curriculum and Instruction and Information and Communication
Technology were consulted about their opinions on if each item is appropriate to our culture and if
the items serve to the purpose of this study. In addition, two Turkish language experts analyzed the
clarity of statements. Necessary corrections were made based on their suggestions. Factor analysis
was made to verify if the survey confirms to the participants in Turkey. In the light of this, the
survey was conducted to 130 academicians in the School of Education departments of various
universities in Turkey. While making confirmatory factor analysis in the process of survey
adaptation, X?/df (Chi square degree of freedom), TLI (Tucker-Lewis Index) and Comparative Fit
Index (CFI) values were considered. Based on analysis results, fit indices were calculated to be
TLI=.92, CFI=.94 and X?/df=2.5. When other studies were analyzed to be a sample to this study,
Brown (2006) proposes that TLI and CFI values must be .90 and above, Tabachnick and Fidell
(2007) argue that model is considered to be perfect when X?/df value is below 2. According to
these views, this survey can be considered to be acceptable. 2 factor structure of the survey is
verified in Turkish culture as well. The regression weights of the first factor, “Perceived
Usefulness” are between the values of .84 and .94. The regression weights of the second factor,
“Perceived Ease of Use” are between the values of .52 and .91. Cronbach Alpha coefficient of
internal consistency for the first factor is .96 whereas it is .91 for the second factor. This value for
the whole survey is .92. Regarding the coefficient of internal consistency, Ozdamar (2004) argued
that values above .60 for coefficient of internal consistency are acceptable. Considering this

argument, this survey is considered to be acceptable.

Data Analysis

In this study, test of normality was used followed by descriptive statistics, Mann Whitney U and
Kruskal Wallis H tests for the quantitative data analysis. For the qualitative data analysis, content

analysis was used. Following content analysis, inter rater reliability was established with an expert
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academician. The formula of inter rater reliability= agreement/(agreement+divergence) was used.
According to the results, reliability of this study is %89 and, therefore, this study is considered to
be reliable (Miles & Huberman, 1994).

Findings
Individual Innovativeness Characteristics of Academicians
According to quantitative data, innovativeness scores show that 55 academicians are high-level
innovator (%59.78), 16 academicians are medium-level innovator (%17.39), and 21 academicians

are low-level innovator (%22.82). This is shown in Table 3. When the scores for individual

innovativeness are analyzed, the score for “high-level innovatOr” is (X =70.09).

Table 3

Distribution According to Individual Innovativeness Levels
Innovativeness Level n (%) X SS
High-level innovator 55 59.78 77.41 5.445
Medium-level innovator 16 17.39 66.18 1.376
Low-level innovator 21 22.82 53.90 7.006
Total 92 100.00 70.09 11.148

When categories for individual innovativeness of academicians are analyzed, they are generally in
“Early Adapters” category. When the scores in low levels are analyzed, 40 of academicians are
“Early Adapters” (%43.5), 25 of them are Early Majority (%27.02), 15 of them are Innovators
(%16.3), and 9 of them are Late Majority (%.98) and 3 of them are Laggards (%0.33) as seen in
Table 4.

Table 4
Distribution According to Individual Innovativeness Categories
Innovativeness Category f (%)
Early Adapters 40 435
Early Majority 25 27.2
Innovators 15 16.3
Late Majority 9 .98
Laggards 3 .33
Total 92 100.00
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Table 5 shows the descriptive statistics related to the low levels of individual innovativeness of
academicians. The highest mean score from the individual innovativeness scale is (X/m=4.10) in

the “Openness to experience” dimension, while it is (X/m=2.34) in the “Resistance to Change”

dimension.

Table 5

Mean Scores Related to Individual Innovativeness
Variables n m X X/m Ss
Individual Innovativeness 92 20 70.09 3.50 11.148
Openness to Experience 92 5 20.54 4.10 3.806
Opinion Leadership 92 5 18.82 3.76 3.503
Risk Taking 92 2 7.45 3.72 1.660
Resistance to Change 92 8 18.72 2.34 5.333

Instructional Technology Acceptance of Academicians

Table 6 shows the descriptive statistics related to the low factors of Instructional Technology
Acceptance of Academicians scale. In the low factors of Instructional Technology Acceptance of
Academicians scale, “Perceived Usefulness” dimension is (X/m=6.38), “Perceived Ease of Use”

dimension is (X/m=5.90) and the general survey dimension is (X/m=6.14) in the positive level.

Table 6

Mean Scores Related to Instructional Technology Acceptance of Academicians
Variables n m X X /m ss
Perceived Usefulness 92 6 38.28 6.38 4.84
Perceived Ease of Use 92 6 35.43 5.90 6.37
Technology Acceptance 92 12 73.71 6.14 10.34
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Analysis of Individual Innovativeness Characteristics and Instructional Technology
Acceptance of Academicians

Analysis of gender variable

There is no significant relationship between the scores from individual innovativeness survey of
academicians and gender variable (U=994.50, p>.05). Similarly, there is no significant relationship
between the scores from instructional technology acceptance scale of academicians and gender
variable (U= 1054.50, p>.05), as shown in Table 7.

Table 7
Mann-Whitney U -Test Results Based on Gender Variable of Individual Innovativeness
Characteristics and Instructional Technology Acceptance of Academicians

Sum

Factor Group n Mean Rank Rank U p
Resistance to Change Eﬁi\le jg ji?é gggggg 951.50 404
Opinion Leadership g?}!ile jg j?gg igggg 1019.00 759
Gt NS S+ S 1
pocwng M BRE IR gy
:zgl)\cgtLijS:eness E/elzarlr!zlle jg j?ég 38(7)328 994.50 620
Perceived Usefulness !eﬂile jg jggé 313888 1039.00 873
il O S+ B ST
e R N s B S

Analysis of field of expertise variable

There is no significant relationship between the scores of academicians from the scale of individual

innovativeness and field of expertise variable ( y>=5.354, p>.05). Similarly, there is no relationship

between the scores of academicians from the scale of instructional technology acceptance and field

of expertise variable ( ¥*=6.317, p>.05).
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Table 8.
Kruskal Wallis Test Results Based on Field of Expertise Variable for Individual Innovativeness
Characteristics and Instructional Technology Acceptance of Academicians

Factor Field of Expertise N Mean df x2 p
CEIT 4 3363
Prim. Sch. T. 13 36.46
Science Std. T. 11 46.68
Social Std. T. 6  40.58
Pre-School T. 2  46.50
Individual Turkish Lang. T. 7 5879
Innovativeness Special Ed. T. 5 51.00 1 5.354 913
German Lang. T. 7 47.86
English Lang. T. 13 50.73
Artand Craft T. 5 5240
Musics T. 6  45.00
Science of Edu. 13 48.19
CEIT 4 54.88
Prim. Sch. T. 13  36.73
Science Std. T. 11 40.09
Social Std. T. 6  46.08
Pre-School T. 2 42.75
Technology Turkish Lang. T. 7 4071
Acceptance Special Ed. T. 5  59.10 1 6.317 851
German Lang. T. 7 48.14

English Lang. T. 13 51.85

Artand Craft T. 5 59.90
Musics T. 6 43.17
Science of Edu. 13 48.31

Analysis of title variable

There is no significant relationship between the scores of academicians from the scale of individual

innovativeness and title variable ( y?=9.835, p>.05). Similarly, there is no relationship between

the scores of academicians from the scale of instructional technology acceptance and title variable

( x*=5.26, p>.05), as shown in Table 9.
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Table 9
Kruskal Wallis Test Results Based on Title Variable for Individual Innovativeness Characteristics
and Instructional Technology Acceptance of Academicians

Factor Title N Mean df 12 p
Prof. Dr. 2 56.25
Assoc. Dr. 7 54.57
Asst. Prof. Dr. 45 42.16
Individual Instructor Dr. 2 19.75
Innovativeness Res. Asst. Dr. 3 34.83 ! 9.835 198
Instructor 20 58.10
Res. Asst. 11 41.05
Lecturer 2 64.50
Prof. Dr. 2 65.25
Assoc. Dr. 7 49.93
Asst. Prof. Dr. 45 43.97
Technology Instructor Dr. 2 30.50
Acceptance Res. Asst. Dr. 3 56.50 ! 5.263 628
Instructor 20 42.40
Res. Asst. 11 57.68
Lecturer 2 53.25

Analysis of vocational technology use variable

There is no significant relationship between the scores of academicians from the scale of individual
innovativeness and vocational technology use variable ( ¥*=1.775, p>.05). However, there is
significant relationship between the scores of academicians from the scale of instructional

technology acceptance ( y*=20.607, p<.05) and its low level factors of Perceived Usefulness ( x*

=19.336, p<.05) and Perceived Ease of Use ( y>=16.589, p<.05) and vocational technology use

variable, as shown in Table 10. Mann Whitney U-test was conducted to the double combinations
of all groups to identify the significance of observed difference between groups. According to the
results, the score of academicians using technology always (X=57.09) is more than the scores of
those using technology rarely (X=14.25) and usually (X=35.39) in terms of vocational technology

use.
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Table 10
Kruskal Wallis Test Results Based on Vocational Technology Use Variable for Individual
Innovativeness Characteristics and Instructional Technology Acceptance of Academicians

2 Significant
Factor Frequency N Mean df Y4 p Difference
Rarely 4 41.13
Individual Innovativeness  Usually 37 42.51 3 1.775 412
Always 51 49.81
Rarely 4 11.13 1-2,
Perceived Usefulness Usually 37 37.86 3 19.336 .001 1-3,
Always 51 55.54 2-3
. Rarely 4 21.00
E]?rl‘jg'e"e‘j Ease Usually 37 3589 3 16589 001 12'_33'
Always 51 56.20
Rarely 4 14.25 13
Technology Acceptance Usually 37 35.39 3 20.607 .001 2:3’
Always 51 57.09

1-rarely, 2- usually, 3- always

Relationship Between Individual Innovativeness And Technology Acceptance

Table 11
Correlation Analysis Between Individual Innovativeness Characteristics and Instructional
Technology Acceptance of Academicians

Resistance Opinion Openness to Risk Ind'V'dL.Jal Perceived Perceived
Leader- . . Innovative- Ease of
to Change . Experience  Taking Usefulness
ship ness Use
Opinion Leadership -.246*
Openness to _408** 757
Experience
Risk Taking -.316** 465*%*  633**
Individual - 733%* T42%% 8eoR* 664%*
Innovativeness
Perceived Usefulness  -.210* .229* .261* .318** .290**
Efe[jgé"ed Ease -124 250%  .266* 247* 253* 697+
;i‘ézz?;ggg’ -177 273%%  g5* 283%%  293%*  g4gH* 960%*

**_ Correlation is significant in the level of .01 *. Correlation is significant in the level of .05.

According to the results from correlation analysis, there is a positive and low-level relationship
between academicians individual innovativeness and instructional technology acceptance (r=.293,
p<.01), as shown in Table 11. Regression analysis results show that %8.58 of instructional
technology acceptance scores of academicians can be explained with the change in individual
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innovativeness characteristic scores. According to this, those who have higher scores in
instructional technology acceptance also have higher individual innovativeness scores (or those
who have higher scores in individual innovativeness also have higher instructional technology

acceptance scores).

Qualitative Data Analysis of Academicians

Following the quantitative data analysis, 13 academicians were interviewed through a semi-
structured interview for the qualitative part of this study, 10 questions were asked in the interview.

Following themes emerged from data analysis.

Table 12
Academicians’ Opinion Toward the Phenomenon of Innovation

Theme

Being extraordinary/different
Technology

Creativity/new ideas/change
Being first/ discovery/invention

A~ O o1 |

In the interviews with academicians, definition of innovation was explained with the terms of being
extraordinary or different. Related to this, A4 said, “About the terms of new and innovation, I think
of existing outside the usual, different situations, events, and processes from cognitive schemas.”
Among academicians, definitions emphasizing similarity of innovativeness and technology were
used.

Table 13
Academicians’ Opinions About Innovativeness

Theme f
Supporting/accepting/using innovations
Having different/unique perspective
Following new trends

Using technological equipment

Being creative

Concretizing new ideas

PN WWww o
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Academicians mostly used the terms of supporting any innovation, adopting and accepting
innovations, using innovations about the term of innovativeness. Related to this, A4 said “Behind
the thought of creating a new thing and developing new thought, concept, or new theory is
supporting, accepting, and providing support to reveal this.” While some of the academicians focus
on the necessity to have a different and unique perspective towards a previously realized
application or a new situation, the others emphasize following innovations, being open to
technological equipment, approach, technique or applications, being creative or putting something
new on the top of what is available, concretizing thoughts and thinking of them in a broad

perspective about innovativeness.

Table 14
Academicians’ opinions about the method they use to solve problems

Theme Sub Theme
Trying New Solutions
Being innovative in academic life
Looking for new solutions
Use traditional Method
Traditional method
First traditional method to be quick
New solutions if traditional method does not work
One of each depending on the situation
Changing according to the quality of work

—

A RMNPPNDMPEP MO

Some of the academicians argued that they tried to find new solutions to solve problems, and it is
necessary to be innovative in the academic world, especially with the research they make. About
being innovative, that is using new solutions, in academic world, A10 used the following
explanation. “Generally, a certain model is used to teach, but I find new models that have been
used and are being used in my field. These might open a new window for every child, because |
work on children, and there might be many different methods to reach a child.“ Some of the
academicians explained that they generally preferred traditional methods that they knew better and
were risk free. Others revealed that this situation was changeable for them in that they sometimes
used traditional methods and sometimes innovative methods to find solutions to problems. They
further explained that they would try whichever method was more beneficial when they made a
choice, and they would use the most effective and least demanding method depending on the work,

and their choices might change to be more effective.
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Table 15
What Kind of Process do You Follow About Accepting a New Idea, Event, or Object? (Would You
Prefer Being a Early Adapters or Waiting Others to Accept?

Theme f
Inclined to be early adapters 7
Being changeable depending on the situation 3
Waiting others to try 3

While majority of the academicians mentioned that they were inclined to be early adapters, others
told that this situation might be changeable depending on the situation, and that they might
sometimes be inclined to be early adapters and sometimes wait others to try by keeping in the
background. Related to the opinion of being inclined to be early adapters, A2 made the following
explanation. “I am on the side of being early adapters. If it is necessary to tell something in terms
of being a early adapters, let me explain it this way. For instance, | would like to talk about one of
the jobs that | made. There is a field called hormonology. | conducted the only research in that
field around the world, and | explained all this mathematically. This might be considered as

innovation and leadership in toner music.”

Table 16
Academicians’ Opinions About the Positive/Negative Factors Affecting Innovativeness
Theme  Sub Theme f Theme Sub Theme F
Positive Factors 12 Negative Factors 12
Supporting innovation 4 Lack of multidimensional approach 5
Benefit of innovation 3 Preconception 3
Curiosity about innovation 2 Social environment pressure 3
Information and communication technologies 1 Making innovations not for good purposes 1
Needs 1 Social environment 2
A free education environment 1

When positive and negative factors affecting innovativeness are analyzed, academicians discussed
that innovation will develop the more they support it, accepting it will be easier the more benefit it
has for society. They also added that satisfying the curiosity about innovation, developing
information and communication technologies, supplying the needs of society, and providing a free
education environment are positive notions about innovativeness. About supporting innovation,
Al said, “It is most probably the support in the workplace that you are in. There are 3D printers.

I would love to see and try them. However, we need money and support to do this. They will agree,
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get one, and we will use it.” Academicians explained that among the negative factors affecting
innovation improvement are preconception towards innovation, social environment pressure, using
innovation for bad purposes, not providing benefit to individuals, sometimes harming them, and

personal problems such as individual’s deficiency in using versatile methods.

Table 17
Academicians’ Opinions About Impacts of Educational Institutions on Individual Innovativeness
Theme f Theme f
Having quality educators 11 Providing opportunities for educators 2
Having innovative administrators 6 Supporting ideas 2
Providing free thought environments 4 Giving in-service training 2
Educati_onal institutions’ openness to 4
innovations

Many academicians asserted that educators on duty in educational institutions should be
individuals conducting research, adapting innovations to their studies, and continuously improving
themselves in their fields. Related to this, A6 made the following explanation. “I think first
institutions that expanded innovations in terms of society are educational institutions. For example,
I consider myself as more of a researcher as an academician and a researcher, so | make research
and reflect what | have found in my classrooms. The group that stands in front of me in classroom
is a small sample of society, and that is the place for first societal meeting. If innovation is accepted
there, then it is expanded to the other parts of society.” Academicians further added that
administrators in educational institutions should adopt an innovative perception and support such

attempts to develop innovative individuals.

Table 18

Academicians’ Opinions About the Notion of Instructional Technologies
Theme f

All kinds of teaching materials 7
Technological tools 5
Learning outcomes, approach, assessment and evaluation, materials 1

When instructional materials are mentioned, majority of academicians mentioned that the first
thing that came to their mind were all kinds of instructional materials that would make teaching
easier. About this, A5 said, “I think of any type of tools, materials, equipment that are electronic

or not, to make teaching easier and provide a better learning environment for students.” Majority
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of academicians also added that they perceived the notion of instructional technologies as
technological tools while one of the participants, having a theoretical perception, discussed that he
accepted instructional technologies as a learning outcome, an approach, an assessment and

evaluation, and a material.

Table 19

Academicians’ Opinions About the Benefits of Technology on Instructional Activities
Theme
Supporting education and training 1

Making it easier to access information
Helping applications

Helping in terms of visual and audial sense
Benefit in terms of saving time

N W ol o1 O|—h

Majority of academicians explained that technology mostly benefits supporting education and
training. Related to this, A3 made the following explanation. “I think technology supports
instructional activities to a great extent. | believe success and motivation will increase when
technology is used effectively in educational environments. This will also be a benefit on academic
success. “ In addition, academicians also added that using technology makes it easy to access

information in terms of education at any time and makes life easy as much as possible.

Table 20
Academicians’ Opinions About the Ease of Use of Instructional Technologies
Theme f
Not too difficult 10
Difficulty of use in terms of technical problems 6
Not difficult if individuals make an effort 5
The fact that technology gets easier provides ease of use 2
In-service and pre-service education should be provided 2

Majority of academicians explained that they did not find it too difficult to use instructional
technologies, and that they can use them easily. About using such technologies in classrooms, A5
said, “I use instructional technologies easily in my classrooms. | use many science materials,
projection, and many programs in computer.” While some of the academicians mentioned that they
sometimes had difficulty because of technological problems, the others claimed that using

technology was not difficult, but required some effort and interest to use easily.
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Table 21
Academicians’ Opinions About the Use of New Generation Technologies (Social Network, Smart
Board, Smart Phone, Tablet PC., etc.) in Education

Theme

Using new generation technology in education is useful

Social networks are useful when they are used appropriate to their purpose
New generation technologies are useful, but they should be used appropriately
Making communication easier

Opportunity and education on new generation technology should be provided
It is very effective for individuals with special needs

P N OO N O

Having positive opinions about new generation technologies, academicians explained that using
these technologies, which provide learning opportunities anywhere, in education would be useful
in any aspect. Related to this, OE3 said, “Using such environment and tools are useful for both
academicians and students.” Academicians explained that social networks, which were used to
communicate, send files, discuss opinions, etc., would be useful when they were used appropriate
to their purpose. While some of the academicians talked about the ease of communication, the
others emphasized the need to provide training and moral and material support to supply and use
new generation technologies. Furthermore, A11 made the following explanation about the benefits
of new generation technologies for individuals with special needs. “Technology is the place to
provide equality in both certain environments and platforms. Many obstacles are removed with the
use of technology by individuals with special needs in an active way. Thus, | think we, as special

need educators, are one of the most actively technology using groups. «

Discussion, Conclusion and Implications

The results of this study show that individual innovativeness scores of academicians are at high
levels of innovativeness. The interviews with academicians also support this idea in that majority
of them explained that they would try new solutions and be open to innovations. Related to this,
Demiralay, Bayir, and Gelibolu (2016) emphasized the view that individuals, whose
innovativeness were at high levels, would not be shy in trying innovations and consider innovations
as useful and important. Different from these views, elementary school teachers were identified as
having medium-level innovativeness (Demir Basaran, & Keles, 2015; Oztiirk & Summak, 2014)

while their individual innovativeness characteristics were found to be at low levels (Kili¢ & Ayvaz
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Tuncel, 2014). The difference between teachers and academicians might be explained from the fact
that academicians do more research, more interrogation, and are open to innovations because of

their job.

According to the quantitative data in this study, individual innovativeness characteristics of
majority of academicians were at “Early Adapters” category. Qualitative data support this notion
in that interviews with academicians showed that they were more inclined to be leaders at accepting
a new idea, event, or object. This is crucial because innovative and leader teachers at educational
institutions help to expand technology in educational institutions and to form a technology culture
among students (Kiliger, 2008). Similarly Coklar and Ozbek (2017) emphasized that the great
majority of teachers are in the categories of "early majority" and "early adapters"” of the individual
innovativeness levels. While the results of the data shows some similarities with the results of other
studies in the same field (Y1lmaz & Bayraktar, 2014), the results also conflict with the results of
some studies (Argon, Ismetoglu, & Yilmaz, 2015; Demircioglu, Yavuz Konokman, & Akay, 2016;
Gokgearslan, Karademir, & Korucu, 2017; Oztiirk & Summak, 2014; Sahin & Thompson, 2006;
Timucin, 2009).

Although individual innovativeness characteristics of female academicians were higher compared
to male academicians, this did not bring out any significant results in terms of individual
innovativeness in general and gender variable at its sub-factors. According to this data, it is
concluded that both male and female academicians have individual innovativeness characteristics
at similar levels. While the results of the data shows some similarities with the results of other
studies in the same field (Argon, ismetoglu, & Yilmaz, 2015; Sahin & Thompson, 2006), the results
also conflict with the results of some studies (Akdeniz ve Kadi, 2016). It was also found that there
were no significant results in terms of individual innovativeness in general and field of expertise
variable at its sub-factors. This data showed that academicians in different fields of expertise have
similar characteristics in terms of individual innovativeness, and that they did not have too many
differences in their thoughts. The results of this data showed some similarities with the literature
(Argon, Ismetoglu, & Yilmaz, 2015). The findings of the study also showed that there were no
significant results in terms of individual innovativeness in general and title variable at its sub-

factors. This data might be explained in that all academicians have similar thoughts in terms of
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individual innovativeness and its sub-factors. In addition, no significant results were found among
individual innovativeness characteristics of academicians and the variable of technology use for
occupational purposes and total score of innovativeness and its sub-factors. Thus, it might be
discussed that using technology for occupational purposes is not a significant variable in terms of

developing or maintaining individual innovativeness.

When instructional technology acceptance of academicians was analyzed, it was found that
academicians had positive opinions about acceptance, perceived ease of use, and perceived
usefulness of instructional technologies. Similarly, Vanderlinde and Braak (2011) emphasized that
teachers had positive opinions about technology use and teachers’ BIT competence and schools’
vision toward BIT were powerful and Bolat, Aydemir and Karaman (2017), graduate students, who
educated in distance education, towards mobile Internet use had positively attitudes. Qualitative
and quantitative data in this study supported each other and showed that academicians had positive
opinions about innovations and instructional technologies. Besides, majority of academicians’
trying new solutions to solve a problem, having no difficulty in using instructional technologies,

and using such technologies easily supported the aforementioned opinions.

This study also showed that there was no significant difference between gender variable and
instructional technology acceptance of academicians and its sub-factors, perceived usefulness and
perceived ease of use. While the results of this data showed some similarities with the literature
(Avcu & Gokdas, 2012; Cheng, Chen, & Yen, 2015), the results also conflict with the results of
some studies (Sanchez-Franco, 2006). It was found that there was no significant difference between
instructional technology acceptance of academicians and its sub-factor, field of expertise. There
are samples from the literature that has similarities with the results of this data (Avcu & Gokdas,
2012). This might be explained with the similarity of perceived ease of use and perceived
usefulness that belong to instructional technology use of academicians in every discipline. No
significant difference was found between title variable and instructional technology acceptance of
academicians. This might be explained with academicians’ having similar perceptions towards
instructional technology use regardless of title. On the other hand, there was a significant
relationship between the variable of occupational technology use and instructional technology
acceptance of academicians. This might be explained in that individuals, who always use
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technology for occupational purposes, understand perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness
of using such technologies more and consider them more seriously than individuals, who use them
sometimes and rarely. About the contributions of instructional technologies to education, the
interviews with the participants also revealed that instructional technologies provide ease of
accessing information, help applications, provide visual and auditory contributions, and save time.
Besides, academicians explained that they did not have too much difficulty in using instructional
technologies in their classes and sometimes had problems because of technical issues. They further
added that these problems would be overcome with in-service and pre-service training. Similarly,
Ntemana and Olatokun (2012) suggested giving in-service training about expanding the use of BIT
and using it efficiently. On the other hand, academicians discussed that simplified technology use
provide ease for themselves. About using new generation technologies in education, academicians
explained that using new generation technologies was useful, that they would provide more benefit
if they were used appropriate to their purpose, that they provide ease at communication, and that
they were important for the education of individuals with special needs.

Some of the reasons why innovation and instructional technology acceptance do not improve are
the lack of source and money, not supporting educators in their studies enough, the lack of
infrastructure of institutions such as information and application, administrators’ keeping
themselves away from innovations and change, educators and students’ not being open to
innovations, not providing the necessary in-service training, not understanding the relationship
between technology and education, not providing enough collaboration between universities and
industries, and societies’ cultural and social structure (Kiliger, 2008; Kiliger & Odabasi, 2010).
Similarly, Wejnert (2002) emphasized that individuals’ reactions towards innovations might
change related to the cultural and belief systems that they are in and asserted that social culture is
one of the obstacles in front of innovations. In spite of all these obstacles, educators are the most
important individuals to improve the phenomenon of innovativeness. Innovative academicians
might do cultural and social activities such as conferences, seminars, etc. to inform other
academicians and teacher candidates about the benefit of using instructional technologies in
education and the necessity of innovation and change in this information age. Related to this, Yavuz
Konokman, Yokus and Yanpar Yelken (2016) discussed that academicians should be innovative

and integrate innovative instructional applications that were technology-centered into the learning
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and teaching process to develop visions of teacher candidates, who would educate innovative
individuals. Besides, it might be suggested that institutions should adopt an innovative perception
and make smart classes comprised of new generation technologies to use instructional technologies
more efficiently. It might also be suggested that academicians should share the results and impacts
of any academic studies that includes technology and innovations. This study also has some
limitations. One limitation is that academicians that are in this sample make evaluations based on
their personal perceptions about individual innovativeness and instructional technology
acceptance. Thus, it is necessary to conduct this study with other various samples and compare the

results to generalize the results of this study.

316



Fatma Akgiin

References

Akman, I., & Mishra, A. (2015). Sector diversity in green mformation technology practices:
Technology acceptance model perspective. Computers in Human Behavior, 49, 477-486.

Akdeniz, A., & Kadi, A. (2016, July). Investigating individual innovativeness levels and lifelong
learning tendencies of students in TMSC. ICLEL 2016, July 21th-23th, Leipaja University,
Liepaja-LATVIA.

Al-Husseini, S. Elbeltagi, I. (2016). Transformational leadership and innovation: A comparison
study between Irag's public and private higher education. Studies in Higher Education,
41(1), 159-181. DOI: 10.1080/03075079.2014.927848

Argon, T., Ismetoglu, M., & Yilmaz, Celik-Yilmaz, D. (2015). Brans Ogretmenlerinin
teknopedagojik egitim yeterlilikleri ile bireysel yenilik¢ilik diizeylerine iliskin goriisleri
[The opinions of branch teachers about their technopedagogical education competencies
and individual innovativeness levels]. Journal of Research in Education and Teaching,
4(2), 319-333.

Ar, E., Yilmaz, V., & Bektes, R. (2016). Universite 6grencilerinin sosyal ag kullanimina
iliskin davraniglarinin teknoloji kabul modeli ile arastirilmasi [Researching the behaviours
of the university students regarding social networking by technology acceptance model].
Int. Journal of Management Economics and Business, 12(27), 67-81.

Avcu, D. U. & Gokdas, 1. (2012). Ilkdgretim ikinci kademe &gretmenlerinin bilgi ve iletisim
teknolojilerine iligkin kabul ve kullanim niyetleri [ Acceptance and usage intentions related
to information and communication technologies of second cycle primary school teachers].
Jounal of Educational Sciences, 3(1), 42-59.

Bakkenes, 1., Vermunt, J. D., & Wubbels, T. (2010). Teacher learning in the context of educational
innovation: Learning activities and learning outcomes of experienced teachers. Learning
and Instruction, 20(6), 533-548.

Baki, A., & Gokgek, T. (2012). Karma Yontem Arastirmalarina Genel Bir Bakis. Elektronik Sosyal
Bilimler Dergisi, 11(42), 1-21.

Bolat, Y., I, Aydemir, M. ve Karaman, S. (2017). Uzaktan egitim Ogrencilerinin dgretimsel
etkinliklerde mobil internet kullanimlarinin teknoloji kabul modeline goére incelenmesi

[Investigation of Distance Learners’ Mobile Internet Usage for Instructional Activities
Based on The Technology Acceptance Model]. GUJGEF, 37(1), 63-91

Brenner, A. M., & Brill, J. M. (2016). Investigating practices in teacher education that promote and
inhibit technology integration transfer in early career teachers. TechTrends, 60, 136-144.

Brown, T. A. (2006). Confirmatory factor analysis: For applied research. New York, NY:
Guilford Press.

Biilbiil, T., & Cuhadar, C. (2012). Okul yoneticilerinin teknoloji liderligi 6z-yeterlik algilar ile
bilgi ve iletisim teknolojilerine yonelik kabulleri arasindaki iliskinin incelenmesi [ Analysis

317



Fatma Akgiin

of the relationship between school administrators’ perceptions of technology leadership
self-efficacy and their acceptance of ICT]. Mehmet Akif Ersoy University Journal of
Education Faculty, 23, 474 - 499.

Chang, C, T., Hajiyev, J., & Su, C., R. (2017). Examining the students’ behavioral intention to use
elearning in Azerbaijan? The General Extended Technology Acceptance Model for E-
learning approach. Computers and Education, 111, 128-143.

Chen, H. J., & Lu, J. T. (2016) Clarifying the impact of social escapism in users’ acceptance for
online entertaining services—An extension of the technology acceptance model based on
online karaoke television services users. Information Systems Management, 33(2), 141-153,
doi: 10.1080/10580530.2016.1155949

Cheng, C. I., Chen, S. C., & Yen, D. C. (2015). Continuance intention of e-portfolio system: A
confirmatory and multi-group invariance analysis of technology acceptance model.
Computer Standards & Interfaces, 42, 17-23.

Chuttur, M.Y. (2009). Overview of the technology acceptance model: Origins, developments and
future directions. Association for Information Systems, 9(37), 1-20.

Creswell, J. W. (2013). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods approaches
(4th ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Coklar, A. N., & Ozbek, A. (2017). Analyzing of relationship between teachers’ individual
innovativeness levels and their tpack self-efficacies. Journal of Human Sciences, 14(1),
427-440. doi:10.14687/jhs.v14i1.4413

Davis, F. (1985). A technology acceptance model for empirically testing new end-user information
systems: theory and results, (unpublished doctoral dissertation). MIT Sloan School of
Management, Cambridge, MA.

Davis, F. (1989). Perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, and user acceptance of information
technology. Retrieved from www.jstor.org

Demir Basaran, S., & Keles, S. (2015). Yenilikci kimdir? Ogretmenlerin yenilikgilik diizeylerinin
incelenmesi [Who is Innovative? Examination of Teachers’ Innovativeness Level]. H.U.
Journal of Education, 30(4), 106-118.

Demiralay, R., Bayir, E. A., & Gelibolu, M. F. (2016). Ogrencilerin bireysel yenilik¢ilik 6zellikleri
ile cevrimi¢i 6grenmeye hazir bulunusluklari iliskisinin incelenmesi [Investigation of
relationship between students’ personal innovativeness and readiness for online learning].
Journal of Research in Education and Teaching, 5(1), 161-168.

Demircioglu, T., Yavuz Konokman, G., & Akay, C. (2016). Egitim Fakiiltesi 6gretim
elemanlarinin yenilik¢ilik diizeylerinin Avrupa Birligi hayat boyu 6grenme projelerine
yonelik tutumlarina etkisi [ The effect of Proactivitiy of Academicians’ at Education Faculty
on their attitudes towards European Union lifelong learning projects]. Electronic Journal
of Social Sciences, 15(59), 1120-1137.

318


http://www.jstor.org/

Fatma Akgiin

Fathema, N., Shannon, D., & Ross, M. (2015). Expanding the Technology Acceptance Model
(TAM) to examine faculty use of Learning Management Systems (LMSs) in higher
education institutions. MERLOT Journal of Online Learning and Teaching, 11(2), 210-232.

Frankel, J.R., & Wallen, N.E. (2006). How to design and evaluate research in education. New
York, NY: McGrawHill.

Goldsmith, R.E., & Foxall, G.R. (2003). The measurement of innovativeness. In L.V. Shavinina
(Ed.), The international handbook of innovation (pp.321-329). Oxford: Elsevier Science
Ltd.

Gokgearslan, S., Karademir, T., & Korucu, A., T. (2017). Preservice Teachers’ Level of Web
Pedagogical Content Knowledge: Assessment by Individual Innovativeness. Journal of
Educational Computing Research, 55(1) 70-94.

Hannan, A. (2005). Innovating in higher education: Contexs for change in learning technology.
British Journal of Educational Technology, 36(6), 975-985.

Hannafin, M. J. (2012). Student-centered learning. In N. Seel (Ed), Encyclopedia of the sciences
of learming (Part 19, 3211-3214). New York, NY: Springer.
Hong, J., C., Lin, P., H., & Hsieh P., C. (2017). The effect of consumer innovativeness on perceived

value and continuance intention to use smartwatch. Computers in Human Behavior, 67,
264-272.

Hurt, H. T., Joseph, K., & Cook, C. D. (1977). Scales for the measurement of innovativeness.
Human Communication Research, 4, 58-65.

Jaskyte, K., Taylor, H., & Smariga, R. (2009). Student and faculty perceptions of innovative
teaching. Creativity Research Journal, 21(1), 111-116.

Johnson, B., & Onwuegbuzie, A. (2004). Mixed methods resarch: A research paradigm whose time
has come. Educational Researcher, 33(7).

Karasar, N. (1999). Bilimsel arastirma yéntemi. Ankara: Nobel Yaym Dagitim.

Kelly, H. (2014). A path analysis of educator perceptions of open educational resources using the
Technology Acceptance Model. The International Review of Research in Open and
Distance Learning, 15(2).

Kilig, H., & Ayvaz Tuncel, Z. (2014, May). Ilkégretim brans dgretmenlerinin bireysel yenilik¢ilik
diizeyleri ve yasam boyu dgrenme egilimleri. Paper presented at the Conference 3. Ulusal
Egitim Programlar1 ve Ogretim Kongresi, Gaziantep Universitesi, Gaziantep.

Kiliger, K. (2008). Teknolojik yeniliklerin yayilmasini ve benimsenmesini arttiran etmenler
[Factors increasing the adoption and diffusion of technological innovations]. Anadolu
Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 8(2), 209-222.

Kiliger, K., & Odabas1, H. F. (2010). Bireysel Yenilikcilik Olgegi (BYO): Tiirk¢eye uyarlama,
gecerlik ve giivenirlik calismasi. Hacettepe Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi (H. U.
Journal of Education) 38, 150-164.

319



Fatma Akgiin

Kim, M., & Chai, S. (2017). The impact of supplier innovativeness, information sharing and
strategic sourcing on improving supply chain agility: Global supply chain perspective.
International Journal of Production Economics, 187, 42-52.

King, W. R., & He, J. (2006). A meta-analysis of the technology acceptance model. Information &
Management, 43, 740—755.

Kwee-Meier, S. T., Biitzler, J. E., & Schlick, C. (2016). Development and validation of a
technology acceptance model for safety-enhancing, wearable locating systems. Behaviour
& Information Technology, 35(5), 394-409, doi:10.1080/0144929X.2016. 1141986.

Lu, J., Yao, J. E., & Yu, C. S. (2005). Personal innovativeness, social influences and adoption of
wireless internet services via mobile technology. The Journal of Strategic Information
Systems, 14(3), 245-268.

Luan, W. S., & Teo, T. (2011). Student teachers’ acceptance of computer technology: An
application of the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM). In T. Teo (Ed.), Technology
Acceptance in Education: Research and Issues (pp. 43-61). Rotterdam: Sense Publishers.

Masrom, M. (2007, May). Technology acceptance model and e-learning. Paper presented at 12th
International Conference on Education, Sultan Hassanal Bolkiah Institute of Education
University Brunei Darussalam.

Ma, W.W., Anderson, R., & Strith, K. O. (2005). Examining user acceptance of computer
technology: An empirical study of student teachers. Journal of Computer Assisted
Learning, 21, 387-395.

Miles, M. B., & Huberman, A. M. (1994). Qualitative data analysis (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage Publications.

Moore G. C., & Benbasat, I. (1991). Development of an instrument to measure the perceptions of
adopting an information technology innovation. Information Systems Research 2(3),192—
222.

Ntemana, T. S., & Olatokun, W. (2012). Analyzing the influence of diffusion of innovation
attributes on lecturers’ attitudes toward information and communication technologies. An
Interdisciplinary Journal on Humans in ICT Environments, 8(2), 179-197.

Ozdamar, K. (2004). Paket programlar ileistatiksel veri analizi-1 [Statistical data analysis with
packet programs-1 ] (5th ed.). Eskisehir: Kaan Bookstore.

Ozgiir, H. (2013). Bilisim teknolojileri 6gretmen adaylarmn elestirel diisiinme egilimleri ile
bireysel yenilik¢ilik 6zellikleri arasindaki iligskinin ¢esitli degiskenler agisindan incelenmesi
[Exploring of the relationship between critical thinking tendencies and individual
innovativeness of CEIT department pre-service teachers]. Mersin University Journal of the
Faculty of Education, 9(2), 409-420.

Oztirk, Z. Y., & Summak, M. S. (2014). Iilkdgretim okulu o6gretmenlerinin bireysel
yenilik¢iliklerinin incelenmesi [Investigation of primary school teachers individual

320


http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=U4lU_-wJ5QEC&oi=fnd&pg=PR5&sig=1dfZv8OzmYJKBRuayF2JGwG3LoQ&dq=Qualitative+Data+Analysis&prev=http://scholar.google.com/scholar%3Fq%3DQualitative%2BData%2BAnalysis%26num%3D100%26hl%3Den%26lr%3D

Fatma Akgiin

innovativeness]. Special Issue on the Proceedings of the 3rd ISCS Conference, SI(1), 844-
853.

Persico, D., Manca, S., & Pozzi, F. (2014). Adapting the Technology Acceptance Model to evaluate
the innovative potential of e-learning systems. Computers in Human Behavior, 30, 614—
622.

Pollock, K. (2008). The four pillars of mnovation: An elementary school perspective. The
Innovation Journal: The Public Sector Innovation Journal, 13(2), 1-20.

Powell, L., & Wimmer, H. (2016). Parental perceptions and recommendations of computing
majors: A technology acceptance model approach. Proceedings of the EDSIG Conference,
Las Vegas, Nevada USA.

Rogers, E. M. (1995). Diffusion of innovations (4th ed.). New York, NY: The Free Press.
Rogers, E. M. (2003). Diffusion of innovations (5th ed.). New York, NY: The Free Press.

Rosen, P.A. (2005). The effect of personal innovativeness on technology acceptance and use
(Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Faculty of the Graduate College of the Oklahoma State
University. Degree of Doctor of Philosophy.

Samancioglu, M., Baglibel, M., Keser Ozmantar, Z., & Cetin, H. (2015). Okul yéneticilerinin
egitim yonetimi bilgi sistemlerine iliskin goriisleri: Memnuniyet, algilanan fayda ve goreve
uygunluk arasindaki iliski [School administrators’ opinions regarding to educational
management information systems: The relationship among satisfaction, perceived
usefulness and task fit]. Balikesir University Journal of Social Sciences Institute, 18(34),
193-212.

Sanchez-Franco, M. J. (2006). Exploring the influence of gender on the web usage via partial least
squares. Behaviour & Information Technology, 25(1), 19-36.

Schoonenboom, J. (2014). Using an adapted, task-level technology acceptance model to explain
why instructors in higher education intend to use some learning management system tools
more than others. Computers & Education, 71, 247-256.

Shih, Y., Y., Lu, Y., H, Liu, T., Y., & Wu, M., F. (2017). The staffs’ adoption intention of
knowledge management system in green hospital— the theory of technology acceptance
model applied. The International Journal of Organizational Innovation, 9(3), 27-36.

Sahin, 1., & Thompson A. (2006). Using Rogers’ Theory to mterpret instructional computer use by
COE Faculty. Journal of Research on Technology in Education, 39(1), 81-104.

Sahin Izmirli, & Giirbiiz (2017). An investigation of the relationship between the individual
innovativeness and problem solving skills of teacher candidates: The Case of Canakkale
Onsekiz Mart University. SDU International Journal of Educational Studies, 4(1), 29-43.

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2007). Using multivariate statistics. (5" ed.) New York:
Allynand Bacon.

321



Fatma Akgiin

Tarhini, A., Scott, M., Sharma, S., & Abbasi, M. (2015). Differences in intention to use educational
RSS feeds between Lebanese and British students: A multi-group analysis based on the
Technology Acceptance Model. The Electronic Journal of e-Learning, 13(1), 14-29.

Tarhini, A., Hone, K., Liu, X., & Tarhini, T. (2017). Examining the moderating effect of individual-
level cultural values on users’ acceptance of E-learning in developing countries: a structural
equation modeling of an extended technology acceptance model, Interactive Learning
Environments, 25(3), 306-328, DOI: 10.1080/10494820.2015.1122635

Teo, T. (2011). Technology Acceptance in Education. Rotterdam: Sense Publishers.

Timucin, M. (2009). Diffusion of technological innovation in a foreign languages unit in Turkey:
A focus on risk aversive teachers. Technology, Pedagogy and Education, 18(1), 75-86.

Turan, A. H., & Colakoglu, B. E. (2008). Yiiksek 6grenimde 6gretim elemanlarinin teknoloji
kabulii ve kullammi: Adnan Menderes Universitesinde ampirik bir degerlendirme
[Faculty’s acceptance and use of technology in higher education: An empirical assessment
at Adnan Menderes University]. Dogus University Journal, 9(1), 106-121.

Usluel, Y. K., & Mazman, S. G. (2010). Egitimde yeniliklerin yayilimi, kabulii ve benimsenmesi
stirecinde yer alan 6geler: Bir igerik analizi ¢alismasi [The factors that play role in the
process of diffusion, acceptance or adoption of innovations in education]. Cukurova
University Faculty of Education Journal, 3(39), 60-74.

Vanderlinde, R., & Braak, J. V. (2011). A new ICT curriculum for primary in flanders: Defining
and predicting teacher’s perceptions of mnovation attributes. Educational Technology &
Society, 14(2), 124-135.

Wejnert, B. (2002). Integrating models of diffusion of innovations: A conceptual framework.
Annual Review of Sociology, 28, 297-326.

Yavuz Konokman, G., Yokus, G., & Yanpar Yelken, T. (2016). Yenilik¢i materyal tasarlamanin
siif O6gretmeni adaylarmin yenilikgilik diizeylerine etkisi [The effect of designing
innovative material on the elementary school pre-service teachers’ innovativeness]. Bartin
University Journal of Faculty of Education, 5(3), 857-878.

Yildinim, A., & Simsek, H. (2011). Sosyal bilimlerde nitel arastirma yontemleri [Qualitative
research methods in the social sciences] (8th ed.). Ankara: Seckin Yayincilik.

Yilmaz, O., & Bayraktar, D. M. (2014). Teachers’ attitudes towards the use of educational
technologies and their individual innovativeness categories. Procedia - Social and
Behavioral Sciences, 116, 3458 — 3461.

Zhu, C. (2015). Organisational culture and technology-enhanced innovation in higher education.
Technology, Pedagogy and Education, 24(1), 65-79.

322



