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ABSTRACT: This study examined the use of educational technology at tertiary level at one of the newly
established (i.e. 2007) universities in the eastern part of Turkey in the spring of 2012. The study examined the tertiary
teaching staffs’ (a) personal and computer related characteristics, (b) their computer self-efficacy perceptions, (c) their
computer-using level in certain software, (d) their frequency of computer use for teaching, administrative and
communication objectives, and (e) their use of educational technology preferences for preparation and teaching
purposes. In this study, all teaching staffs were given the questionnaires to complete. 194 participants (n= 194)
completed and returned them. The study was mostly quantitative and partly qualitative. The quantitative results were
analysed with SPSS (i.e. mean, Std. Deviation, frequency, percentage, ANOVA). The qualitative data was analysed
with examining the participants’ responses gathered from the open-ended questions and focussing on the shared themes
among the responses. The results reveal that the participants have high computer self-efficacy perceptions, their level in
certain programs is good, and they often use computers for a wide range of purposes. There are also statistical
differences between (a) their computer self-efficacy perceptions, (b) frequency of computer use for certain purposes,
and (c) computer level in certain programs in terms of different independent variables.

Keywords: educational technology, information and communication technology (ICT), tertiary level, teaching
staff, computer self-efficacy perceptions

0Z: Bu galisma, 2012 yilinin [lkbaharinda Tiirkiye’nin dogusunda 2007 yilinda kurulan bir {iniversitede
egitim teknolojisinin kullanimi iizerine yapildi. Calisma, (a) 6gretim elemanlarinin kisisel ve bilgisayar ile ilgili
karakterlerini, (b) bilgisayar 6z-yeterlilik algilarini, (c) belirli programlari kullanma seviyelerini, (d) Ogretme, idari ve
iletisim amaglar icin bilgisayar kullanma sikliklar1 ve (e) ders notlarin1 hazirlama ve dersi 6gretme i¢in teknoloji
kullanma tercihlerini aragtirmay1 amaglamigtir. Bu ¢alismada, {iniversite de devamli ve tam zamanli olarak ¢alisan tiim
O0gretim elemanlarina tamamlamalart i¢in biitlin anketler verilmistir. Sadece 194 Ogretim eleman1 anketleri
cevaplandirmig ve geri vermistir. Calisgma ¢ogunlukla nicel ve kismen nitel yontemleri kullanmistir. Nicel sonuglar
SPSS (ortalama, Standart sapma, frekans, yiizde, Varyans analizi) ile analiz edilmistir. Nitel ¢alisma sonucu ise,
veriden ¢ikan kategori ve sikliklarina gore analiz edilmistir. Sonuglar, katihmeilarin 6z-yeterlilik algisinin genelde
yiiksek oldugu, belirli programlardaki kullanma seviyelerinin iyi oldugunu ve bilgisayar1 sik sik degisik amaglar igin
kullandiklarini gostermektedir. Ayn1 zamanda, istatistiksel olarak, katilimcilarin (a) 6z-yeterlilik algilari, (b) belirli
maksatlar igin bilgisayar kullanma sikliklari ve (c) belirli programlari kullanma seviyeleri ile degisik bagimsiz
degiskenler (bilgisayar kullanma siireleri, bilgisayar kullanma sikliklari, bilgisayara erisimleri ve yas gruplari) arasinda
bir farklilik tespit edilmistir.

Anahtar sozciikler: bilisim teknolojisi, bilgi ve iletisim teknolojisi (BIT), iiniversite seviyesi, 6gretim
elemanlari, bilgisayar 6z-yeterlilik algist

1. INTRODUCTION

Educational technology can be in a wide range of diverse forms such as PowerPoint,
Microsoft World, Databases; the Internet, intranet, e-mail; video, overhead projectors, computer
projectors, scanners, cassette players, interactive whiteboards or any type of digital resources. To
this end, different studies on different aspects of education technology such as the use of digital
resources (Maher et al. 2012), the use of interactive whiteboards (Turel & Johnson 2012), the
difficulties teaching staff face with in using educational technology (Buchanan et al., 2013;
Seferoglu 2007; Usluel & Seferoglu 2004), the design of digital materials (Turel & McKenna
2013; Turel 2012, 2011, 2010), human-educational technology interaction and health (Bilge
2012; Altun & Cakan, 2006; Keser 2005; Odabas1 2005; Ozden et al. 2004) and many more were
conducted.
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Educational technology has become integral to teaching and learning since the use of
computers, the internet and digital resources in as well as out of the classrooms. While computers
and the internet have been used at universities in Turkey in the last two decades, in some other
countries educational technology has been used in the last five decades (Romeo 2006; Sirakaya,
& Seferoglu 2013). To make use of educational technology more widely and efficiently,
tremendous investment and effort were made in some countries (Romeo et al., 2012;
Balasubramanian et.al. 2009; Becta 2009). Although the use, the efficient use and the frequency
use of educational technology at tertiary level can show significant differences not only among
different countries (Maher et al., 2012; Yeung 2012; Kregor et al. 2012; Kennedy et al. 2009), but
also among different tertiary institutions in the same country, it would not be wrong to claim that
educational technology is today used at all tertiary institutions in all developed and developing
countries. Even more and more tertiary institutions are using educational technology to develop
as well as to deliver course materials (Hong & Lai 2011). In fact, tertiary institutions no longer
have a choice whether to use educational technology or not, they have to use it in order to be
competitive in this age. Moreover, today’s tertiary students, who are in general digitally fluent
and competitive, expect educational technology to be used more widely in teaching and learning
(Duncan-Howell 2012). Therefore, it is said that teaching at tertiary should respond to such
learning demands and differences to accommaodate the digital-literate, wise and efficient learning
style preferences (Duncan-Howell 2012; Prensky 2001). Although the use of educational
technology at tertiary level is important, the use of the right digital resources and their efficient
use are more vital. Only physically having educational technology or solely using educational
technology in itself is no longer enough. Educational technology has to be used selectively,
efficiently and effectively. For example, Yanpar (2011) emphasizes that the selection of
educational software is an essential part of efficient teaching and learning. The successful use of
educational technology at tertiary level is fully in the hands of the teaching staffs as well as their
students. If both groups use it efficiently, educational technology, as a tool, has the potential of
enabling them to achieve the main goal, which is providing students with the required competitive
21st century knowledge, skills and competencies, then it can be said that educational technology
is used in true-sense.

Although computers and the internet have been available in higher education in Turkey in
the last two decades; it is not known to what extent the teaching staffs at the university in the
eastern part of the country have computer self-efficacy perceptions as well as have been taking
the advantage of the potential benefits that educational technology can afford at universities.
Therefore, five major research questions were investigated:

1. How do the teaching staffs perceive their general self-efficacy in regard to the use of
computers?

What is their level in using certain software?

How often do they use computers for teaching, administrative and communication?

What are their educational technology preferences for preparation and teaching purposes?
Avre their certain perceptions associated with their (a) computer access at the University,
(b) computer using period and (c) age-groups?

AR

2. THE STUDY
2.1. The Aim of the Study

Although the general research aim studied before (Kucuk et al. 2013; Goktas et al. 2012;
Usluel-Kogak & Seferoglu 2004; Usluel & Seferoglu 2004), this research focuses on the “the
eastern part of the country”, therefore it could provide some useful information.
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Most of the studies about this subject are conducted in big cities (Istanbul, Ankara, etc.).
On the other hand, eastern part of the country has not been researched in detail yet. Therefore,
from this point of view this study can be said as significant to contribute.

This study gathered empirical data to find out 194 teaching staffs’ (a) personal and
computer related characteristics, (b) their computer self-efficacy beliefs, (c) their computer-using
level in certain programs, (d) their frequency of computer use for teaching, administrative and
communication purposes, (e) their use of technology preferences for preparation and teaching
purposes and (f) whether there is any association between their perceptions and certain
independent variables, as indicated above.

2.2. The Participants

The participants were 194 (N= 194) full-time permanent teaching staff (83% male, 17%
female). The potential participant pool was approximately 216. The participants represented a
response rate of 89.8%. 30.9% were research assistants, 5.2% were tutors, 23.2% were associate
lecturers, and 40.7% were lecturers.

They were working at different faculties or colleges of the university: 39.2% were at
Faculty of Science and Art, 9.8% were at Faculty of Agriculture, 5.7% were at Faculty of
Engineering, 5.7% were at Faculty of Economics, 8.2% were at Faculty of Theology, and 31.4%
were at different colleges (i.e. two-year degree programs / Higher National Diploma programs) of
the university. Their age spread varied, being 21-30 (37.6%), 31-40 (36.1%), 41-50 (20.1%), 51-
60 (4.6%) and 61 and above (1.5%).

According to the participants’ personal and computer related characteristics questionnaire,
they were computer literate and had either a PC or a laptop. All had 24/7 access to the Internet as
well as e-mail at the university. While 14.9% of them had access to the computers only at the
university, 84.5% had access to the computers both at the university and home. They learnt how
to use computers in a wide range of ways: by themselves (67.5%), at work (9.3%), at a private
course (6.7%), at an institutional course (11.9%), or at a combination of the mentioned places
(4.5%).

In terms of how long they used information and communication technology (ICT), and the
results were ranked as follow: 1-5 years (6.2%), 6-10 (27.8%), 11-15 (40.2%), and 16 and above
years (25.8%). In terms of how often they use ICT, the results were: very often every day
(44.3%), a few hours every day (49%), a few days weekly (3.6%) and a few hours or less weekly
(3%). This shows that the participants self-rated themselves to be regular ICT users.

Table 1: The Teaching Staffs’ Use of Computer Purposes

_ Items _ = %
For which purposes do the teaching staffs use computers?

Communication, Internet, Teaching/Learning 95 49,0
All 22 11,3
Communication, Teaching / Learning 20 10,3
Teaching /Learning 20 10,3
Communication, Internet 14 7,2
Internet, Teaching /Learning 6 3,1
Communication 5 2,6
Teaching / Learning, Others 3 15
Communication, Internet, Others 3 15
Others 3 15
Internet 2 1,0
No-answer 1 5
Total 194 100,0
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When the teaching staffs were asked for which purposes they used computers (they could
choose more than one option), 49% stated that they used computers for ‘communication +
internet and teaching / learning’ (Table 1). 11.3% used computers for all options, 10.3% used
computers only for teaching / learning. All over, around 95% revealed that they used computers
for ‘communication + internet and teaching / learning’.

2.3. Methodology

Although the study was mostly quantitative, qualitative data was also collected. To be able
to use data collection tools consistent with the purpose of the study, the pertinent current studies
were examined (Maher et al. 2012; Askar and Umay 2001; Turel & Johnson 2012; Usluel &
Seferoglu 2004; Albion 2001; Bandura 1997). Accordingly, some of the existing questionnaires
and open-ended questions were used and some new ones were added.

The participants’ personal and computer related characteristics questionnaire was designed
and created by the researcher. It consisted of 11 diverse items. It aimed to collect broad
demographic information. The source of computer self-efficacy perceptions questionnaire was
Askar & Umay’s data collecting procedures (2001). The questionnaire (a = .87) included 18
Likert scale items from never to always (items 1-18). The participants’ computer-using level in
certain programs questionnaire (items 19-28) and their frequency of computer use for teaching,
administrative and communication purposes questionnaire (items 29-34) were taken from Usluel
and Seferoglu (2004). The former (o = .85) included 10 Likert scale items from very poor to
advanced and the latter (oo = .84) included 6 Likert scale items from never to always. The
participants’ use of technology preferences for preparation and teaching purposes questionnaire
was designed and created by the researcher. It consisted of two diverse items. The participants
were also requested to answer three open-ended questions, which aimed to further support the
guantitative data.

3. FINDINGS

The findings are presented in five parts, corresponding to the five research questions. The
analysis of the quantitative data was conducted with SPSS (i.e. mean, Std. Deviation, frequency,
percentage, ANOVA). The analysis of the qualitative data was conducted with examining the
participants’ responses gathered from the open-ended questions. It focused on the shared themes
among the responses.

3.1. Their Computer Self-efficacy Perceptions

The analyzed results indicated that that the participants’ computer self-efficacy perceptions
were very positive (Table 2). The participants believe that they (a) have a special gift towards the
use of computers (M = 2.89), (b) are skilled at computing (M = 3.18), (c) feel confident in using
computers (M = 3.38), (d) can solve computer related problems if they try hard (M = 3.40), (e)
know what to do on a computer when they encounter a problem (M = 3.11), and (f) believe that it
is easy for them to use a computer for all genres of writing (M = 3.53).

Table 2: The Teaching Staffs’ Computer Self-efficacy Perceptions

Items N Mean S.td'.
Deviation

1 I believe that | have a special gift towards the use of computers 192 2.89 1.091
2 I am skilled at computing 193 3.18 979
3 | feel confident in using computers 191 3.38 914
4 If | try hard enough I can solve computer related problems 194 3.40 978
5 I know what to do on a computer when | encounter a problem 192 3.11 .945
6 It is easy for me to use a computer for all genres of writing 190 3.53 1.047
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Never 1 Seldom 2 Sometimes 3 Often 4 Always 5
7 I have the fear of making mistakes whilst using computers 193 4.54 .736
8 I believe that it is impossible for me to fully master computing 192 4.15 1.043
9 I'm nervous about working on computers 194 4.52 .749
10 | I encounter problems with computers whilst doing work on them 190 4.16 .854
Always 1 Often 2 Sometimes 3 Seldom 4 Never 5
11 When working on computers, quick solutions to problems are 193 298 927
enough for me
12 | | believe that | fully know computer terms and concepts 192 3.08 .926
13 | Using computers plays a big part in my life 192 2.51 1.139
14 | | use a computer to plan my time 193 2.26 1.092
15 | | discover new things on the computer 191 2.79 .995
16 | | think | can use the computer efficiently 193 3.40 .947
Never 1 Seldom 2 Sometimes 3 Often 4 Always 5
17 | | get nervous when | suddenly encounter problems on the computer 192 4.07 .984
18 | Most of the time | spend on a computer is unnecessary 192 3.85 .858
Always 1 Often 2 Sometimes 3 Seldom 4 Never 5

When they were asked the negative statements about their computer self-efficacy
perceptions, the results revealed that their computer self-efficacy perceptions were very positive.
They do not have the fear of making mistakes while using computers (M = 4.54). They believe
that it is possible for them to fully master computing (M = 4.15). They are not nervous about
working on computers (M = 4.52). They do not encounter problems with computers whist doing
work on them (M = 4.16). In the same way, they do not get nervous when they suddenly
encounter problems on the computer (M = 4.07) and they think that most of the time they spend
on a computer is necessary (M = 3.85).

They believe that they fully know computer terms and concepts (M = 3.08) and can use
computer efficiently (M = 3.40). They also think that when working on computers, quick
solutions to problems are enough for them (M = 2.98), computer plays a big part in their life (M =
2.51) and they discover new things on the computer (M = 2.79). However, most of them do not
use computer to plan their time (M = 2.26).

3.2. Their Level in Using Certain Software

The analyzed results in Table 3 reveal that they are very good in using e-mail (M = 4.16)
and the Internet (M = 4.15). They think that they are good in Word Processors (i.e. Microsoft
Word) (M = 3.92), Presentation Programs (i.e. Microsoft PowerPoint) (M = 3.68), using a
program related to their area of expertise (M = 3.58), Spreadsheet (i.e. Excel) (M = 3.26),
Desktop publishing (M = 3.01) and in using scanners (M = 3.01). They are average in using
Statistics programs (M = 2.54) and are below average in using a Database Program (i.e. Microsoft
Access) (M = 2.37).

Table 3: The Teaching Staffs’ Level in Using Certain Programs

items N  Mean Std.
Deviation
19 | What is your level in using the Word Processor (i.e. Microsoft Word)? 191 3.92 753
20 : What is your level in using the Spreadsheet (i.e. Microsoft Excel)? 191 3.26 1.001
21 \I;\cl)ri]r?:)!f your level in using Presentation Programs (i.e. Microsoft Power 191 368 1.005
22 : What is your level in using the Database Program (i.e. Microsoft Access)? 188 | 2.37 1.132
23 What is your level in using e-mail (i.e. Yahoo mail, Hotmail, Gmail, MS 190 416 763
Outlook etc.)?

24 | What is your level in using the Internet / WWW? 188 . 4.15 .807
25 | What is your level in using Statistics Programs (i.e. Excel, SPSS etc.)? 189 2.54 1.196
26 | What is your level in using scanners? 188 . 3.38 1.143
27 : What is your level in using desktop publishing? (i.e. Microsoft Publisher, 187 3.01 1.205
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Word etc.)?
28 If you are using a program related to your area of expertise, what is your 9% 358 1.063
level in using this program?
Very poor 1 Poor 2 Average 3 Good 4 Advanced 5

3.3. Their Frequency and Purpose of Computer Use

They use computers mostly for browsing the Internet (M = 4.31) and for communication
(i.e. email, chat etc.) (M = 4.04). This is followed by using computers in preparing lecture notes
(M = 3.83), for administrative purposes (M = 3.57), in evaluation and measurement of students’
work (M = 3.28) and in teaching their lessons in the class (M = 3.18). It appears that
communication applications (i.e. the internet, e-mail) are the most popular and most commonly
used by the teaching staffs.

Table 4: The Teaching Staffs’ Frequency and Purpose of Computer Use

. Std.

Items N Mean Deviation
29 | use computers in preparing lecture notes 187 3.83 1.007
30 : | use computers in teaching my lessons in the class 183 3.18 1.198
31 1 use computers in evaluation and measurement of students' work 180 3.28 1.211
32 i | use computers for administrative purposes 181 3.57 1.146
33 | use the computer to browse the Internet / WWW 191 4.31 722
34 1 use the computer / internet for communication (i.e. email, chat etc.) 190 4.04 975

3.4. Their Educational Technology Preferences for Preparation and Teaching Purposes

The big percentage of the teaching staffs uses the Internet and conventional books in
preparing lecture notes (21 %). This is followed by the Internet + computer programs +
conventional books (14.4 %), the Internet + scanner + conventional books (10.6 %), the Internet +
scanner + computer programs + conventional books (9.4 %) and the Internet + video + computer
programs + conventional books (6.1 %). The majority of the teaching staffs use a combination of
wide range of educational technology, as shown in Table 5, while a very small percentage uses
only one technology or tool such as scanner (.6 %), the internet (1.7 %) and conventional books
(5.0 %).

Table 5: The Teaching Staffs’ Educational Technology Preferences for Preparation

Which ones do the teaching staffs use in preparing lecture notes? Frequency Percent
(might tick more than one choice)
Internet, Conventional Books 38 21.1
Internet, Computer Programs, Conventional Books / Resources 26 14.4
Internet, Scanner, Conventional Books / Resources 19 10.6
Internet, Scanner, Computer Programs, Conventional Books / Resources 17 9.4
Internet, Video, Computer Programs, Conventional Books / Resources 11 6.1
Conventional Books / Resources 9 5.0
All 8 4.4
Internet, Scanner, Video, Conventional Books / Resources 8 4.4
Internet, Video, Conventional Books / Resources 8 4.4
Internet, Scanner, Video, Computer Programs, Conventional Books / Resources 7 3.9
Internet 3 1.7
Scanner, Conventional Books / Resources 3 1.7
Computer Programs, Conventional Books / Resources 3 1.7
Internet, Scanner, Computer Programs, 3 1.7
Internet, Video, CD/DVD, Computer Programs, Conventional Books / Resources 2 1.1
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In terms of teaching purposes, the big percentage of the teaching staffs uses a combination
of a projector and a black/white board (34.3 %). This is followed by black/white board (21.1%),
projector + video + black/white board (13.1%), and a projector (4.6%). The majority of the
teaching staffs use a combination of wide range of educational technology for teaching their
lessons, as shown in Table 6, while a very small percentage uses only one technology or tool such
as video (.6%) and a projector (4.6 %).

Table 6: The Teaching Staffs’ Educational Technology Preferences for Teaching Purposes

Which ones do the teaching staffs use in teaching their lessons?
(might tick ?nore than one choice)g Frequency Percent
Projector, Conventional Black / White Board 60 34.3
Black / White Board 37 21.1
Projector, Video, Black / White Board 23 13.1
Projector 8 4.6
Projector, Video, IWB, Black / White Board 6 3.4
Projector, IWB, Black / White Board 6 3.4
Projector, Video 5 2.9
Overhead projector, Black/White Board 4 2.3
Projector, Overhead projector ,Video, IWB, B/W B 3 1.7
Projector, Interactive White Board 3 1.7
Projector, Overhead projector, Black / White Board 3 1.7
Projector, Overhead Projector, Video, IWB, 3 1.7
Projector, Overhead projector, Video, 3 1.7
Projector, Overhead projector, IWB, Black / White Board 2 1.1
Projector, Overhead projector 2 1.1
Overhead projector 1 .6
Video 1 .6
IWB, Black / White Board 1 .6
Projector, Overhead projector, IWB 1 .6
Overhead projector, IWB, Black/White Board 1 .6
Video, Black / White Board 1 .6
Projector, Overhead projector, Video, Black/White Board 1 .6

To further investigate the factors affecting the teaching staffs’ use of educational
technologies (i.e. for preparation and teaching purposes), the participants were also requested to
answer three open-ended questions. 148 (out of 194) participants answered the three open ended
guestions and their answers are presented below.

The participants’ answers to the first open-ended questions (Table 7) reveal that the
teaching staffs think that the university does not have enough (a) computer and computer
projectors, (b) IWBs, (c) static desktop computers and pertinent digital resources, and other
relevant educational technology (i.e. video, printers, cinema archive etc.). Not having full access
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to the Internet (in and/or out of the classroom) also seems to be considered a factor affecting their

use of educational technology at tertiary level.

Table 7: The Factors Preventing the Teaching staffs’ Use of Educational Technology

What do the teaching staffs think prevent them using educational technology (at their Number of
department / program)? mentions

Not enough computer and computer projectors (in classrooms / labs) 45
Not having Interactive Whiteboards (IWB) 27
Lack of desktop computers in all classrooms for use of the teaching staff and the pertinent digital 24
resources
Not having full access to the internet (in and / or out of classroom) 23
Not enough educational technology (i.e. video, printers, cinema archive) 21
Not having pertinent software and anti-virus programmes 11
Not having wireless system 11
Not having pertinent digital resources 10
Not knowing how to use educational technology in teaching (i.e. computer programs) 10
No / not enough head projectors (in classrooms / labs) 9
Shortage of power supply 8
Not enough access to journal databases and e-libraries 7
Not having networks / servers in the classrooms / labs 6
Not enough ICT technician to sort out ICT teething problems when we need their help 6
Not having access to the Internet in the classrooms 5
Not enough budget to buy ICT equipment and resources 4
Not giving computer to research assistants 3
Students are not taught how to use ICT efficiently in the early years of their education (at the 3
university)
More ICT hours in the curriculum at the early stages of the students’ education (at the university) 2
Not having a team of experts who can prepare multi-media programs for teaching (taught) 5
modules
Students do not have computers or access to computers 1

Table 8: The Factors Enabling the Teaching Staffs’ Use of Educational Technology

What can be done to enable the use of educational technology more at your department / Number of
program? mentions

(Static) Computer and computer projectors should be available in all classrooms 40
IWB should be available in all classroom and / or labs 32
More computers / computer labs are needed 30
Access to the Internet should be available in classrooms, as well 26
Providing pertinent digital resources 21
Efficient ICT courses regarding the use of ICT for teaching / learning and the use of data journals 21
and e-libraries should be provided

Access to ICT Labs should be available for all students 17
Wireless system should be available 15
Efficient ICT courses regarding how to prepare digital resources 14
Efficient ICT courses regarding the use of the Internet efficiently 14
Computer-assisted education / teaching should be encouraged 7
Providing access to more journal databases and e-libraries 6
Providing computer networks / servers in all labs 5
Giving specific computers, scanner, printer, software etc. to departments 5
Encouraging students to make use of ICT 3
Employing qualified and digitally fluent, wise and competitive teaching staff 2
Giving computers to research assistants 2
ITC technicians need to be deployed more efficiently 2
We should have access to photocopy machines whenever needed 2
Providing distance ICT education 2
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Encouraging teaching staff to make use of ICT 1
The use of White / Blackboard should be banned 1

The participants’ answers to the second open-ended questions (Table 8) reveal that
providing (a) static computer and computer projectors, (b) IWBs, (c) more computer and
computer labs, (d) access to the Internet in the classrooms, (e) pertinent digital resources and (f)
efficient ICT courses regarding the use of ICT for teaching/learning and the use of data journals
and e-libraries can further enable the use of educational technology at their departments.

Table 9: The Factors Further Enabling the Teaching Staffs’ Use of Educational Technology

Is there anything else you would like to add regarding the use of educational technology at : Number of
your department / program? mentions

Wireless system should be available at all departments as well as at the university campus both 63
for staff and students
Full-access to the Internet (i.e. such as access to You Tube, downloading etc. so that we can use
available resources for teaching)
Efficient ICT courses regarding common programs such as Excel, PowerPoint, the Internet,
SPSS, the use of data journals etc. should be available for members of staff
Efficient ICT coursed regarding common programs such as Excel, PowerPoint, SPSS, the
internet etc. should be available for students
Efficient ICT coursed regarding the use of ICT in teaching / learning
More efficient / fast technology / Internet
Access to more journal databases and e-libraries should be made available
Pertinent digital resources should be provided
Access to the Internet and Intranet should also be available at staff accommodation
Computers should be given to the research assistants, as well
Efficient anti-virus programs should be provided
Printers connected to the networks / servers should be provided.
Setting up a team of experts who can prepare multi-media programs for teaching (taught)
modules
Access to certain things such as Facebook should be limited

45

-
©

[y
w

[y
[y

RN I W (ooon

The participants’ also think that providing (a) wireless system at the university both for
staff and students, (b) full-access to the Internet, (c) efficient ICT courses for staff and students
can further enable them to make use of educational technology at tertiary level (Table 9).

3.5. Differences between their Perceptions in terms of Some Independent Variables

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was administered to examine whether there were any
differences between the participants’ computer self-efficacy perceptions (items 1-18) in terms of
how long they have been using computers (Table 10).

Table 10: Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for Computer Self-efficacy Perceptions in terms
of How Long they have been Using Computers

How long have you been using computers N Mean Std. Deviation f p
1-5 years 9 2,9630 ,55137
Computer self-efficacy 6-10 years 48 3,2639 38070
. . 9,736 : 0,001*
perceptions (items 1-18) 11-15 years 73 3,4924 51247
16 and above 42 3,7275 ,56267

* o = 0.05; differences are statistically significant
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The difference between year-groups was statistically significant in terms of computer self-
efficacy perceptions score (items 1-18). The participants who have been using computers for the
longest period of time seem to have the highest computer self-efficacy perceptions scores. The
shorter the period of time, the lower computer self-efficacy perceptions score they have.

In the same way, Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was administered to examine whether
there were any differences between the participants’ computer self-efficacy perceptions (items 1-
18) and frequency of computer use for certain purposes in terms of where they can access
computers (items 29-34; Table 11). The difference between where they can access computers was
statistically significant in terms of computer self-efficacy perceptions score (items 1-18) and
frequency of computer use for certain purposes score (items 29-34).

Table 11: Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for Computer Self-efficacy Perceptions and
Frequency of Computer Use for Certain Purposes in terms of Where They can
Access Computers

Where can you access computers? N Mean Std. Deviation f p
] Institution 21 3,1905 ,48831
Computer self-efficacy Both 149 3,5015 52831 3850 0,023
perceptions (items 1-18)
None 2 3,0556 31427
Institution 22 3,2955 ,78162
Frequency of computer use for - 7 151 3,7826 68231 4832 | 0,009%
certain purposes (items 29-34) ! ! ' '
None 2 3,4167 1,29636

* o = 0.05; differences are statistically significant

The participants who have access to computers both at institution and home seem to have
the highest computer self-efficacy perceptions scores. Those who do not have access to
computers seem to have the lowest computer self-efficacy perceptions score. This means that the
more access they have to computers, the higher computer self-efficacy perceptions score they
have.

Table 12: Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for Computer Using Level in Certain Programs,
Computer self-efficacy Perceptions, and Frequency of Computer Use for Certain
Purposes in terms of How Often They Use Computers

How often do you use computers N Mean Std. Dev. f p
. A few hours monthly 2 3,1500 1,20208
Computer using level - =77 javs weekly 3 3,4000 1,50997
in certain programs 4,746 i 0,004*
(items 19-28) A few hours every day 40 3,2575 ,69573
Very often every day 48 3,7854 ,57204
A few hours monthly 3 3,1852 ,08486
Computer self-efficacy A few hours weekly 2 2,9167 ,58926
perceptions (items 1-18) A few days weekly 5 2,8222 , 15416 7,212  0,001*
A few hours every day 85 3,3366 ,43923
Very often every day 76 3,6586 ,57081
A few hours monthly 3 3,8889 ,48113
Frequency of computer A few hours WEE|(|y 2 2,2500 ,11785
use for certain purposes A few days weekly 7 3,3571 44544 6,398  0,001*
(items 29-34) A few hours every day 81 3,5556 ,68769
Very often every day 81 3,9465 ,68558

* o = 0.05; differences are statistically significant

The difference between how often they use computers was statistically significant in terms
of computer using level in certain programs score (items 19-28), computer self-efficacy
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perceptions score (items 1-18) and frequency of computer use for certain purposes score (items
29-34, Table 12). The participants who use computers most often seem to have the highest
computer using level in certain programs score, computer self-efficacy perceptions scores and
frequency of computer use for certain purposes score.

Table 13: Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for Frequency of Computer Use for Certain
Purposes in terms of Age-groups

The participants’ age-groups Age N Mean Std. Dev. f p
21-30 66 3,9596 ,69985
. 31-40 60 3,5222 ,62094
Frequency of computer use for certain
pUroses 41-50 38 3,6798 77147 3883  0,005%
(items 29-34) 51-60 8 3,5833 ,62994
61 and 3 3,1111 1,05848
above

* o = 0.05; differences are statistically significant

The difference between age-groups was statistically significant in terms of frequency of
computer use for certain purposes score (items 29-34, Table 13). The youngest age group (i.e. 21-
30) seems to use computers most frequently for certain purposes. The older the age-group, the
less frequently they use computers for certain purposes.

4. DISCUSSION and IMPLICATIONS

The results match with the existing findings of similar results in that the teaching staffs in
general have high computer self-efficacy perceptions, their level in certain programs is good, and
they often use computers for a wide range of purposes. They also think that the provision of
efficient ICT courses and structural factors (i.e. pertinent hard- and soft-ware and technical
support) can further enable them to make efficient use of ICT at tertiary level (Buchanan 2013;
Goktas, Yildirim, & Yildirim, 2009; Usluel & Seferoglu, 2004; Akkoyunlu, 2002; Yigit et al.,
2002). In terms of computer self-efficacy perceptions, the only issue about which the members of
the teaching staffs do not seem to have high self-efficacy is the use of computers to plan their
time. This also matches the existing findings of similar results (Usluel & Seferoglu, 2004; Green
1996).

The results also indicate that computer self-efficacy is positively associated with higher
level of educational technology use, which matches the existing findings (Buchanan, 2013; Ajjan
& Hartshorne, 2008; Hsu & Chiu, 2004; Cassidy & Eachus, 1995). Since the participants who
have used computers for the longest period of time have the highest computer self-efficacy
perceptions, the implication is that the use of ICT should be encouraged for learning and teaching
from the early years and all teaching staffs should be provided with full structural factors and
efficient ICT courses from the very beginning.

Computer self-efficacy and frequency of computer use for certain purposes are also
positively associated with where they can access and how often they use computers. Likewise,
computer using level in certain programs is also positively associated with how often they use
computers. Similarly, frequency of computer use for certain purposes is positively associated with
age-groups. These results show that both individual and contextual factors play a significant part
in computer self-efficacy, frequency of computer use for certain purposes and computer using
level in certain programs. Therefore, the implication is to provide 24/7 full access to ICT and
pertinent digital resources for the teaching staffs (as well as for students) from the possible
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earliest stages at all places where they are likely to make use of them such as classrooms, labs,
libraries, student unions/centers, study rooms, students’ tea houses etc.

Moreover, while providing efficient ICT courses is considered a positive factor in efficient
use of educational technology by the teaching staffs - whether they are in the form of e-Learning
or online-learning both in courses taught on campus and in distance learning -, the lack of
structural factors (i.e. lack of pertinent hard- and software and technical support) is considered
negative factors which affect their optimal use of educational technology at tertiary level.
Therefore, the implication is to provide the members of the teaching staffs with efficient ICT
courses pertinent to the use of all required digital resources and programs, as well as to equip
them with what they need for learning/teaching not only in the classroom, but also outside of it.

It appears that at the target university, not only are the teaching staffs not provided fully
with the necessary educational technology, but they are also not fully supported by presentational
technology, lecture notes and reading materials that are archived electronically for flexible access,
although these are only surface uses of digital technologies, as emphasized by some researchers
(Kwok-Wing, 2011; Rossiter, 2007). As a result, it will not be wrong to claim that the target
university has been slow in taking the fullest advantage of the potential benefits that educational
technology can offer at tertiary level.

Last, but not least, these findings are practical recommendations not only for the target
university, but also for all Higher Education Institutions in Turkey as well as in other countries,
which do not currently have structural factors as well as do not make efficient use of educational
technology at university level. In sum, the implication is not only to provide technical
infrastructure / structural factors for both staff and students, but it is also to enable efficient and
effective use of the pertinent educational technology for the targeted goals through providing
technology plans, in-service training, technical support, role models, efficient digital resources for
the targeted objectives, as some of which were emphasized in this study as well as by others
(Buchanan, 2013; Goktas, Yildirim, & Yildirim, 2009; Usluel & Seferoglu, 2004).
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Uzun Ozet

Bu ¢aligma, 2012 yilinmn Ilkbaharinda Tiirkiye’nin dogusunda 2007 yilinda kurulan bir {iniversitede
egitim teknolojisinin kullanimi iizerine yapildi. Calisma, (a) lniversitede tam zamanli ¢alisan &gretim
elemanlarinin kisisel ve bilgisayar ile ilgili karakterlerini, (b) bilgisayar 6z-yeterlilik algilarini, (c) belirli
bilgisayar programlarini kullanma seviyelerini, (d) Ogretme, idari ve iletisim amagclar icin bilgisayar
kullanma sikliklar1 ve (e) ders notlarimi hazirlama ve dersi 6gretme icin egitim teknolojisi kullanma
tercihlerini arastirdi. Caligma ¢ogunlukla nicel idi ve kismen nitel idi. Nicel ¢aligma sonuglart SPSS (mean,
Std. Deviation, frequency, percentage, ANOVA) ile analiz edildi. Nitel ¢alisma sonucu ise, veriden ¢ikan
konu kategorileri ve sikliklarina gore analiz edildi.

Calismada, iiniversite de devamli ve tam zamanli olarak calisan tiim Ogretim elemanlarina
tamamlamalar1 icin biitiin anketler verildi. 216 6gretim elemanindan sadece 194 6gretim eleman1 (% 83
bay, % 17 bayan) anketleri cevaplandird1 ve geri verdi. Katilimcilarin % 30,9’u aragtirma gorevlisi, %
5,2’si okutman, % 23,2’si dgretim gorevlisi ve % 40,7’si ise dgretim iiyelerinden olustu. Ogretim
elemanlarin hepsi bilgisayar kullanmasini biliyor ve hepsinin bir masaiistii veya diziistii bilgisayar1 var.
Hepsi 24/7 giin internet ve e-postay1 kullanabiliyor. Katilimeilarin % 84,5’inin hem tiniversite de hem de
evde bilgisayara erisimi var. % 14.9’nin ise sadece Universite de bilgisayara erigimi var. Katilimcilar
degisik yontemlerle bilgisayar kullanmay1 6grenmisler: % 67,5 kendi basma, % 9,371 iste, % 6,7’si 6zel
kursta ve % 11,9’u bir kurum kursunda ve % 4,5 ise birden fazla degisik yerde bilgisayar kullanmay1
ogrendiklerini ifade etti. Katilimcilarin bilgisayar kullanim siireleri ise, % 6,2°si 1-5 yil, % 27,81 6-10 yil,
% 40,2’si 11-15 y1l ve % 25,8 ise 16 ve daha fazla yil bilgisayar kullanmakta olduklarini ifade etti. Siklik
acisindan ise, % 44,31 her giin sik sik, % 49’u her giin birkag saat, % 3,6’s1 haftada birkag¢ giin ve % 3’1
ise haftada birka¢ saat veya daha az bilgisayar kullandiklarini ifade etti. Bu kullanicilarin bilgisayari
diizenli olarak kullandiklarini gostermektedir.

Sonuglar, katilimcilarin 6z-yeterlilik algisinin  genelde biitiin maddelerde yiiksek oldugunu
gostermektedir. Buda bilgisayarin belirli dl¢iilerde 6gretim elemanlarinin hayatina girdigini gostermektedir.
Bu konudaki tek istisna, “Giliniimii / zamanimi planlarken bilgisayar: kullanirim” maddesidir (M= 2.26).
Bu, 6gretim elemanlarinin zamanlarini planlarken bilgisayar1 fazla kullanmadiklarini gostermektedir. Bu
sonug, daha Once bu alanda yapilan benzer ¢aligmalara uymaktadir. Belirli bilgisayar programlardaki
kullanma seviyelerine gelince, katilimcilar genelde belirli programlardaki kullanma seviyelerinin iyi
oldugunu ifade etmektedir. Goze c¢arpan sey, katilimcilarin en ¢ok iletisim teknolojisinde (e-posta ve
internet; M= 4,16 ve M= 4,15) Kkendilerine giivendiklerini gostermektedir. Bilgisayar1 sik sik degisik
amaglar icin kullanma konusuna gelince, katilimcilar bu konuda da bilgisayari interneti taramak, iletigim,
ders notlarin1 hazirlamak, 6grenci sinav kagitlarin1 degerlendirmek, idari maksatlar ve dersleri vermek igin
bilgisayar1 kullandiklarini ifade etmektedirler. Bu konuda da gdze ilk ¢arpan sey, katilimcilarin daha ¢ok
iletisim teknolojisi (e-posta ve internet) i¢in bilgisayari sik sik kullandiklar1 goriinmektedir. Ders notlarim
hazirlamada, dgretim elemanlarinin daha g¢ok internet ve geleneksel kitaplar kullandiklar1 gériinmektedir.
Bunu, sirasi ile, internet + bilgisayar programlar1 + geleneksel kitaplar; internet + tarayici + + geleneksel
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kitaplar; internet + tarayici + bilgisayar programlar1 + geleneksel kitaplar; ve internet + video + bilgisayar
programlar1 + geleneksel kitaplar takip etmektedir. Dersi vermeye gelince, 6gretim elemanlarinin en ¢ok
bilgisayar projektorii ve siyah/beyaz tahta kullandiklar gériinmektedir. Bunu, sirast ile, siyah/beyaz tahta;
projektor + video + siyah/beyaz tahta ve projektor takip etmektedir.

Ayn1 zamanda, istatistiksel olarak, katilimcilarin (a) 6z-yeterlilik algilari, (b) belirli maksatlar igin
bilgisayar kullanma sikliklar1 ve (c) belirli programlari kullanma seviyeleri ile degisik bagimsiz degiskenler
(bilgisayar kullanma siireleri, bilgisayar kullanma sikliklari, bilgisayara erisimleri ve yas gruplari) arasinda
bir farklilik tespit edildi. Ornegin, yil olarak en uzun siire bilgisayar kullanan 6gretim elemanlar1 en fazla
bilgisayar 6z-yeterlilik algisina sahipler. Kullanim siiresi diistiikce, bilgisayar 6z-yeterlilik algilari da
diismektedir. Ayn sekilde, hem iiniversitede hem de evde bilgisayara erisimi olanlar en fazla bilgisayar 6z-
yeterlilik algisina sahipler. Benzer sekilde, bilgisayar1 sik sik kullanan 6gretim elemanlarin belirli bilgisayar
programlar1 kullanmada en yiiksek seviyede olduklari istatistiksel olarak ispat edildi. Istatiksel olarak,
bunlarin ayn1 zamanda en yiiksek bilgisayar 6z-yeterlilik algilarina sahip olduklar1 ve degisik maksatlar i¢in
bilgisayar1 en cok kullananlar olduklari da ispatlandi. Ilave olarak, en geng yas grubuna giren 6gretim
elemanlariin (21-30 yas grubu) bilgisayar1 belirli maksatlar igin en fazla kullandiklar1 istatiksel olarak
ispatlandi. Bundan bagka, etkili kurslar1 diizenlemenin egitim teknolojileri kullanmada ¢ok faydali ve
gerekli oldugu Ogretim elemanlar1 tarafindan disiiniiliirken, yetersiz fiziksel kosullar ve bilisim
teknolojileri altyapi eksikliginin ise egitim teknolojilerini kullanmalarini ¢ok olumsuz sekilde etkiledigi
ifade edildi.

Bu sonuglar, hem aragtirma konusu olan {iniversite i¢in, hem de heniiz fiziksel kosullar1 ve bilisim
teknolojisi altyapis1 tamam olmayan Tiirkiye’deki ve diinyadaki biitiin Yiiksek Ogretim Kurumlar icin
pratik tavsiyelerdir. Baska degisle, bu durumda olan biitiin Yiiksek Ogretim Kurumlarinda hem &gretim
elemanlar1 hem de ogrenciler i¢in fiziksel kosullar ve bilisim teknolojisi altyapist en kisa zamanda
tamamlanmalidir ve ilgili bilisim teknolojisinin Universitelerde etkili ve maksadina uygun olarak
kullanilabilmesi i¢in bu amaca yonelik etkili kurslar verilmelidir.
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