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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to investigate the effects of using Web 2.0 tools in
teaching on teacher candidates' attitudes towards using technology and
instructional materials in the classroom environment, within the context of
Technology Acceptance Model (TAM). To this end, a training program was given
to 46 teacher candidates in various departments. This study employs an
interrupted time series model which is a quasi-experimental research design.
“Technological Attitude Scale” developed by Erdemir, Bakirci and Eyduran (2009),
“Attitude Scale for Material Use in Classroom Environment” developed by ipek
Akbulut and Haliloglu Tatli (2013) and semi-structured interviews were used as
data collection tools. The quantitative data obtained were analyzed using a paired
sample t-test with SPSS 15.00, while the qualitative data were subjected to
content analysis. The attitudes of the teacher candidates towards the use of
technology (t(45) = 3.58, p<.01) and the use of instructional materials (t(45) =
10.28, p<.01) in the classroom environment showed a statistically significant
difference before and after the training course. Additionally, at the end of the
training program, all the participant teacher candidates pointed out that the use
of technology in the classroom environment is a necessity.

Keywords: Technology acceptance model, teacher training, material
development, web 2.0 tools

INTRODUCTION

Today’s generation of learners have grown up in a world surrounded by technology, they are
enthusiastic and highly capable of using it (Prensky, 2010; Derbel, 2017). The learning demands and needs of
this generation that is deeply intertwined with technology have changed considerably over time (Cameron,
2005 Lai & Hong, 2015). This change necessitates teachers who are the key component of the teaching-
learning process, acquire and develop professional competences that can respond to the changing learning
characteristics (Turkmen, Pedersen & McCarty, 2007; Ertmer & Ottenbreit- Leftwich, 2010; Koh, Chai & Lim,
2017). The technological competence that teachers have in order to prepare the materials that this
generation needs, is beginning to be questioned. This is because there is a direct relationship between
teachers' technology competencies and presentation of course content to the students in a proper and
qualified manner (Lai & Hong, 2015; Almerich, Orellana, Sudrez-Rodriguez & Diaz-Garcia, 2016). At the
present time, teachers are required to present their field knowledge in a pedagogical way with technological
support and it is demanded that each teacher can develop qualified instructional materials in their field
quickly and easily (Kaya, 2006; Basssani & Barbosa, 2018).

Instructional materials should be tailor-made and the person who can best develop this material is the
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teacher of that course. It is known that the use of materials in the teaching process positively affects the
academic achievement of the students (Kablan, Topan & Erkan, 2013), makes learning permanent (Capar,
2012), increases the positive attitude towards the lesson and decreases the level of anxiety (Ersen, 2014).
However studies suggest that most of the teachers do not give enough room for technology-supported
content in their lessons (Ciftci, 2013), are not sufficiently ready to utilize internet and computer for teaching
purposes (Erdemir, Bakirci & Eyduran, 2009; Hsu, 2016), believe in the importance of technology in education
but feel incompetent to use it in their fields (Duhaney, 2012; Hirca & Simsek, 2013), pedagogical beliefs as a
barrier in technology integration (Tondeur, van Braak, Ertmer & Ottenbreit-Leftwich, 2017) and for these and
similar reasons many teachers do not use technology in education (Can & Kaymakci, 2016).

When we look at the root of the above mentioned problems, we see that prospective teachers
graduate without acquiring the capability to use technology and to integrate technology into instructional
material development (Lai & Hong, 2015; Hsu, 2016; Tondeur, Pareja Roblin, van Braak, Voogt & Prestridge,
2017). It is known that, the responsibilities of teacher candidates in classes related to instructional
technologies within the scope of their syllabus is based more on preparing materials, listening to courses,
taking notes and preparing presentations (Yilmaz & Ayaydin, 2015) and that the education provided in the
courses is not supported with practice (Mete, 2008). That is why they cannot obtain satisfactory knowledge
and experience in regard to technology (Chai, Koh & Tsai, 2010). It is advised to focus on building skills in
technology literacy and on learning the effective utilization of current technology in teaching and learning
processes in the “technology utilization” courses provided to teacher candidates (Gunduz & Odabasi, 2004).
In order to use technology effectively in the classroom, teachers should have continuous and sufficient
training in this area, technology should be related to the course content and learning theories and
technological infrastructure should be completed (Brooks, 2003). Additionally, teachers should have positive
attitudes towards technology (Topaloglu, 2008). A new model called TAM has emerged in the research
environment, including many variables such as behavioral intentions for using technology, percieved use of
technology, ease of use of technology, attitudes towards technology, self efficacy for use in technology
(Schepers & Wetzels, 2007). TAM is a powerful tool that defines the adoption of teachers' to technology then
the other models (Scherer, Siddiq & Tondeur, 2019).

Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) developed by Davis (1989) is one of the models based on the
idea asserting that using technology is affected by the individual’s attitude towards technology, is utilized to
analyze individual’s acceptance of information technology and using behavior (Venkatesh, Morris, Davis &
Davis, 2003; Turan, 2008). As demonstrated in a schematic way in Figure 1, the TAM model is known as one
of the robust and valid models which have potentially wide applicability (King & He, 2006).
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Figure 1. Technology acceptance model (TAM) (Davis, 1993)

According to the TAM, ease of learning, ease use of new technologies and users’ beliefs that they will
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benefit from using new technologies, increase adopting and probability of acceptance and use of the
technology (Turan & Colakoglu, 2008). It has been found that perceived utility has direct effect on technology
use (Teo, 2009), the perceived ease of use have a positive effect on perceived benefit, and perceived benefit
on the attitude towards usage (Ma, Andersson & Streith, 2005). In addition Sert and Usluel (2009) determined
that increasing teachers' decisions about using technology is beneficial will increase their technology usage.
By using web 2.0 tools, users can create the content they wanted with powerful visials without a technical
problem (ElImas and Geban, 2012).

In this context, web 2.0 tools have been introduced to prospective teachers in the context of the study
so that they can easily use the technology in the material development process. The benefits that web 2.0
tools provide to users are listed in Table 1.

Table 1. Benefits of web 2.0 tools

Benefits of web 2.0 tools

Easily integrated into classroom environment Konstantinids, Theodosiadou
& Pappos, 2013

Reduction of the costs, the low level of complexity needed for use  Grosseck, 2009

Easy usage oppurtunity with the interfaces it has Adcock & Bolick, 2011
Quick and easy access to all kinds of information and content Liu & dig., 2016;

Create a blended learning environment Majid, 2014

Increasing the level of learning Ajjan & Harsthone, 2008

Increasing students' active participation into the learning Huang, Jeng & Huang, 2009
environment

Gives oppurtunity to learners to create and edit the content Grosseck, 2009

Effective in creating collaborative and interactive learning Kam & Katerattanankul, 2014
environment

The learning environment gives possibility to reach a wide range of Lu, Lai & Law, 2010

the masses

Increasing TPAB self-confidence levels of prospective teachers Tath, Ipek Akbulut & Altinisik,
2016
Supporting prospective teachers' critical thinking skills Sendag, Erol, Sezgin &

Dulkadir, 2015

In the scope of the study, a course content considering the benefits and ease of use provided by Web
2.0 tools was prepared for prospective teachers. From this point of view, it is considered that in the scope of
this study, providing course content to the teacher candidates through technology support and adoption of
technology in the use of lessons of the teacher candidates will support improving positive attitudes towards
the use of technology. In this study, it is aimed to examine the effect of technology supported education,
within the framework of TAM, on the attitudes of teacher candidates towards use of instructional materials
in the classroom environment and to find out their opinions about the technology course content.

RESEARCH METHOD

Research Model

The aim of this study is to investigate the effects of using Web 2.0 tools in teaching within the context
of Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), on teacher candidates' attitudes towards using instructional
materials and technology in the classroom environment. The research is planned in the framework of mixed
method. It is a research approach in which both quantitative and qualitative data are collected to explain
research problems, two data sets are integrated with each other, and the results are extracted using the
advantages of this integration (Creswell, 2015In view of Creswell’s classification made, the explanatory
sequential design is used in this study. The purpose of this design is that the work begins with quantitative
phase (data collection and analysis) and to explain quantitative results, qualitative phase is intended to
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process (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011; Creswell, 2015).

Web 2.0 tools which will be included in the “Developing Instructional Materials with Web 2.0. Tool”
program are determined before the program is prepared for prospective teachers. The content of the weekly
class schedule is shown in Table 2.

Table 2. The content of the training program

Weeks The content of the training program

1 TAS and Attitude scale towards material usage was applied to teacher candidates
2 Concept cartoon with Bitstrips

3 Concept cartoon with Powtoon

4 Fishbone with Creately

5 Concept map with Smartdraw

6-7 Concept map, mind map, flowchart, concept network with Inspiration

8-9 Concept map, mind map, flowchart, concept network with Edraw Max

10 Game, test, flash card with Quizlet

11 Crossword, word search with Quiz Maker

12 Story board with Storyboard

13-14 Animation with Powtoon

15 TAS and Attitude scale towards material usage was reapplied to teacher candidates
16 Intervies with teacher candidates

In this study, Web 2.0 tools were used as external stimuli in the context of TAM because of the
following features: being easy to use, not requiring high level computer skills and complying with the needs
of today’s students. During the lessons; Web 2.0 tools were introduced to teacher candidates and they were
asked to develop instructional materials with their group mates in their field of study using these tools. While
introducing Web 2.0 tools; it is underlined what purpose these tools can be used for and what kind of
instructional materials they enable to develop. The functions of the interface and the buttons on the inside
of each Web 2.0 tool have been introduced with the aid of the host computer and projector. Throughout the
training program, the instructors helped teacher candidates when they were experiencing problems. In this
way, a cognitive response was aimed to be created. At the end of the process, it was investigated whether
the external stimulus and the cognitive response turned into an affective behavior

Participants

A sample of 46 teacher candidates from various departments of Karadeniz Technical University, Fatih
Faculty of Education, participated in the study during the 2015-2016 fall semester.

Data Collection Tool

Technological Attitude Scale developed by Erdemir, Bakirci & Eyduran (2009), Attitude Scale for
Material Use in Classroom Environment developed by Ipek Akbulut & Haliloglu Tatli (2013) and semi-
structured interviews were used as data collection tools in this study.

Collection of Data

Technology attitude scale (TAS)

A 29 item 5 point Likert-type (with 1 being “strongly disagree” and 5 “being strongly agree”)
Technological Attitudes Scale (TAS) developed by Erdemir, Bakirci & Eyduran (2009) was administered to
participant teacher candidates twice, before and after the training program. The calculated reliability

coefficient value of the scale obtained from the study belonging to Erdemir, Bakirci and Erduran (2009) is
0.93 The Cronbach’s alpha value of the scale calculated in this research is 0.92.

Attitude scale towards instructional material use in the classroom environment
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The second data collection tool employed in this study was the attitude scale towards instructional
material use in the classroom environment which was developed by Ipek Akbulut & Haliloglu Tatli (2013).
This scale has 20 items and two sub-dimensions: attitidues towars material use and attitudes towards
material use in the classroom environment. The items were rated on a 5 point Likert scale (1=Strongly
Disagree, 2 =Disagree, 3 =Neutral, 4 =Agree, 5 =Strongly Agree). This scale was also administered to
participant teacher candidates twice, before and after the training program. The alpha internal consistence
coefficient that was calculated for the reliability of the scale was 0.89.

Semi-structured interview form

A six-item interview form was developed by two field experts in order to determine the opinions of
teacher candidates on “Web 2.0 tools” and "Instructional Material Development with Web 2.0 Tools". This
interview form was assessed by Turkish language field experts in terms of grammar and meaning validity.
Then the final semi-structured interview forms were administered by the researchers to the participant
teacher candidates.

Data Analysis

The data obtained from the scales administered in the study were analyzed with paired samples t-test
in SPSS 15.00. The level of significance (p value) was assumed as 0.01. The qualitative interview data were
subjected to content analysis. Data were analyzed separately by the two researches and were classified into
the following categories: code, category and theme. The Kappa coefficient of con-cordance between the
researchers' coding was calculated as 0.87. The coefficient obtained indicates that there is almost a perfect
conformity between the encoded data (Landis & Koch, 1977). Non-common codes were reshaped, structured
and presented in tables.

FINDINGS
3. 1. Findings Regarding The Attitude Towards Technology

The findings regarding the attitude towards technology were examined under two headings: those
obtained from Technology Attitude Scale (TAS) and from semi-structured interviews.

TAS was administered twice, before and after the training program of “Developing Instructional
Materials with Web 2.0. Tools”. Pre-test and post-test descriptive statistics are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Pre-test and post-test mean and standard deviation values

Pre-test Post-test

X Sd X Sd

1 Preparing simple, specific and affordable instructional materials 4.08 0.63 4.30 0.55
by using available facilities and environmental conditions.

2 Preparing concept, mind and knowledge maps. 3.80 0.69 4.37 0.80

3 Preparing written materials by using computer softwares (writing 3.80 0.75 4.17 0.77
softwares, graphic softwares etc.).

4 Preparing two-dimensional visual materials like such as banners, 3.91 0.94 450 0.69
puzzles and work sheets.

No Technology Attitude Scale

5 Preparing programmed teaching materials. 367 084 396 0.79

6 Being able to use online search engines (Google, altavista etc). 450 0.59 465 0.74

7 Using educational softwares in the classroom that're fit for the 4.02 0.77 4.30 0.66
purpose.

8 Using graphic materials in the classroom that're fit for the 3.76 1.06 4.10 0.82
purpose.

9 Using banners, puzzles, work sheets etc in the classroom thatare 4.06 0.83 4.41 0.62
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fit for the purpose.

10 Using diascope in the lesson in a way that’s fit for the pupose. 417 0.61 4.48 0.59

11 Using tv/video in the lesson in a way that’s fit for the pupose. 404 0.70 4.43 0.65

12 Using overhead projector in the lesson in a way that’s fit for the 3.67 0.49 3.89 1.06
purpose.

13 Using computer in the lesson in a way that’s fit for the purpose. 439 0.50 4.41 0.75

14 Using internet in the lesson in a way that’s fit for the purpose. 433 0.60 4.50 0.59

15 Using information technologies in the lesson in a way that’s fitfor 4.04 0.94 4.41 0.58
the pupose.

16 Assessing an educational software in terms of its suitability forthe 3.93 0.88 4.00 0.73
purpose of the class.

17 Assessing instructional materials in terms of their suitability for 3.83 0.88 4.06 0.68
the purpose of the class.

18 Assessing instructional materials and tools in terms of their 3.65 0.90 3.93 0.80
suitability for the purpose of the design principles.

19 Planning how to assess an instructional material. 3.63 0.88 3.85 0.84

20 Planing fundamental stages of teaching (introductional activities, 3.91 0.76 4.30 0.63
content presentation, practices, feedback, evaluation).

21 Making purpose analysis for the subject. 3.89 0.74 3.87 0.88

22 Offering distance learning courses over the internet. 261 1.12 3.06 1.21

23 Choosing an appropriate computer program in order to develop 3.26 1.08 3.59 0.98
the desired instructional material.

24 Choosing the right instructional materials and tools that’'re fitto 3.85 0.70 4.19 0.58
the purpose of the class.

25 Segmenting subjects in a class that was analyzed regarding 3.83 0.93 4.13 0.62
purpose, aim and behavior.

26 Making physical arrangements in the classroom environment that 3.93 0.83 4.24 0.60
fit the purpose of the lesson.

27 Creating multimedia softwares by using a computer technologyor 3.13 1.17 3.46 0.81
computer program.

28 Developing assessment and evaluation tools in multimedia in 3.43 0.96 3.52 0.91
order to measure students’ performance.

29 Collecting information about the students by using appropriate 3.80 0.83 4.04 0.21
data collection tools in order to improve the quality of the class.

Total 3.83 047 4.11 0.43

It is seen from Table 3 that the teacher candidates’ average scores regarding their attitude towards
technology lie within the range of (X =2.61-4.50) for the pre-test and (X =3.06-4.65) for the post-test. The
following three items drew a large percentage of undecided responses (neutral) and got average scores
between 2.60 and 3.39 in the pre-test: “Item 22", “Item 23” and “Item 27”. In the post-test, “ltem 22"
remained to be responded as undecided but with a statistically significant higher average, and the other two
items’ average answer shifted to the “agree” side. For all items of the scale, except for one: “ltem 21", the
average scores increased in the post-test. When the pre-test and the post-test scores are compared, the
biggest increase in average scores were seen in the items of “ltem 4”, “Item 2” and “ltem 22”. It was
determined that the smallest increase was realized in the average scores of the following three items: “Item
137, “Item 16” and “Item 28”. The t-test results for the significancy of the difference of the average scores in
TAS pre-test and post-test are shown on Table 4.

Table 4. t-test results of the average values of TAS pre-test and post-test.

TAS n X Sd Se t 0
Pre-test 46 3.83 0.47
Posttest 46 411 0.43 45 3.584 0.001
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As shown in Table 4, teacher candidates’ scores regarding their attitude towards technology was
recorded as X = 3.83 on average in the pre-test and as X =4.11 in the post-test. Therefore it can be stated
that, after the training program teacher candidates’ attitude towards using technology has changed
significantly in a positive way (tus)- 3.58, p<.01).

All the participant teacher candidates gave positive answers to the question regarding the necessity of

technology use in education (Table 5).

Table 5. The opinions of teacher candidates on why technology is a necessity in education.

Theme Code Quotation f*
Getting attention “Technology is attention getting.” (TC21) 24
Facilitating learning “facilitates learning.” (TC12) 20
Enabling permanent “enables permanent learning” (TC40) 15
learning
Supporting individual “educational technologies, tend to individualise the 8
learning lesson”(TC11)
Being entertaining “Lessons could become more entertaining by 8
Learning using technology.” (TC33)
Environment Active student “...effective in activating students” (TC15) 6
(f=89) involvement
Making lesson more “makes lesson more productive” (TC18) 3
productive
Affordable (time etc.)  “using technology saves time and effort.” (TC20)
Reinforcing the subject “reinforces the teaching subject”(TC10)
Creating a positive “creates a positive learning environment both for the
learning teacher and students.” (TC3)
Environment
Lessening the burden “it lessons the burden on the teacher” (TC29) 7
on the teacher
Easing the teaching “eases the teaching process.” (TC27) 5
process
Enhanching teaching “ideal for enhancing teaching” (TC36)
Suitable for the new “has becomed so intertwined with our lives, is essential
Teacher generation in education.” (TC18)
(f=20) Activating teacher “Educational technologies activates teachers, not 1
passivize them.” (TC33)
Supporting “thanks to technology, it is easier to take students 1
educational attention and give educational attainments” (TC28)
Attainments
Suitable for crowded “it could be suitable and beneficial to use 1
classes technology in crowded classes” (TC20)
Rich content “by using technology teaching subject can be supported 6
by many examples” (TC7)
Embodying  abstract “technology enables embodying abstract concepts, 3
Course concepts especially in the field of life sciences .” (TC32)
Content Enabling preparing “increases freedom in classroom and with various 2
(f=12) material applications, enables preparing materials by our own.”
by one’s own (TC10)
Encouraging making “encourages making research in order to 1
research develop effective materials.” (TC28)
Total 121*

* Teacher candidates were allowed to state more than one opinion. (TC: teacher candidate)

As can be seen from Table 5, opinions of teacher candidates on why technology is a necessity in
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education are classified under the following headings: learning environment, teacher and course content.
The learning environment theme mostly coded with getting attention (f=24), facilitating learning (f=20),
enabling permanent learning (f=15), supporting individual learning (f=8) and being entertaining (f=8). The
teacher theme was mostly associated with the codes of lessening the burden on the teacher (f=7), easing the
teaching process (f=5) and enhancing teaching (3). When it comes to the course content, the most frequent
codes mentioned were providing rich content (f=6) and embodying abstract concepts (f=3).

All teacher candidates stated positive opinions on use of technology in education. However 6 of them
stated that they might face some challenges when using technology in courses. Table 6 presents those
challeges mentioned by the participant teacher candidates.

Table 6. Teacher candidates’ opinions on the possible challenges regarding use of technology in
courses

Potential challenges Quotation f

Time limitation “Class time is not enough. Problems may arise with keeping up with the
syllabus.” (TC5)

“.. may face problems in class regarding computer and internet )
connection” (TC1)

Infrastructure problems

Struggling with  “....it might be difficult for unexperienced/new teachers to control the )
classroom management classroom.” (TC21)

Not complying with ..itis difficult to use some computer programs” (TC20) 1
technology

Not being suitable for “technology migt not be suitable for the content of every course”(TC22) 1
every course

Total 10*

* Teacher candidates were allowed to state more than one opinion. (TC: teacher candidate)

As shown in Table 6, teacher candidates mentioned time limitation (f=4), infrastructure problems (f=2),
classroom mangement problems (f=2), lack of technological competence (f=1) and course problems (f=1) as
potential challenges that might be faced when using thecnology in content classroom.

3. 2. Findings Regarding Use of Instructional Materials in Classroom Environment

Findings regarding use of instructional materials in classroom environment are examined under two
main categories: those obtained from use of instructional materials in classroom environment attitude scale
and those obtained from semi-structured interviews.

The pre-test and post-test mean and standard deviation of the items on the use of instructional
materials in classroom environment attitude scale attitude scale are shown in Table 7.

Table 7. Pre-test and post-test mean and standard deviation of the items on the attitude scale.

No Use of Instructional Materials in Classroom Environment Attitude Pre-test Post-test
Scale X Sd X Sd

Items regarding Instructional Material Use

1 | like using materials in lessons 4.46 0.69 446 0.75

2 | believe that using instructional materials during lecture is 4.52 0.72 456 0.72
essential.

3 | believe that students’ success will increase with use of materials.  4.59 069 4.63 0.68

4 | believe that using materials in the lessons will increase permanent 4.63 0.61 4.63 0.68
(persistent) learning.

5 | believe that using materials in lessons facilitates teaching. 4.63 061 448 0.75

6 | think that it is necessary to search from different sources for 4.54 069 4.63 0.53
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developing materials.

7 | think that | organize the lesson better when | use materials. 4.30 0.78 4.24 0.79

8 | think that using material in the classroom drives students’ 4.83 0.38 4.59 0.65
attention.

9 | believe using materials helps students reach their goals 4.39 0.77 452 0.69

10 |Ithink that it is easier to remember subjects/concepts/lessons 4.67 0.56 463 0.68

which is taught by using materials.
11 | think that use of materials reinforces subjects learnt in the lesson. 4.65 0.53 441 0.72
12 | believe that use of materials provides presenting the knowledge 4.70 047 439 0.88
in different ways.

Total 4,58 0,43 4,51 0,57

Attitude Towards Material Use in the Classroom

13 | feel uncomfortable while teaching/lecturing with materials. 3.80 1.07 237 1.22

14 | believe that developing materials is a waste of time. 4.24 1.08 1.61 0.77

15 | believe that it is difficult to control classroom in the material used 3.72 1.11 215 1.01
lectures.

16 | think that using materials misleads real target by keeping student 4.37 1.02 1.50 0.72
busy.

17 | have difficulty in taking attention of students’ in the lessons 4.28 091 167 0.79
which | use materials.

18 I think that lecture hour is not enough for using materials. 3.74 122 224 1.06

19 | think that use of materials in the lecture limits lecturer. 4.24 0.97 1.74 0.95

20 | am afraid of misusing materials. 3.85 1.09 2.00 0.00

Total 4,03 0,74 2,16 0,57

Scale Total 4,36 0,47 3,57 0,23

As can be seen in Table 7, pre-test and post-test average scores of the items “Item 1” and “Item 4”
have not changed. The post-test average scores of the following items decreased: “Item 5”7, “Item 7”, “Item
8”, “Item 10”, “Item 11” and “Item 12”. On the other hand, the following items’ average scores increased in
the post-test: “Item 2”, “Item 3”, “Item 6" and “Item 9”. At the end of the training program, it is determined
that averages of all negative items of the scale regarding material use in the classroom environment fell in
the post-test. The t-test was performed to determine whether the difference in pre-test and post-test scores
is statistically significant. The results of the t-test are shown in Table 8.

Table 8. The test results of the scale

Attitude Scale Towards Material Use in the

. Measurements n X Sd Se t p

Classroom Environment
Dimension of the Scale regarding Material Pre-test 46 4.58 0.43
Use Post-test 46 4.51 0.57 4> 084 040
Dimension of the Scale regarding Material Pre-test 46 4.03 0.74 45 141 0.00
Use in the Classroom Environment Post-test 46 2.16 0.57 ) )

. Pre-test 46 4.36 0.47
Scale in General Post-test 46 357 0.23 45 1.28 0.00

It is determined that, the average score regarding material use dimension of the scale decreased
from X=4.58 (pre-test) to X = 4.51 (post-test) however this decline was not statistically significant (tys)= 0.84,
p>.01). On the other hand, average score regarding material use in the classroom environment dimension of
the scale decreased from X=4.03 (pre-test) to
X=2.16 (post-test) and the difference is found to be statistically significant (tuss= 11.41, p<.01). Considering
the scale as a whole, the difference between pre-test and post-test scores is found to be statistically
significant (tus)= 10.28, p<.01).
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Teacher candidates were asked to evaluate the instructional materials that they developed during the
training program and their comments are listed in Table 9.

Table 9. Teacher candidates’ evaluations/comments regarding the materials developed in the
training program

Pros of material usage f Cons of material usage f
Makes classes entertaining 12 Leadsto virtual addiction and abandonment of concrete 1
materials

Enables permanent learning 6
Facilitates teaching 5
Can be used again and again 2
Increases interaction 1
Individualizes learning 1

Total 27 Total 1

As presented in Table 9, teacher candidates expressed advantages of material usage as follows: making
classes entertaining (f=12), enabling permanent learning (f=6) and facilitating teaching (f=5). Only one
teacher candidate mentioned a disadvantage of material use as stating virtual instructional materials lead to
virtual (computer/internet etc) addiction in students and as a result students do not want to use concrete
materials. In this part of the study, findings regarding teacher candidates’ evaluations on “Developing
Instructional Materials with Web 2.0 Tools Course” and their comments on Web 2.0 tools are presented.
Their answers are categorized as pros and cons of the course and presented in Table 10.

Table 10. Teacher candidates’ course evaluations

Pros f Cons
Improves imagination
Give opportunity for practice
Gaining technology knowledge
Learning new applications
Enables revising field knowledge
Total 17  Total 7
Graph 1, presents an analysis of the teacher candidates’ evaluations on Web 2.0 tools.

Intense course content

Crowded class

Would be more useful if it was given before
Computer strains eyes

_ W wuun
N e Y )

W Positive Reviews Negative Reviews

32 32

42
= 3 36 35 33 33
i 7

Powtoon QuizMaker Storyboard Bitstrips EdrawMax Creatly Smartdraw  Quizlet Inspiration

Graph 1. Teacher candidates’ evaluations on each Web 2.0 tool

As shown in the graph above, the most liked Web 2.0 tools were Powtoon (f=42), Quiz Maker (f=39)
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and Storyboard (f=38) and the least liked/unliked were Inspiration (f=14), Quizlet (f=14), Smartdraw (f=13)
and Creatly (f=13) applications. Answers of the teacher candidates regarding liked and disliked features of
these applications are presented in Table 11.

Table 11. Liked & disliked features of web 2.0 tools

Web 2.0 tools c E, i ‘; 2 5
§ § g § 2 > g 2 ."c_; —_
Features S N < 7 g § S N -§ g
< 3 p s 855 38 *°
Ease of use 14 16 7 14 17 15 21 11 14 129
Helps develop effective behaviour 12 15 12 9 8 6 10 16 12 100
Rich content 12 2 15 9 8 9 4 1 8 68
Entertaining 13 3 10 1 - 7 - 34
§ High quality animation program 8 - - - - - - - 8
% Presents ready templates -1 - 1 6 - - - - 8
Q  Turns classes into games 3 - - - - 4 - 7
S Affordable/economic 1 1 - - 1 - 1 - - 4
= Comprehensible 1 1 - - 1 1 - - 4
Enables creating selfresembling o i 5 i i i i ) 5
characters
Most used application - - - - - - - - 2 2
Total 61 42 34 45 41 31 37 9 36 366*
Complex usage 6 2 6 1 6 7 3 3 10 44
., Poor content -1 1 5 - 1 3 - - 11
g Not practicle/suitable for my
*?'; department (preschool teacher - - - - - - - 2 - 2
; candidates)
2 Incompatibility of Turkish characters -1 - - - - - - - 1
"é Total 6 4 7 6 6 8 6 5 10 58*

*Teacher candidates were allowed to state more than one opinion.

When Table 11 is examined, it is seen that the general features of Web 2.0 tools that are liked by the
candidate teachers are ease of use (f=129), helping develop effective materials (f=100) and presenting rich
content (f=68) being entertaining (f=34) feature was mostly stated for Powtoon, Bitstrips and Quizlet. The
main disliked features were stated as complex usage (f=44) and poor content (f=11).

All teacher candidates gave positive responses regarding the necessity of the course. Table 11 shows
the suggestions of the teacher candidates on “in what grade should the course be offered and why?”.

Teacher candidates’ recommendations regarding the content of the training program “Developing

Instructional Materials with Web 2.0 Tools” are presented in Table 12.

Table 12. Teacher candidates’s recommendations regarding the content of the training program
“Developing Instructional Materials with Web 2.0 Tools”

Recommendations f
Nothing needs to be changed 29
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Number of applications used in the course should be increased (Photoshop, Prezi etc.) 7
The intensity of the course content should be lessen 4
Class size should be reduced 2
Course hours should be increased 1
The program should include making practices in schools 1
Language of the applications used in the course should be Turkish 1
There should be more details regarding the content 1
Total 46

More than half of the teacher candidates thought there shouldn’t be any changes regarding the
content of the training program (f=29). Some of them recommended that number of applications used in the
course should be increased (f=7), the intensity of the course content should be lessen (f=4) and the class size
should be reduced (f=2).

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Prospective teachers stated that use of technology in education is beneficial in terms of learning
environment, teacher and course content. Similarly, they point out that use of Web 2.0 tools is easy and
helps the material preparation process. Together these two situations create the cognitive reactions of
prospective teachers to web 2.0 tools. Increasing attitudes of prospective teachers positively towards
technology and use of materials in the classroom environment constitutes their affective response. It is
thought that the cognitive and affective reactions occurring in prospective teachers will support the
formation of learning environments with Web 2.0 tools in their professional lives by transforming into
behavioral responses. Cakar (2018) reported that the perceived benefits and attitudes were influential on
the intentions of users. He also stated that this intention is decisive on the behavior to be achieved. Pazvant
(2017) found a strong relationship between attitude and intention; said that this relationship affected
positively the perceived benefit. The high perceived ease of use increases the behavioral intention (Khati,
2016).

“TAM" is a process that users’ attitude towards technology ultimately turn into behavior in the real
system where the perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use affect cognitive responses to using
technology (Davis, 1993). From this point of view, use of Web 2.0. tools in education as an external stimuli in
the context of this study, has some perceived usefulness such as attracting attention, ensuring permanent
learning, facilitating learning and teaching process and providing rich content. In this study, an appropriate
setting was created for a cognitive response since teacher candidates find the use of web 2.0 applications
easy and have the perception that it is useful. It is thought that will enable teacher candidates to develop
positive attitudes toward the use of technology in education. The body of literature includes all studies
indicating that the perceived usefulness is important in technology acceptance (Usluel & Mazman, 2010; Lee
& Coughlin, 2015), the perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use positively affect technology
acceptance (Ozer, Ozcan & Aktas, 2010) and affect behaviour in the real system (Celik & Ipcioglu, 2006);
perceived usefullness and ease of use effects teachers intention in using technology (Jeung, 2014).

Data obtained from the “Technology Attitude Scale” that was applied to teacher candidates were
examined and it was determined that the attitude scores regarding instructional technologies in creased in
the post-test. This indicates that the teacher candidates believe that they can use technology without
encountering any problems in the educational environment (Eyup, 2012). The teacher candidates who
participated in the research stated that it is necessary to use technology in education because technology
brings benefits to the learning environment, to teachers and also helps prepare instructional materials. Their
opinions about the advantages/benefits of technology in this regard were compatible with the findings in the
literature such as appealing the attention of the students (Derbel, 2017), facilitating learning (Pasa, Bolat &
Karatas, 2015), ensuring permanent learning (Prensky, 2009), supporting individual learning (Grant & Mims,
2009) and increasing students’ active participation in the class (Horzum, 2007). It is also known that use of
technology in teaching makes teaching more understandable, lasting, useful and fun (Simsek & Yildirim,
2016). Self-confidence of the participants towards using technology increased when they were allowed to
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use the technology practically in the classroom and adopted it as a habit (Tondeur, Pareja Roblin, van Braak,
Voogt & Prestridge, 2017). As a result of this study, it was determined that the average scores regarding
instructional material preparation obtained from the “Technology Attitude Scale” showed the highest
amount of increase in the post-test. It is known that the attitude towards technology and towards self-
confidence is important in terms of technology usage in education but is alone not enough (Koseoglu, 2012).
The increase in the knowledge of instructional material has a positive effect on attitude towards technology
(Tekin, Inci, Aslan & Yagiz, 2013).

Within the scope of the study, teacher candidates’ were informed about the instructional material and
as a result of this information process their attitudes towards technology use were affected positively. All
participant teacher candidates stated that “the use of technology in education is a necessity". Which
variables effect the technology integration is frequently asked in literature. Teacher candidates mentioned
some problems that they face (time constraints, infrastructure problems and classroom management
challanges) while using technology in the classroom. TAM is one of the models used for measuring the user's
technology acceptance, is a way of determining the teacher's intentions to use new technologies in
educational practices. In recent years using educational technologies in teacher education increased but
using technology and technology acceptance is still a problem for educational institutions (Berrett, Murphy,
& Sullivan, 2012). Although teacher candidates knows the importance of technology in teaching, learning
process and wants to integrate technology to the process, they are unable to integrate it into lessons
effectively (Tondeur, Pareja Roblin, van Braak, Voogt & Prestridge, 2017).

In the study conducted by Pelgrum (2001) in 26 countries, in relation to technology integration, some
obstacles were mentioned such as sufficient number of computers, inadequacy of teachers, difficulties in
integrating technology, lack of computer-assisted training time, inadequate hardware, lack of proper
software, insufficient time for the teacher, inadequate simultaneous access, lack of specialists and lack of
technical support. Despite the elapsed fifteen years, the teacher candidates mentioned the same problems
regarding technology use in education which indicated that the shortcomings of the integration point have
not been overcome.

Likewise, in the study of Cakir & Yildirim (2009) which was conducted to determine the opinions of the
computer teachers and teacher candidates on the factors affecting successful technology integraclasses,
limited access to technology, and inadequate knowledge of teachers negatively influence technology
integration in schools. However, the TAM model argues that using technology is not only based on technical
and managerial characteristics, but also on the personal characteristics, expectations and perceptions of
technology users, and that user perception can also affect this success (Akca & Ozer, 2012; 2013). From this
point of view, it is understood that the inadequacy of the technological infrastructure influences the use of
technology to a certain extent, but that the teachers who have a positive perception of using technology are
able to provide technology integration to their courses in all conditions (Venkatesh, Rabah, Fusaro, Couture,
Varela & Alexander, 2016).

When the data obtained from the “Attitude Scale for Material Use in the Classroom Environment”
were examined, it was found that there was a significant difference in favor of the post-test. Before the
training that was given in the context of this study, teacher candidates’ had a high level of positive attitude
toward using instructional materials but they also believed that use of material in the classroom is a waste
of time, it distracts students and/or restricts their imagination. After the training program these negative
opinions diminished significantly. This can be seen as an indicator that the participant teacher candidates are
more likely to use web 2.0 tools in their future professional lives. Web 2.0 tools are user-friendly and easy-
to-use applications and it is believed that they will make the lessons entertaining and increase the students’
technological literacy (Sadaf, Newby & Ertmer, 2012).

In line with the literature which guided the aims of this study, the instructional materials that teacher
candidates have developed within the context of this study were expected to make the lesson fun (Basarmak
& Mahiroglu, 2015), enable permanent learning (Tatar, Zengin & Kagizmanli, 2013) and facilitate the teaching
process (Coklar & Tercan, 2014). It is aimed that students know where and how to use these tools, make
appropriate tool selection for the purpose of the activity to be done, and develop materials by supporting
their field knowledge with web 2.0 tools (Elmas & Geban, 2012).
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The teacher candidates evaluated the content of the training program as positive concerning that it
helped them develop their imagination and gave the opportunity for application. On the other hand they
criticized the course content for being too intense. At the present time there are many Web 2.0 applications
and a growing number of applications are being developed. Criticisms about the intensity of the course
content should come under review but should not undercome the benefits that Web 2.0. applications provide
which are mentioned in the literature as getting students adopt group study habits, providing effective
learning, developing high level thinking abilities, enhancing individual development and fostering taking
responsibility (Horzum, 2010; Liu, Wang & Tai, 2016).

Teacher candidates stated that they liked Powtoon, Quiz Maker and Storyboard applications more
than Inspiration, Quizlet, Smartdraw and Creatly applications. Main reasons most teacher candidates like the
applications introduced in the training program were mentioned as being easy to use, helping to prepare
effective material and offering rich content. In a study on Web 2.0 applications, it is stated that applications
with similar content and interfaces are more prominent (Konstantinids, Theodosiadou & Pappos, 2013).
Some of the teacher candidates evaluated a number of applications as being complex and the content as
being insufficient. It is thought that some part of this criticism direction is due to teacher candidates’
incompetency in handling technology. Causes of negative attitudes of teachers towards technology were
mentioned as academic studies regarding educational technology were not persuasive for teachers, they can
not give up the old and dominant educational culture, they have not yet fully understood the benefits of the
technology assisted content and they are not encouraged to use technology in the classroom environment,
were not aware of in what degree they could integrate technology to their teaching and learning activities
(OECD, 2009; Scherer, Siddiq, & Tondeur, 2019).

The lack of perfect versions of Web 2.0 tools (the applications are in the developmental stage), the
short life span of some tools, a large number of different applications (users have to examine dozens of
applications and select the appropriate technology), the need for extra mental load and time could be shown
as some of these limitations (Yukselturk & Top, 2016). It is also stated in the literature that teacher candidates
do not have enough training on how to develop instructional materials and prepare samples for these
materials using the technology therefore they want to participate in a training program in this regard. (Inel,
Evrekli & Balim, 2011). In the light of these opinions, it is recommended that web 2.0 applications be
integrated into the related course contents and be included in the curriculum of the first years of
undergraduate study.

REFERENCES

Adcock, L., & Bolick, C. (2011). Web 2.0 tools and the evolving pedagogy of teacher education. Contemporary
Issues In Technology and Teacher Education, 11(2), 223-236.

Ajjan, H., & Hartshorne, R. (2008). Investigating faculty decisions to adopt Web 2.0 technologies: Theory and
empirical tests. The Internet and Higher Education, 11, 71-80.

Akca, Y., & Ozer, G. (2012). The use of technology acceptance model in enterprise resources planning
iImplementations. Business and Economics Research Journal, 3(2), 79-96.

Akca, Y., & Ozer, G. (2013). The effects of user characteristics on enterprise resource planning
iImplementation success and perceived organizational performance. Journal of Yasar University, 30(8),
4966-4984.

Almerich, G., Orellana, N., Suarez-Rodriguez, J., & Diaz-Garcia, |. (2016). Teachers’ information and
communication technology competences: A structural approach. Computers & Education, 100, 110-
125.

Basarmak, U., & Mahiroglu, A. (2015). Student opinions on the animated cartoons used in online learning
environment. International Journal of Eurasia Social Sciences, 6(19), 234-253.

Bassani, P. B. S., & Barbosa, D. N. F. (2018). Experiences with Web 2.0 in school settings: A framework to
foster educational practices based on a personal learning environment perspective. Educa¢éo em

14 www.mojet.net



MOJET Malaysian Online Journal of Educational Technology 2019 (Volume 7 - Issue 2)

Revista, 34, 1-27.

Berrett, B., Murphy, J., & Sullivan, J. (2012). Administrator insights and reflections: Technology integration in
schools. The Qualitative Report, 17(1), 200-221.

Brooks, T. A. (2003). Web search: how the web has changed information retrieval. Information Research,
8(3), 8-3.

Cakir, R., & Yildirim, S. (2009). What do computer teachers think about the factors affecting technology
Integration in schools?. Elementary Education Online, 8(3), 952-964.

Cakar, M. M. (2018). Reasons for using information technologies by entrepreneurs, analysis technology
acceptance model form: Manisa city examplary (Unpublished master’s thesis). lzmir Katip Celebi
University, lzmir.

Cameron, D. (2005, November). The next generation goes to university? Paper presented at The Journalism
Education Association Conference, Griffith University.

Can, S., & Kaymakci, G. (2016). Pre-service classroom teachers’ opinions about the use of technology In
education. The Journal of Academic Social Science, 4(34), 47-57.

Capar, T. (2012). The impact of effective use of materials by geography teachers on students? levels of
attitude, academic success and ability to remember: Izmir case study (Unpublished doctoral thesis).
Dokuz Eylul University, lzmir.

Celik, H., & Ipcioglu, i. (2006). Voluntary technology acceptance: a research on the acceptance behaviour of
Internet usage. Hacettepe University Journal of Economics and Administrative Sciences, 24(1), 111-159.

Chai, C. S., Koh, J. H. L., & Tsai, C. C. (2010). Facilitating preservice teachers' development of technological,
pedagogical, and content knowledge (TPACK). Journal of Educational Technology & Society, 13(4), 63-
73.

Ciftci, C. (2013). Technology use in Turkish literature, problems and solutions: A case study (Unpublished
master’s thesis). Ihsan Dogramaci Bilkent University, Ankara.

Coklar, A. N., & Tercan, i. (2014). Opinions of teachers toward the use of smart boards. Elementary Education
Online, 13(1), 48-61.

Creswell, J. W. (2015). A concise introduction to mixed methods research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Creswell, J. W., & Plano Clark, V. L. (2011). Designing and conducting mixed methods research (2nd ed.).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Davis, F. D. (1989). Perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use and user acceptance of information
technology. MIS Quarterly, 13(3), 319-339.

Davis, F. D. (1993). User acceptance of information technology: System characteristics, user perceptions and
behavioral impacts. International Journal of Man-Machine Studies, 38(3), 475-487.

Derbel, F. (2017). Technology-capable teachers transitioning to technology-challenged schools. Electronic
Journal of e-Learning, 15(3), 269-280.

Duhaney, D. C. (2012). Blended learning and teacher preparation programs. International Journal of
Instructional Media, 39(3), 197-203.

Elmas, R., & Geban, 0. (2012). Web 2.0 tools for 21st century teachers. International Online Journal of
Education Sciences, 4(1), 243-254.

Erdemir, N., Bakirci, H., & Eyduran, E. (2009). Ogretmen adaylarinin egitimde teknolojiyi kullanabilme
ozglivenlerinin tespiti. Turkish Science Education, 6(3), 99-108.

Ersen, A. N. (2014). The effect of mathematics teaching supported with material on (secondary school) 6th
student success, attitude, concern and permanency of learning (Unpublished master’s thesis). Firat
University, Elazig.

15 www.mojet.net



Malaysian Online Journal of Educational Technology 2019 (Volume 7 - Issue 2)

Ertmer, P. A., & Ottenbreit-Leftwich, A. T. (2010). Teacher technology change: How knowledge, confidence,
beliefs, and culture intersect. Journal of Research on Technology in Education, 42(3), 255-284.

Eylp, B. (2012). Turkish teacher candidates’ self-confidence about use of instructional technologies.
Adiyaman University Journal of Social Sciences, 5(9), 77-87.

Grant, M. M., & Mims, C. (2009). Web 2.0 in teacher education: Characteristics, implications and limitations.
Wired for Learning: An Educators Guide to Web, 2, 343-360.

Grosseck, G. (2009). To use or not to use web 2.0 in higher education?. Procedia-Social and Behavioral
Sciences, 1(1), 478-482.

Gunduz, S., & Odabasi, F. (2004). The importance of instructional technologies and material development
course at pre-service teacher education in information age. The Turkish Online Journal of Educational
Technology, 3(1),43-48.

Hargadon, S. (2008). Web 2.0 is the future of education. 15 Temmuz 2018.
http://www.stevehargadon.com/2008/03/web-20-is-future-ofeducation.html

Hirca, N., & Simsek, H. (2013). Enhancing and evaluating prospective teachers’ technopedagogical knowledge
Integration towards science subject. Necatibey Faculty of Education Electronic Journal of Science and
Mathematics Education, 7(1), 57-82.

Horzum, M. B. (2007). New web based instructional technologies: Web 2.0 tools. Educational Science &
Practice, 6(12), 99-121.

Horzum, M. B. (2010). Investigating teachers’ web 2.0 tools awareness, frequency and purposes of usage in
terms of different variables. International Journal of Human Sciences, 7(1), 603-634.

Hsu, P. S. (2016). Examining current beliefs, practices and barriers about technology integration: A case study.
TechTrends, 60(1), 30-40.

Huang, Y. M., Jeng, Y. L., & Huang, T. C. (2009). An educational mobile blogging system for supporting
collaborative learning. Educational Technology and Society, 12(2), 163-175.

Inel, D., Evrekli, E., & Balim, A. G. (2011). Views of science student teachers about the use of educational
technologies in science and technology course. Journal of Theoretical Educational Science, 4(2), 128-
150.

Ipek Akbulut, H., & Haliloglu Tatli, Z. (2013). Developing an attitude scale for pre-service student
teachers’material usage in classroom environment. Elementary Education Online, 12(3), 903-911.

Jeung, H. H. (2014). Understanding teachers’ continuance intentions towards distance training program: An
Extension of technology acceptance model. Journal of Lifelong Learning Society, 10(2), 229-262.

Joo, Y. J., Park, S., & Lim, E. (2018). Factors influencing preservice teachers’ intention to use technology:
TPACK, Teacher Self-efficacy, and Technology Acceptance Model. Journal of Educational Technology &
Society, 21(3), 48-59.

Kablan, Z., Topan, B., & Erkan, B. (2013). The effectiveness level of material use in classroom instruction: A
meta-analysis study. Educational Sciences: Theory & Practice, 13(3), 1629-1644.

Kam, H. J., & Katerattanakul, P. (2014). Structural model of team-based learning using Web 2.0 collaborative
software. Computers & Education, 76, 1-12.

Kaya, Z. (2006). Ogretim teknolojileri ve materyal gelistirme (2. Baski). Ankara: Pegem A Yayincilik.

Khati, Y. Z. S. (2016). The factors that affect students attitude of technology: a case study of technolojy
acceptance model (TAM) in Erbil — Iraq (Unpublished master’s thesis). Yuzuncu Yil University, Van.

King, W. R.,, & He, J. (2006). A meta-analysis of the technology acceptance model. Information &
Management, 43(6), 740-755.

Koh, J. H. L, Chai, C. S., & Lim, W. Y. (2017). Teacher professional development for TPACK-21CL: Effects on

16 www.mojet.net



Malaysian Online Journal of Educational Technology 2019 (Volume 7 - Issue 2)

teacher ICT integration and student outcomes. Journal of Educational Computing Research, 55(2), 172-
196.

Konstantinids, A., Theodosiadou, D., & Pappos, C. (2013). Web 2.0 tools for supporting teaching. Turkish
Online Journal of Distance Education, 14(4), 287-294.

Koseoglu, P. (2012). Hacettepe University prospective biology teachers' self confidence in terms of
technological pedagogical content. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 46, 931-934.

Lai, K. W., & Hong, K. S. (2015). Technology use and learning characteristics of students in higher education:
Do generational differences exist?. British Journal of Educational Technology, 46(4), 725-738.

Landis, J. R., & Koch, G. G. (1977). The measurement of observer agreement for categorical data. Biometrics,
33(1), 159-174.

Lee, C., & Coughlin, J. F. (2015). Perspective: older adults' adoption of technology: An integrated approach to
identifying determinants and barriers. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 32(5), 747-759.

Liu, C. C.,, Wang, P. C,, & Tai, S. J. D. (2016). An analysis of student engagement patterns in language learning
facilitated by web 2.0 technologies. ReCALL, 28(2), 104-122.

Lu, J., Lai, M., & Law, N. (2010). Knowledge building in society 2.0: Challenges and opportunities. In M. S.
Khine & I. M. Saleh (Eds). New science of learning: Computers, cognition and collaboration in education
(pp. 553-567). Newyork: Springer.

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

Majid, N. A. A. (2014). Integration of web 2.0 tools in learning a programming course. The Turkish Online
Journal of Educational Technology, 13(4), 88-94.

Mete, A. (2008). Exploring technology integration approaches and practices of preservice and in-service
English language teachers (Unpublished master’s thesis). Middle East Technical University, Ankara.

OECD (Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development) (2009). The new millennium learners: Main
findings. Paris: OECD. http://www.oecd.org/site/educeri21st/40554230.pdf

Ozer, G., Ozcan, M., & Aktas, S. (2010). Muhasebecilerin bilgi teknolojisi kullaniminin teknoloji kabul modeli
(TKM) ile incelenmesi. Journal of Yasar University, 3278-3293.

Pasa, S., Bolat, Y. |., & Karatas, F. O. (2015). Changes of the chemistry teacher candidates’ attitudes towards
and views about information and communication technologies: chembiodraw application. Journal of
Computer and Education Research, 3(6), 71-98.

Pazvant, E. (2017). Evaluation of the intention of using products with internet of things within the context of
technology acceptence model (Unpublished master’s thesis). Duzce University, Duzce.

Pelgrum, W. J. (2001). Obstacles to the integration of ICT in education: Results from a worldwide educational
assessment. Computers & Education, 37(2), 163-178.

Prensky, M. (2009). H. sapiens digital: from digital immigrants and digital natives to digital wisdom. Innovate:
Journal of Online Education, 5(3).

Prensky, M. (2010). Teaching digital naatives: partnering for real learning. California: Corwin A SAGE

Company.

Sadaf, A., Newby, T. J., & Ertmer, P. A. (2012). Exploring factors that predict preservice teachers’ intentions
to use web 2.0 technologies using decomposed theory of planned behavior. Journal of Research on
Technology in Education, 45(2), 171-195.

Scherer, R., Siddiq, F., & Tondeur, J. (2019). The technology acceptance model (TAM): A meta-analytic
structural equation modeling approach to explaining teachers’ adoption of digital technology in
education. Computers & Education, 128, 13-35.

17 www.mojet.net



MOJET Malaysian Online Journal of Educational Technology 2019 (Volume 7 - Issue 2)

Scherer, R., Tondeur, J., Siddiq, F., & Baran, E. (2018). The importance of attitudes toward technology for pre-
service teachers' technological, pedagogical, and content knowledge: Comparing structural equation
modeling approaches. Computers in Human Behavior, 80, 67-80.

Schepers, J., & Wetzels, M. (2007). A meta-analysis of the technology acceptance model: Investigating
subjective norm and moderation effects. Information & Management, 44(1), 90-103.

Sendag, S., Erol, O., Sezgin, S., & Dulkadir N. (2015). Preservice teachers’ critical thinking dispositions and web
2.0 competencies. Contemporary Educational Technology, 6(3), 172-187.

Sert, G., & Usluel, Y. K. (2009, July). The use of educational software in teaching in the context of technology
acceptance model. Paper presented at 9 Th International Educational Technology Conference,
Hacettepe University, Ankara.

Simsek, U., & Yildirim, T. (2016). The attitudes and opinions of social studies teacher candidates on the usage
of technology in education. International Journal of Human Sciences, 13(1), 632-649.

Taherdoost, H. (2018). Development of an adoption model to assess user acceptance of e-service technology:
E-Service Technology Acceptance Model. Behaviour & Information Technology, 37(2), 173-197.

Tatar, E., Zengin Y., & Kagizmanli, T. B. (2013). The use of dynamic mathematics software and interactive
whiteboard technology in mathematics teaching. Turkish Journal of Computer and Mathematics
Education, 4(2), 104-123.

Tatl, Z., ipek Akbulut, H., & Altinisik, D. (2016). The impact of Web 2.0 tools on pre-service teachers’ self
confidence levels about TPCK. Turkish Journal of Computer and Mathematics Education, 7(3), 659-678.

Tekin, N., Inci, T., Aslan, O., & Yagiz, D. (2013). Investigation of science and technology pre-service teachers’
attitude towards concept maps and concept mapping skills with respect to different variables. Journal
of Educational Sciences, 38, 133-148.

Teo, T. (2009). Modelling Technology acceptance in education: a study of pre-service teachers. Computers &
Education, 52, 302-312.

Tondeur, J., Pareja-Roblin, N., van Braak, J., Voogt, J., & Prestridge, S. (2017). Preparing beginning teachers
for technology integration in education: ready for take-off?. Technology, Pedagogy and Education,
26(2), 157-177.

Tondeur, J., van Braak, J., Ertmer, P. A., & Ottenbreit-Leftwich, A. (2017). Understanding the relationship
between teachers’ pedagogical beliefs and technology use in education: A systematic review of
qualitative evidence. Educational Technology Research and Development, 65(3), 555-575.

Topaloglu, S. (2008). Teacher's attitudes about using of information technology classroom: In Adapazari
(Unpublished master’s thesis). Sakarya University, Sakarya.

Turan, A. H. (2008, January). Factors effecting online shopping behaviors: a modelsuggestion with extended
technology acceptance model. Paper presented at Akademik Bilisim, Canakkale Onsekiz Mart
University, Canakkale.

Turan, A. H., & Colakoglu, B. E. (2008). Faculty’s acceptance and use of technology in higher education: An
empirical assessment at Adnan Menderes University. J. Dogus University, 9(1), 106-121.

Turkmen, H., Pedersen, J. E., & McCarty, R. (2007). Exploring Turkish pre-service science education teachers’
understanding of educational technology and use. Research in Comparative and International
Education, 2(2), 162-171.

Usluel, Y. K., & Mazman, S. G. (2010). Egitimde yeniliklerin yayilimi, kabulu ve benimsenmesi surecinde yer
alan Ggeler: Bir icerik analizi calismasi. Cukurova University Faculty of Education Journal, 3(39), 60-74.

Venkatesh, V., Morris, M. G., Davis, G. B., & Davis, F. D. (2003). User acceptance of information technology:
Toward a unified view. MIS quarterly, 27(3), 425-478.

Venkatesh, V., Rabah, J., Fusaro, M., Couture, A., Varela, W., & Alexander, K. (2016). Factors impacting

18 www.mojet.net



MO.’ET Malaysian Online Journal of Educational Technology 2019 (Volume 7 - Issue 2)

university instructors’ and students’ perceptions of course effectiveness and technology in tegration

in the age of Web 2.0. McGill Journal of Education/Revue des sciences de I'éducation de McGill, 51(1),
533-561.

Yilmaz, K., & Ayaydin, Y. (2015). Examination of in-service social studies teachers’ backgrounds and self-
efficacy beliefs in relation to instructional technologies: A qualitative study. Abant Izzet Baysal
University Journal of Faculty of Education, 15, 87-107.

Yukselturk, E., & Top, E. (2016). Web 2.0 teknolojilerinin ogretmen egitiminde kullanimi. In K. Cagiltay ve Y.

Goktas (Eds.), Ogretim Teknolojilerinin Temelleri Teoriler, Arastirmalar, Egilimler (pp. 555-570). Ankara:
Pegem Akademi.

Appendix
1. Why do you think technology is a necessity in education? Please explain.
2. What are possible challenges regarding the use of technology in courses? Please explain.

3. What are your evaluations /comments regarding the materials developed in the training program?
Please explain.

4. What are your evaluations about the course developed according to Web 2.0 ? Please explain.

5. What are your evaluations on each Web 2.0 tool? Please explain.

6. What do you recommend regarding the content of the training program “Developing Instructional
Materials with Web 2.0 Tools”? Please explain.
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