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Abstract
The purpose of the present study is to descridentgghobia tendencies among the pre-service teaddesiles,
is to investigate the differentiation according dender, computer experience, computer self-efficany
technology related beliefs as a related pre-seteaehers’ technophobia levels. The study is coteduwith the
survey methods and the research group consist2@ié$tudents enrolled in teacher training gradpetgrams
(the non- thesis Master of Arts programs) that affered in the Ankara University, Graduate Schobl o
Educational Sciences in 2009-2010. The researckepacluded the Turkish versions of the Rosen &ilWe
(1992, 1995) The Computer Anxiety Rating Scale, @oter Thoughts Scale, Computer Attitudes Scale
(Technophobia Scales Packet) (Ursav2010) and a set of demographic questions inctudender, computer
experience, beliefs and computer self-efficacy. Tésults show that most of the pre-service teacheh®
participated in this study, have technophobia ten@s low or moderate/high levels. Also, the teghubia
tendencies did not differ significantly according dender. However, statistically significant difaces were
detected according to technology experience, Isetintl self-efficacy.

Key words: technophobia, pre-service teachers, gender, teldgy experience and beliefs

INTRODUCTION

Technophobia in the broadest sense defines theenmicfears and attitudes obstructing the use of
new technologies and the negative reactions agtiestuse. The concept stems from the “computer
phobia” derived by Jay (1981) (Rosen and MaguiB®0). Jay defines the computer phobia as the
computer related fear or concerns, hostile andesgiyre thoughts about computer and resistance
against using, thinking of and even talking abaunputers. Based on this concept, Rosen and Well
(1992) developed technophobia concept as a tygghobia towards computer based technologies.
Accordingly, there are three basic indicators @ht®phobia: to get anxious about the present and
future of the computer based technologies; haviegative attitudes against the computers, their
functions and social impacts and negative cognitegarding the use of personal computer (Rosen
and Weil, 1992; Gilbert, Lee-Kelley & Barton, 2003)day there is no common opinion on the use
of the concept and concepts like computer fear,peer phobia, technophobia, technology fear,

cyber phobia and computer hatred are used synorshyndupon the literature review, it is seen that

many researches on technophobia base on the RodeWaeil (1992) approach and are built on the
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anxiety, fear and negative attitudes related to dhmputer based technologies (e.g. Gilbert, Lee-
Kelley and Barton, 2003; Sinkovics, Stottinger, I8gelmilch and Ram, 2002).

The fact that computer based technologies affecptbfessional and social life in almost layerhad t
society makes technophobia a psychological varitide needs to be focused on with its resources
and impacts. Studies conducted on groups like stadpolice, teachers, civil servants who have had
to interact with these technologies in their prefesal lives throughout the nineties indicate that
almost one third of them demonstrate technophobedigpositions (Marcolulides, Mayers and
Wiseman, 1995; Chau, Chen and Wong, 1999; RoseMagdire, 1990; Brosnan and Thorpe, 2006).
Brosnan (1999) explains the reasons of technophbdged on the technology acknowledgement
model developed by Davis (1986). Accordingly, tidag@tation of the individual to the technology is
influenced by two psychological processes. These the perceived usefulness that defines the
perception of the individual regarding the abilityuse the concerned technology easily for a certai
task and the perceived ease of use that defingsehigption regarding the effort he expect to spend
while realizing that job. According to Brosnan (999computer related concerns are in relation with
attitude, self-efficacy perceptions and the undegyexperiences. It is seen in the literature thate

are studies on the relations between the technagphmiedispositions and the elements like age,
gender, ethnic origin, negative cognition developgdinst the computer technologies in the early age
academic major, computer ownership, cognitive daigon as well as the above variables {kaya-
Mumcu and Altun, 2008; Rosen and Maigure, 1994;sBam and Thorpe, 2006; Rosen and Maigure,
1990; Brosnan and Davidson, 1994; Rosen, Sears\Wail 1987; Brosnan and Davidson, 1996;
Korukonda, 2005; Chou, 2003).

Clinical studies on technophobia reveal that tlidvidual with this predisposition possesses sixdas
phobia indicators. These are; excessive and basédes from information technologies, showing
constant anxiety reaction when subjected to thesknblogies, avoidance from these technologies,
otherwise tolerating them with high level of anyigthe fact that this anxiety or avoidance hindbes
academic, professional or social life of the indual or causes stress and that this condition &sts

least for 6 months (Brosnhan, 1998; Brosnan and gehd2006). Kekaya-Mumcu and Altun (2008),
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however, suggest five basic indicators relatedetdhvhophobia based on different definitions. These
are finding technology complex and useless, avaeldrom/resistance against technology, high level
of anxiety, negative attitude against technologg hate from technology. Accordingly, the existence
of one or more of these indicators in an individiral different ways and densities indicates
technophobia. Korukonda (2005), too, similarly esgihes the fact that the technophobia
predisposition and therefore its indicators mawteai different individuals with different levels.

The literature shows that there are various studiesducted for reducing the technophobia
predisposition. For example, Rosen, Sears and \{€B3) and Brosnan and Thorpe (2006)
considered technophobia as condition of anxietyfaadcreated by negative experiences of early ages
just like other phobia types and developed corgdolomputer experience environments to reduce the
computer anxiety by taking advantage of the clanziety reduction techniques. The studies showed
that these environments might reduce the anxielyamoidance conditions of the individuals against
the computer technology.

When we consider the responsibility expected freachers to effectively benefit from technology in
today’s education processes, technophobia predigposf teachers comes forward as a condition
that needs to be focused on. According to RosenVded (1995), an important factor behind the
avoidance of the teachers from utilizing informatiechnologies despite there are facilities avéglab
in their schools and classrooms is the technophotgedispositions and the condition of anxiety and
avoidance. Other studies concentrate on the fattttie technology related resistance and fear of
teachers would have influences not only in beredjttrom the information technologies but also thei
condition of transferring the technology literadylls to the students. These studies also reveal th
necessity to determine the causes of the fear egidtance of the teachers and to produce solutions.
(Glrcan-Namlu, 2002; Shapka and Ferrari, 2003pyd.land Albion (2005) consider technophobia as
a fundamental cause of the teacher resistanceedréatthe process of infusing the information
technologies to education through an approach gegteeacher in the reform and change movements
and change process at school. This study dealsthétidifferences of the technophobia levels and

technophobia predispositions of the pre-servicehes according to the social factors, gender,



Pre-Service Teachers And Technology: Gender, Téogyn&xperience, Beliefs And Predisposition To fiephobia. BARDAKCI,
ALAKURT, AKYUZ & SAMSA, Paper Presentit, International Internet Education Conference &hibition, September 14-16, 2010,
Cairo/ Egypt.

computer technology experience, self-efficacy patioa and their opinion on the impacts of the new
technology.

METHOD
Study GroupThe study has been patterned in the survey mdtelresearch data has been obtained
from 266 master students of teaching at the Ankdmaversity Education Sciences Institute. The
breakdown of the study group per gender and defiedds are as follows. Gender: 34 women
(87.22%) 232 men (12.78%). Degree field: Numeratds 94 (35.34%), social fields 46 (17.29%),
linguistic 91 (34.21%), vocational education 30.2BPA).
Data Collection Instrumentdn the data collection process, the Technologyiéty Scale Package
developed by Rosen and Weil (1992, 1995) and addpt&urkish by Ursava(2010) has been used.
In this package, there are three instruments & Pivint Likert Scale each consisting of 20 itenes,
Computer Thought (CTS), Computer Anxiety (CARS) @wmputer Attitude (CAS). The Cronbach
Alpha Internal Consistency Coefficients of the instents obtained in relation to their original and
Turkish forms are respectively as follows: CTS:,.8®8; CARS: .95, .94; CAS: .75, .72 (Rosen and
Weil, 1992; Ursavg 2010). In this present study, the coefficienss@termined as follows: CTS: .83;
CARS: .92; CAS: .41. Rosen and Weil (1992) grouwptéthnophobia levels of the participants as “no
technophobia, low technophobia, moderate/high tgghobia” according to the score ranges obtained
from CTS, CARS and CAS. Accordingly it is determdntat the technophobia predisposition of the
individual is moderate/high if he has moderate/rsgbre from at least one of these three instruments
low if he has low score from at least one instruimamd no technophobia if his score from all
instruments is no technophobia. The point rangethise three levels are as follows (Ursa2®10).
No technophobia (CTS: 69-100, CARS: 20-41, CAS:168); low technophobia (CTS: 61-68,
CARS: 42-49, CAS: 56-63), moderate/high technogh@BiTS: 20-60, CARS: 50-100, CAS: 20—
55). Apart from these three measurement instrunmiantise study, the scale package also included a
group of demographical questions developed by gékearchers containing various opinion related to

gender, computer experience, efficacy perceptiahtechnology.
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Analysis Rosen and Weil (1992) score ranges have beeninseder to determine the technophobia
levels of the study group. While studying the cleamg the technophobia level according to the
demographic variables like gender and experieftngetdtal scores obtained from three measurement
instruments and the CAS and CTS items were includede scoring by being reversed enabling the
total point from the scales to indicate high tegitrabia. In the analysis process, indepenti¢ests

and one way analysis of variance (ANOVA) have bemsed. Among the Post Hoc multiple

comparison tests, Scheffe is used to determinestigons of differences in ANOVA.

FINDINGS
Technophobia Levels of the Pre-service teaché@ise technophobia levels of the study group have
been determined as CTS, CARS, CAS and General dptiobia Level based on the Rosen and Well
(1992) score ranges. This is given in Table 1.

Table 1. Technophobia predispositions of the StBdyup in total and in sub dimensions.

CTS CARS CAS General
Tecnophobia L.
f % f % f % f %
No 158 59.40 127 47.74 145 5451 80 30.1
Low 70 26.32 43 16.17 103 38.72 69 25.9

Moderate/High 38 14.29 96 36.09 18 6.77 117 44.0

When Table 1 is examined, it is seen that majoatythe pre-service teachers has low or
moderate/high technophobia predispositidn =( 186, % = 69.9). When the dimension of
technophobia is examined, it is seen that the mahwobia of the pre-service teachers are caused by
computer anxietied € 139, % = 52.25% and then by negative attitude towards compuiterl1, %

= 45.49).

Gender When the gender based change of the total tetiohogp scores of the participants are

examined with independertitest, it is seen that there are no significanfediinces between the
technophobia scores of the female participaﬁsz( 150.34, SD = 1.65) and that of male participants

(Y = 149.63, SD = 1.65) (p = .70). Again, when thedgr based technophobia levels over the Rosen
and Weil (1992) score ranges, it is seen that wuhobia levels among female and male groups are

similar over moderate/high technophobia (womem: 17, % 50; menf = 100, % 43.10 ), low
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technophobia (womeri:= 8, % 23.52; merf.= 63, % 27.26) and no technophobia levels (worhen:

9, % 26.40; mert. = 69, % 29.74). Based on these findings, it candie that the technophobia levels
of the participants do not vary per gender.

Experience and Efficacy Perceptiohen the technophobia levels of the participamnes examined
according to their computer ownership time, itéers that the technophobia levels vary according to
the duration of personal computer ownership. Thighiown in Table 2.

Table 2. Change of technophobia levels per thetidaraf computer ownership

Don’t own 1-3 years 4-6 years 7-9 years 10 years or
(n=25) (n=67) (n=83) (n=43) more F
(n=47) (df=4,264)

X SD X SD X SD X SD X SD
Technophobia 157.07 19.62 155.00 22.99 153.75 23.286.59 28.28 137.55 25.77 5.04
CTS 50.76 7.47 4951 9.67 49.63 10.74 4497 1254.614 11.89 3.99
CARS 46.92 1580 46.68 14.03 45.08 13.35 43.15 716.36.56 15.13 3.74
CAS 56.23 6.45 55.87 6.24 56.11 578 5595 6.91 943. 7.39 1.02

7 p< .01; p<.05

As a result of the Post Hoc analyses, it is seatttie technophobia levels of the participants oga
computer for 10 years or more are significantlyéowhan those who don’'t own a personal computer
and those owning a computer for 1-3 years and dasy The similar outcome is seen in the CARS
dimension too. When the change of the technophlgviels of the participants according to their
computer related self-efficacy perception, it i®rse¢hat there are differences in the technophobia
levels depending on the condition of self-efficatgomputer. This is expressed in Table 3.

Table 3. Difference of the technophobia levels ediog to their computer related self-efficacy

perception.

Insufficient-Partly Sufficient-Perfect
sufficient f=138) (n=125)

X SD X SD t
Technophobia  158.91  20.87 140.95 25.80 6.25
CTS 52.41 9.18 43.34 10.76 7739
CARS 46.80 13.58 40.53 15.82 347
CAS 56.82 5.87 54.39 6.84 311

“p<.01

As a result of the analyses, it is seen that thbengphobia levels of the participants who believe t

have sufficient-perfect computer skills are sigmfitly lower than the participants who believe to

have insufficient-partly sufficient technophobiadés.
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For the experience aspect, based on the idea hiaatthe computer based technology related
experiences of the participants coming from différacademic areas will vary, the changes of the
technophobia levels according to the specialismeaamined and it is seen that the technophobia
level is influenced by the academic specialismsTéiexpressed in Table 4.

Table 4. Changes of the technophobia levels acuptdi the academic specialism

Numeric fields Social fields Linguistic Vocational ed.

(n=94) (n=46) (n=91) (n=30) F

X SD X SD X SD X SD (df=3,260)
Technophobia 142.74 25.11 157.69 24.18 156.03 22.942.03 24.07 7.41
CTS 46.76 12.00 50.04 10.93 49.16 9.59 44.78 10.2017
CARS 38.33 13.28 47.43 14.38 48.37 1560 40.08 013.9.30
CAS 55.03 7.19 57.03 6.49 5572 586 5436 539 81.3

7 p<.01; *p<.05

When we examine the causes of the differencess #eien that the technophobia levels of the
participants coming from numeric fields are sigrafitly lower than those coming from social
sciences and linguistics. In terms of computer etgxaspect, it is seen that the anxiety level ef th
participants coming from the numeric fields is digantly lower than those coming from the social
fields. It is also seen that there are significananges in the technophobia levels for all of the
independent variables related to experience arfebBiglacy. Based on these facts, it is possible to
state that the technophobia predispositions aracegtlas the computer related experiences of the
participants increase and their self-efficacy pgtioas are improved.

Interest and Belief in Technolagywhen the changes of the technophobia levelseoptrticipants are
examined according to their opinion on the willingks to possess new technologies, the obligation t
keep pace with the technology, the facilitationlitd by technology and the harmful effects of
technology, it is seen that the technophobia levafg significantly according to all of these vénliss.
Table 5 shows the changes of the technophobia sleg€lthe participants according to their
willingliness to follow new technologies.

Table 5. The changes of the technophobia levelsrdicry to willingliness to follow new technologies

Yes Partially No
(n=46) (n=154) (n=65) F
X SD X SD X SD  (df=4,264)
Technophobia 143.41 27.27 148.72 2424 15929 22638
CTS 4332 1155 47.92 10.70 51.84 9.70 8.72

CARS 44.29 17.25 42.87 14.83 45.82 13.45 .92
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CAS 53.51 7.78 55.25 5.91 58.25 5.86 g.61
7 p< .01; p<.05

When Table 5 is examined, it is seen that the tgghobia levels of the participants wishing to fallo
new technologies are significantly lower than thaé® partially have or don’t have this wish. When

the ideas of the participants on the facilitatidrife by technology are examined, it is seen it
technophobia levels of those who believe that teldgy makes life easierxz 146. 77, SD= 26.71)
are significantly lower than those who don't bedieiv (Y: 157.83, SD= 19.87) (t =3.38, p< .01).
Again, the technophobia levels of the participamte think technology has harmful effectg(z

155.20, SD= 24.13) are significantly higher thaosawho don’t think sz = 145.05, SD= 25.04} (
= 3.34, p< .01). All these variables reveal thattibchnophobia levels of the participants with {baesi

ideas on technology are significantly lower.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
The study reveals that the majority of the pre-serteachersf(= 186,% 69.9) has low or moderate
/high technophobia predisposition. When the techobja levels are examined in terms of gender, it
is seen that there are no significant changes leetwee female and male participants in their génera
technophobia predispositions or in their levelsa@hputer anxiety, opinion and attitude. Similathg
female and male participants with no technophob@y technophobia and moderate/high
technophobia are equally distributed. The findinggtch with a similar study conducted by Ursava
and Karal (2009) on the pre-service teachers irk@yurin his study where he examines the relation
between the gender and computer attitudes, Brogi29v) stresses on the fact that the differences
arising from the new technology related attitudd esage conditions are caused by the social gender
roles and thereby early chance of men to have exerience in these technologies rather than by the
inherent gender characteristics. It is believeat the reason of the fact that there are no sigamifi
differences of the technophobia levels based odeetoday contrary the case during nineties is the

equal interaction of both sexes with technology.
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Another important conclusion revealed is that teehhophobia levels of the pre-service teachers
decrease as their computer experiences and comglaézd self-efficacy perceptions increase. This
suggests the importance of positive experiencescomputer technologies in reducing the
technophobia predispositions of the pre-serviceltess. Rosen, Sears and Weil (1993) and Brosnan
and Thorpe (2006) show that the positive computgregences in the controlled environment in
clinical studies might decrease the technophobiadippositions. In this case, increasing the
interaction possibilities of pre-service teacheihwomputer based technologies can be put forward
as a proposal that may decrease the technophekimrihe long term. The study also reveals that th
technophobia predispositions decrease as the y@&igliefs and thoughts of the pre-service teachers
increase. While Ajzen (2005) deals in his planatiifude theorem with the beliefs and values of the
individual as the source of the attitude towardsoaject and the underlying manner behind this
attitude, he puts to the base of these elemenisdhedual experiences related to the object firsan

and Lowther (2010), in a study they conducted oB2l8achers to determine the elements that
influence the infusion process of education witthteology at schools, revealed that the two basic
variables significantly affecting the adaptationirfbrmation technologies to classroom practices ar
the beliefs of teachers in technology and theadimess to use it. They also suggest the source of
these processes consists of the support providdteio at the school as well as their computersskill
and experiences. Based on these points, it is dafoantal proposal that technology supported
practices should be given more importance in taathming process in order to provide contribution
to the belief and thought development processestardkvelop the readiness of benefitting from

technology in education process by increasing teelinology competencies.
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