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ABSTRACT 
With the advances in science and technology, the use of technology in education continues to become 
widespread. This situation also increases importance of studies on teachers' attitudes towards the use of 
technology in education. The present study aimed to examine the relationship between teacher attitudes 
concerning technology use in education and autonomy behaviors. Analyzes were carried out with the data 
collected from a total of 440 teachers. According to the analysis results, teacher attitudes concerning technology 
use in teaching do not change according to gender and school type, but according to their education level. While 
the autonomy behaviors of teachers do not vary in relation to their gender and education level, it differs 
according to the type of school they work. The attitudes of teachers regarding technology use in teaching and 
autonomy behaviors do not differ according to their professional seniority. According to the order of importance, 
the teacher's teaching process autonomy and professional communication autonomy behaviors significantly 
predict their attitudes regarding technology use in education. These two variables together explain 30% of 
teachers' attitudes toward technology use in education. 
Keywords: Use of technology, technology attitude, teacher autonomy, educational technology. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
The developments in science and technology continue continuously, and these developments affect social life in 
different ways. The rapid advancement of technology leads to changes in many areas such as health, industry, 
education and so on. Along with the technological developments, different needs emerged in the education and 
instruction environments, which led the educators to use technology actively. 
 
The current changes in technology affect the education and competencies necessary for the individuals in the 
information society to benefit from technology effectively and to be successful in the technological environment 
(Durak & Seferoğlu, 2017). In order to keep up with these changes, teachers' acquiring the necessary technology 
usage skills is among the important topics in education. Along with the technological developments, the changes 
in the education systems also make changes compulsory in the learning-teaching activities. Especially in 
secondary and higher education institutions, the use of technology is increasing and teachers' use of technology 
is becoming almost mandatory (Yılmaz, 2016). 
 
Reflections of technology, defined as the organized application of scientific or other systematic information 
(Galbraith, 2007), has led to emergence of the field of educational technology in the educational process. 
Educational technology was initially limited to the tools and materials used in education, but it has developed 
over time and has become a discipline covering a wide range from human and technology interaction to 
application technologies (Şimşek et al., 2008). According to Alkan (1998), education technology is a functional 
structuring of learning and education processes provided that the necessary knowledge and skills are used to 
control education in general and particularly learning. Educational technology is a process that includes the 
design, implementation, evaluation and development of learning-teaching processes (Alkan, 2005). Similarly, 
educational technology is expressed as a process in which technological tools are put into the service of 
education, including the planning, design, production, presentation and evaluation of education by Girginer and 
Özkul (2002). İşman (2003), on the other hand, explains educational technology as the application of all 
theoretical and practical studies as a program in enrichment and development processes of teaching areas in 
order to ensure effective learning. 
 
Öksüz et al. (2009) state that many educators and researchers agree that technology use in teaching improves the 
education system. Through technology, solutions are sought for possible problems in education and an optimistic 
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perspective is presented that this search will produce positive results (Alkan, 1998). It is possible to increase the 
quality in learning-teaching processes and to make these processes more efficient and effective for teachers and 
students through educational technologies (Uşun, 2000). Providing multiple learning environments, meeting the 
individual needs of students and increasing their interest are some of the benefits of educational technologies 
(Yalın, 2003). With educational technologies, it is easier to reach the goals, lessons become more interesting, 
time is saved and more permanent learning can be provided (Katrancı & Uygun, 2013). It is stated that with 
technology use in the classroom environment, the interest, learning, curiosity and willingness of the students 
increase, the work of the teachers becomes easier, and a rich teaching environment is provided to the teachers 
and students (Kenar, 2012). 
 
The use of technology in education brings various changes with it in the roles of teachers. Technology 
knowledge of teachers is seen as an important component that should be included in professional competencies 
(Mishra & Kohler, 2006; Zhao, 2003). The ability to use technology effectively in educational processes is 
closely related to the competencies and attitudes of teachers in the field of technological development (Yılmaz, 
2016). It is suggested that an interaction and cooperation between students and teachers have developed with the 
use of technology in education (Alexiou-Ray et al., 2003). However, it is not known how the use of technology 
in education affects teacher autonomy. 
 
Teacher autonomy refers to teachers' having desire, freedom and competence to control their teaching and 
learning processes (Huang, 2005). It represents the power and freedom to make decisions about teachers' 
professional activities (Feldmann, 2011). According to Öztürk (2012), teacher autonomy is the free movement of 
teachers to plan, implement and decide on professional activities. Of course, this freedom comes with 
accountability and competence. Teacher autonomy is based on the professional competencies of teachers, 
making decisions concerning the teaching process, school and students (Çolak, 2016). Ramos (2006) states that 
teacher autonomy should be handled within the framework of awareness, self-awareness, responsibility, struggle 
with difficulties, participation and cooperation, and role changes. While autonomy in the traditional sense is seen 
as the teacher making decisions independently from colleagues and managers and acting alone, in contemporary 
sense, it is expressed as teachers acting in cooperation with colleagues and managers, making decisions based on 
their professional competencies (Çolak et al., 2017). 
 
Teacher autonomy has an important place in teaching processes (Gurganious, 2017). Teacher autonomy, gaining 
importance increasingly, is seen as an important determinant in the effectiveness of education. However, the 
autonomy of teachers is not adequately supported in Turkey and many factors that limit the autonomy of teachers 
exist. Taking all decisions about teaching issues from the center precludes teachers from organizing the 
educational setting by considering the needs of their students and by utilizing their competencies (Çolak & 
Altınkurt, 2017; Çolak et al., 2017). Instead of just waiting for teachers to perform the tasks assigned to them, 
supporting them to have the freedom to make decisions in the education and training process by using their 
knowledge and skills will produce more positive results (Çolak & Altınkurt, 2017). Therefore, determining how 
technology use in education relates to teacher autonomy is important. 
 
In the literature, it is understood that studies concerning the use of technology in education are generally carried 
out within the framework of teacher competencies, opinions or attitudes (Çil, 2008; Emiroğlu, 2016; Dargut & 
Çelik, 2014; Demir et al., 2011; Durak & Seferoğlu, 2017; Öztürk, 2006; Şahin. and Namlı, 2018; Şimşek & 
Yıldırım, 2016; Yılmaz, 2016). As a result of a comprehensive content analysis study that examines the 
international studies concerning technology use of teachers, it is seen that the most discussed topics are teachers’ 
using information and communication technologies as well as the factors that affect their use of those 
technologies (Sert et al., 2012). According to a similar survey conducted in Turkey, the most extensively studied 
issues are teachers’ using information technology for instructional purposes, teachers’ competencies in using 
technology, attitudes, perceptions and beliefs and their opinions about technology usage (Kurtoğlu & Seferoğlu, 
2013). In the studies related to teacher autonomy, various variables such as school climate (Blömeke & Klein, 
2013; Çolak & Altınkurt, 2017), job satisfaction (Çolak et al., 2017; Perie & Baker, 1997), learner autonomy 
(Vieira, 2010; 2020; Yazıcı, 2016) student achievement (Ayral et al., 2014; Gurganious, 2017) and teaching 
styles (Baradaran, 2016) are discussed. However, there is no study investigating the relationship between the use 
of technology in education and teacher autonomy. Accordingly, the current study aimed to examine the 
relationship between teacher attitudes regarding technology use in education and teacher autonomy. For the 
purpose of the study, answers to the following questions are sought: 

1. Do teachers attitudes concerning technology use in education differ according to gender, school type, 
education level and professional seniority significantly? 
2. Do teachers' autonomy behaviors differ in relation to type of school, gender, education level and 
professional seniority significantly? 
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3. Do autonomy behaviors of teachers (teaching process autonomy, curriculum autonomy, professional 
development autonomy, and professional communication autonomy) significantly predict their attitudes 
concerning technology use in teaching? 

 
METHOD 
Research Model 
A survey and correlational model were utilized in the study. Survey models are defined as research approaches 
that aim to describe a situation that existed in the past or already (Karasar, 2005). In correlational model, the 
degree and direction of the changes are tried to be determined (Fraenkel et al., 2011). 
 
Study Group 
The study group are composed of 440 teachers that work in various public and private schools affiliated to the 
Ministry of National Education. The group was determined by convenience sampling technique. In this 
technique, in accordance with the objective of the research, accessible groups are selected from which 
comprehensive data can be obtained (Fraenkel et al., 2011). Descriptive statistics related to the study group are 
provided in Table 1 below. 
 

Table 1: Descriptive statistics related to demographical status of participants  
  f % 
Gender Female 266 60.5 
 Male 174 39.5 
Branch Primary school teacher 100 22.7 
 English teacher 55 12.5 
 Mathematics teachers 48 10.9 
 School counselor 28 6.4 
 Science teacher 23 5.2 
 Information Technologies teacher 20 4.5 
 Other 166 37.8 
Seniority 1-5 years 114 25.9 
 6-10 years 93 21.1 
 11-15 years 85 19.3 
 16-20 years 70 15.9 
 20 years and over 78 17.7 
Education level Associate 6 1.4 
 Bachelor 346 78.6 
 Graduate 88 20.0 
School level Primary School 137 31.1 
 Middle School 169 38.4 
 High School 134 30.5 
School type Public 388 88.2 
 Private 52 11.8 
Technological devices used mostly Computer 274 62.3 
 Smart board 252 57.3 
 Phone 102 23.2 
 
As seen in Table 1, 60.5% of the participants are female, while 39.5% are male. Primary school teachers 
(22.7%), English teachers (12.5%) and Mathematics teachers (10.9%) constitute the most frequent group of 
participants in terms of their branches. In terms of seniority, participants working for 1-5 years (25.9%) 
constitute 78.6% of undergraduate degree graduates in terms of education level, 38.4% of middle school level 
employees in terms of school level, and 88.2% of public-school teachers in terms of school type. When the 
technological tools that teachers use most frequently in the educational process are taken into consideration, it is 
understood that computers (62.3%), smart board (57.3%) and telephone (23.2%) are used respectively. 
 
Data Collection Tools 
In this study, Demographical Information Form, Scale of Attitude towards Technology and Teacher Autonomy 
Scale were used to collect data.  
 
Demographical Information Form: It was developed by researchers to collect data on the demographic 
characteristics of the participants. In this form, there are questions about participants' gender, age, professional 
seniority, type of school they work, etc.  
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Scale of Attitude towards Technology: Yavuz (205) developed Scale of Attitude towards Technology in order to 
determine teacher attitudes concerning technology. The scale, which consists of 19 items, has five factors. The 
total variance explained by these five factors is 60.64%. Factor load values of the items in the scale range 
between .53 and .78. Item-total correlation values for the scale varying between .24 and .68 and Cronbach's 
Alpha coefficient is .87. Cronbach's Alpha coefficient of the scale used in the current study was calculated as 
.87. 
The scale includes 13 positive, and 6 negative items. Each item in the scale is evaluated with a five-point rating 
that is expressed as "I strongly agree (5)", "I agree (4)", "I am indecisive (3)", "I disagree (2)" and "I strongly 
disagree (1)". Negative items are coded reversely while scoring. 
Teacher Autonomy Scale: Teacher Autonomy Scale was developed by Çolak and Altınkurt (2017). The scale, 
consisting of a total of 17 items, has four factors. These factors are; teaching autonomy, curriculum autonomy, 
professional development autonomy, and professional communication autonomy. The variance explained by this 
four-factor structure is 63.84%. The factor load values for the items in the scale ranged from .51 to .86. 
Goodness of fit indices that were obtained by confirmatory factor analysis of the scale are χ2 / sd = 2.23, GFI = 
.90, AGFI = .86, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .06, CFI = .97, IFI = .97, NFI = .94, NNFI = .96, PGFI = .66. The 
item-total correlation values of the scale ranging between .47 and .76, while the Cronbach's Alpha coefficient 
was found to be between .78 and .85 for the factors and it was .89 for the entire scale. In this study, Cronbach's 
Alpha coefficient of the scale was calculated between .81 and .93 for factors and .95 for the entire scale. 
 
Total score can be obtained from the scale. The increase in the score obtained from the scale shows that the 
autonomy behaviors of the teachers increases. Items in the scale are answered between “strongly disagree (1)” 
and “strongly agree (5)”. There are not any reverse coded items in the scale. 
Statistical Analyses 
 
SPSS 25 was used to analyze data. Depending on the research questions, independent samples t test, one way 
variance analysis (ANOVA) and stepwise regression analysis were conducted. The upper limit of the margin of 
error is taken as .05. 
 
Normality assumption for independent samples t-test and ANOVA was checked by examining the kurtosis and 
skewness coefficients and histogram graph. The kurtosis and skewness coefficients between -3 and +3 show that 
the normality assumption is met (Kline, 2011). The Levene test result established that the variances were 
distributed homogeneously for all subgroups, and the analyzes were performed assuming the variances were 
homogeneous. After independent samples t-test, "Cohen's d" values were examined to find out the effect size of 
independent variables on dependent variables. That Cohen's d value is less than 0.2 shows that the effect size is 
low, 0.5 is medium, and greater than 0.8 is considered high (Cohen, 1988). 
 
For stepwise regression analysis, sample size, univariate and multivariate outliers, normality, linearity, 
homoscedasticity, multicollinearity and independence of errors assumptions were examined (Hair et al., 2014). 
No outliers were found in the data set and it was concluded the sample size of 440 people was adequate in 
accordance with the criteria [n ≥ 50 + 8m (the number of independent variables in m]] provided by Tabachnick 
and Fidell (2012). The scatter plots of the residues were examined, and it was observed that the assumptions of 
normality, linearity and homoscedasticity were met. For multicollinearity assumption, that the correlation 
coefficient between variables is less than .90 (Field, 2009), VIF (Variance Inflation Factor) is less than 10 and 
TV (Tolerance Value) is greater than .10 are taken into consideration. Bivariate correlations between variables 
are given in Table 2. That VIF values of independent variables were between 1.79 and 5.01 and TVs are between 
.20 and .56 showed that multicollinearity assumption was met. Finally, the Durbin-Watson value was calculated 
as 1.57 and the assumption of independence of errors was met (Field, 2009). Then stepwise regression analysis 
was performed. 
 

Table 2: Results of analysis of correlation between dependent and independent variables  
 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 
1.Technology attitude 4.01 .61 1     
2. Teaching autonomy 4.05 .87 .53* 1    
3. Curriculum autonomy 4.03 .90 .49* .89* 1   
4. Professional development autonomy 3.82 1.02 .42* .71* .68* 1  
5.Professional communication autonomy 3.83 .96 .44* .66* .62* .58* 1 
*p < .01 
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FINDINGS 
Independent samples t test was conducted to determine if teacher attitudes towards technology use differ in terms 
of gender, school type and educational level. The results are given in Table 3 below. 
 

Table 3: Independent samples t test results on teachers' attitudes towards technology use in terms of gender, 
school type and educational level  

*p ˂ 0.05  
The attitudes of teachers regarding using technology in teaching do not vary significantly in relation to their 
gender and the type of school they work in as seen in Table 3 (p > .05). With regard to education level, the 
statistical difference is significant with a moderate effect [t (434) = -2.04, p <.05, d = .26]. Accordingly, it can be 
stated that graduates' attitudes towards technology use in teaching are more positive than those of 
undergraduates. 
 
ANOVA was conducted to determine whether teacher attitudes concerning use of technology in teaching differ 
depending on their professional seniority. ANOVA results are shown in Table 4 below. 

 
Table 4: ANOVA results on teachers' attitudes towards technology use in education according to their 

professional seniority  
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F p 
Between Groups 3.14 4 .79 2.17 .07 
Within Groups 157.96 435 .36   
Total 161.11 439    

 
Table 4 shows that teachers' attitudes towards the use of technology in education do not differ significantly 
according to their professional seniority [F (4, 435) = 2.17, p> .05]. 
 
Independent samples t-test was conducted to determine if teachers' autonomy behaviors vary in relation to 
gender, school type and educational level. The results are provided in Table 5 below. 
 

Table 5: Independent samples t-test results on teachers' autonomy behaviors in relation to gender, school type 
and educational level 

*p˂0.05  
 
As seen in Table 5, autonomy behaviors of teachers do not differ significantly in relation to their gender and 
education level. With regard to the type of school they work, the statistical difference is significant with a 
moderate effect [t (438) = 2.21, p <.05, d = .32]. Accordingly, it can be said that teachers that work in public 
schools have more autonomous behaviors than teachers working in private schools. 
 
ANOVA was conducted to determine whether teachers' autonomy behaviors differ according to their 
professional seniority. ANOVA results are presented in Table 6 below. 
 
 
 
 

  n M SD t  d 
Gender Female 266 4.05 .60 

1.60  Male 174 3.96 .61 
School type State  388 4.00 .62 

-.76  Private 52 4.07 .49 
Education level Bachelor 346 3.98 .63 

-2.04* .26 Graduate 88 4.13 .53 

  n M SD t  d 
Gender Female 266 3.99 .83 

.87  Male 174 3.92 .81 
School type State school 388 4.00 .80 

 2.21* .32 Private school 52 3.73 .90 
Education level Undergraduate 346 3.94 .85 

-1.25  Graduate 88 4.06 .68 
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Table 6: ANOVA results on teachers' autonomy behaviors according to their professional seniority 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F p 
Between Groups 1.20 4 .30 .45 .78 
Within Groups 293.32 435 .67   
Total 294.52 439    

 
Table 6 shows that teachers' autonomy behaviors do not differ significantly according to their professional 
seniority [F (4, 435) = .45, p> .05]. 
 
A stepwise regression analysis was carried out whether teachers' autonomy behaviors (teaching process 
autonomy, curriculum autonomy, professional development autonomy and professional communication 
autonomy) predict attitudes concerning technology use in teaching. The results are displayed in Table 7 below. 

 
Table 7: Stepwise regression analysis results on prediction of teachers' attitudes towards the use of technology in 

education  
 Predictor B SE B   β  R  R2 ∆R2 
Step 1 Constant 2.50 .12  .53 .28  Teaching process autonomy .37 .03 .53** 
Step 2 Constant 2.42 .12  

.55 .30 .02 Teaching process autonomy .30 .04 .43** 
Professional communication 
autonomy 

.10 .03 .15* 

*p < .01, **p < .001 
 
When Table 7 is examined, in the first stage of the stepwise regression analysis, 28% (R2 = .28, F(1, 438) = 173.44, 
p = .000) of teacher attitudes concerning use of technology in teaching is explained by teaching process 
autonomy (β = .53, t(438) = 13.17, p < .001). In the second stage, when professional communication autonomy is 
added (β = .15, t(437) = 2.84, p < .01), this ratio advances to 30% (R2 = .30, ∆R2 = .02, F(2, 437) = 92.16, p = .000). 
It was determined that other variables related to autonomy behavior (curriculum autonomy and professional 
development autonomy) did not significantly predict the attitudes of teachers regarding technology use in 
teaching. 
 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
This study, which examines the relationship between teachers' attitudes towards use of technology in education 
and autonomy behaviors, firstly examined whether technology attitudes vary in relation to gender, school type 
and education level. According to the results obtained, teacher attitudes concerning technology use in education 
do not change in relation to gender and the type of school studied, but change according to the level of 
education. The attitudes of graduate teachers towards technology use in educational practices are more positive 
than undergraduates. According to a study conducted by Dargut and Çelik (2014) with prospective teachers, 
female teachers were found to hold more positive attitudes concerning technology use compared to males. The 
results of Çil (2008), Yaman (2007) and Öztürk (2006) are also in this direction. On the other hand, the studies 
conducted by Şimşek and Yıldırım (2016) and Menzi et al. (2012) with teacher candidates found that there was 
no gender difference in technology use in education. According to Şahin and Namlı's (2018) study, male teacher 
candidates' attitudes regarding technology use in teaching are more positive. Upon examining the studies 
conducted with teachers, it is seen that the results obtained are congruous with the findings of the current study 
and attitudes towards the use of technology in education do not change according to gender (Bahar et al., 2009; 
Çelik & Bindak, 2005; Çınarer et al., 2016; Yılmaz, 2016). This shows that in the technology age we are in, 
teachers whether male or female have similar attitudes concerning technology use in the educational process. 
Teacher attitudes concerning use of technology in teaching do not differ in terms of their work in private or 
public schools. The fact that private schools have better conditions than public schools in terms of physical 
facilities does not change the attitudes towards technology use. Whether they work in a private or public school, 
teacher attitudes concerning technology use in teaching are similar. That the attitudes of graduate teachers 
towards technology use in education are more positive than those of undergraduates is consistent with the 
findings of Yılmaz (2016). In addition, in the study conducted by Baltacı (2005), it was found that the frequency 
of use of educational technologies increased with the increase in the education levels of teachers. This result can 
also be evaluated in the same direction. 
 
According to another result of the study, autonomy behaviors of the teachers do not vary in relation to their 
gender and education levels, they differ according to the type of school they work at. Accordingly, it is 
understood that teachers that work in state schools display more autonomous behaviors than teachers working in 
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private schools. Also, according to Çolak's (2016) study, teachers' autonomy behaviors do not vary according to 
their gender and educational level. In addition, the study results conducted by Pearson and Hall (1993) and Çolak 
et al. (2017) show that teachers' autonomy behavior does not vary according to gender. The roles of men and 
women in the society are encouraging men to grow up more autonomously. However, it is possible to state that 
the level of education eliminates the stereotypes that exist in the society, although the autonomous behaviors of 
teachers do not change according to their undergraduate or graduate degrees in the study. The study group 
consists of university graduates. Therefore, it can be considered as a normal result that autonomous behaviors do 
not differentiate according to gender in this group. Nevertheless, that teachers working in state schools exhibit 
more autonomous behaviors can be interpreted due to the low job anxiety of these teachers. Most of the teachers 
working in private schools can adapt to the general practices in the school and the demands of the school 
administrators in order not to lose their jobs. In this case, it is possible to state that this situation also reduces 
autonomy behaviors. 
 
According to another result of the study, teacher attitudes concerning use of technology in teaching and 
autonomy behaviors do not change according to their professional seniority. Most of the studies on this subject 
(Bahar et al., 2009; Çınarer et al., 2016; Namlu, 1998) shows that teachers' attitudes concerning technology use 
in teaching do not differ according to their professional seniority. However, according to Yılmaz's (2016) study, 
the attitudes of teachers regarding using technology in teaching vary according to their professional seniority. 
Teachers with low professional experience have more positive attitudes in this regard. The widespread use of 
technology today affects everyone equally. Therefore, it can be stated that having more or less professional 
seniority does not affect the attitude concerning technology use in teaching. With regard to seniority, different 
study results are encountered. According to the studies of Çolak (2016) and Çolak et al. (2017), teachers with 
lower professional experience have more autonomous behaviors while according to Şakar’s study (2013), 
teachers with higher professional experience have more autonomous behaviors. In this study, no difference was 
found in teachers' autonomy behaviors in terms of professional seniority. The teachers, who have started the 
profession newly, can act autonomously because they do not adopt the corporate culture yet. As time goes by, 
institutional culture is adopted, however, autonomy behaviors can continue with the comfort of experience. 
 
According to the conclusion reached in the study, the teachers’ teaching process autonomy and professional 
communication autonomy behaviors positively and significantly predict the attitudes concerning technology use 
in educational practices. According to this result, autonomy of teaching process has a critical role with regard to 
attitude concerning technology use in teaching. As teaching process autonomy increases, positive attitudes of 
teachers concerning technology use in teaching also increase. Çolak (2016) addresses autonomy of the teaching 
process as the decisions made about teaching and classroom management. The amount of time to devote to 
certain activities in the lessons, the selection of instructional methods and techniques, determining the methods 
of assessment and evaluation, rewarding students, the way of communication in the classroom, class order and 
rules are evaluated within teaching process autonomy. 
 
Professional communication autonomy reflects the way in which teachers can express their opinions with 
colleagues, managers and parents without anxiety and fear. This type of autonomy allows teachers to organize 
the teaching process according to their professional competencies (Çolak, 2016; Çolak and Altınkurt, 2017). 
Teaching process autonomy and professional communication autonomy positively affect teacher attitudes 
concerning use of technology in teaching. There are rapid changes in the field of education. However, there are 
some areas where there is no change. These areas are the rights of teachers to determine teaching methods, use 
technology, plan and present materials, and select appropriate measurement and evaluation tools (Gacoin, 2018). 
It is important to support the autonomy of teachers in these areas. According to Froese-Germain et al. (2013), 
teachers state that the use of technology provides them autonomy. Thanks to the use of technology, teachers can 
direct the teaching process as they wish. According to Sehrawat (2014), teachers can teach more efficiently when 
they are autonomous. Autonomous teachers hold discussions about the pedagogical applications of technology 
use in education, their decisions and what is the best use of technology for students (Gacoin, 2018). The findings 
revealed by this study show that teachers who are autonomous hold more positive attitudes about technology use 
in teaching. Therefore, it is possible to state that technology use in teaching and autonomy affect each other 
mutually. 
 
As a result, the findings of this study show that teachers' education levels, teaching process autonomy and 
professional communication autonomy are important in internalizing positive attitudes concerning technology 
use in teaching. It is thought that these results will be guiding in applications to be carried out regarding the use 
of technology in education. In this study, the variables that predict teacher attitudes concerning use of technology 
in teaching are limited to their autonomy behaviors. Therefore, future studies may examine the predictability of 
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different variables. The fact that the study is a cross-sectional one can be expressed as another limitation. The 
attitudes of teachers regarding using technology in teaching can also be investigated longitudinally. 
 
REFERENCES  
Alexiou-Ray, J., Wilson, E., Wright, V., & Peirano, A.-M. (2003). Changing instructional practice: the impact of 

technology integration on students, parents, and school personnel. Electronic Journal for the 
Integration of Technology in Education, 2(2), 58-80. http://ejite.isu.edu/Volume2No2/AlexRay.htm. 

Alkan, C. (2005). Eğitim teknolojisi. Anı Yayıncılık. 
Altan, M. Z. (1998). Eğitim fakülteleri, teknoloji ve değişim. Kuram ve Uygulamada Eğitim Yönetimi, 15(15), 

295-304. https://dergipark.org.tr/en/download/article-file/108596. 
Ayral, M., Özdemir, N., Türedi, A., Yılmaz-Fındık, L., Büyükgöze, H., Demirezen, S., Özarslan, H., & 

Tahirbegi, Y. (2014). Öğretmen özerkliği ile öğrenci başarısı arasındaki ilişki: PISA örneği. Journal of 
Educational Sciences Research, 4(1), 207-218. https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/download/article-file/696762. 

Bahar, H.H., Uludağ, E., & Kaplan, K. (2009). İlköğretim öğretmenlerinin bilgisayar ve internet  tutumlarının 
incelenmesi (Kars ili örneği). Erzincan Eğitim Fakültesi Dergisi 11(2), 67-83. 
https://www.pegem.net/dosyalar/dokuman/131133-20120405162729-67-83.pdf. 

Baltacı, A. (2005). Ortaöğretim okullarında teknoloji kapasitesi ve kullanımı hakkında öğretmen görüşleri 
(Ankara ili Altındağ ilçesi örneği). (Master thesis). YÖK Tez Merkezi. (Order no. 204615). 

Baradaran, A. (2016). The relationship between teaching styles and autonomy among Iranian female EFL 
teachers, teaching at advanced levels. English Language Teaching, 9(3), 223-234. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.5539/elt.v9n3p223 

Blömeke, S., & Klein, P. (2013). When is a school environment perceived as supportive by beginning 
mathematics teachers? Effects of leadership, trust, autonomy and appraisal on teaching  quality. 
International Journal of Science and Mathematics Education, 11(4), 1029-1048.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10763-013-9424-x  

Çelik, H. C., & Bindak, R. (2005). İlköğretim okullarında görev yapan öğretmenlerin bilgisayara yönelik 
tutumlarının çeşitli değişkenlere göre incelenmesi. İnönü Üniversitesi Eğitim Fakültesi  Dergisi, 6(10), 
26-38. 

Çınarer, G., Yurttakal, A.H., Ünal, S., & Karaman, İ. (2016, Mayıs). Öğretmenlerin teknolojik araçlarla eğitime 
yönelik tutumlarının çeşitli değişkenlere göre incelenmesi Yozgat ili örneği. In EEB 2016 Elektrik-
Elektronik ve Bilgisayar Sempozyumu, Tokat, Turkey. 

Çil, H. (2008). Teknolojinin eğitim-öğretim faaliyetlerindeki rolü: öğretmen adaylarının görüşleri. (Mater 
thesis). YÖK Tez Merkezi. (Order no. 220055). 

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. Lawrence Erlbaum Associates 
Publishers. 

Çolak, İ. (2016). Okul iklimi ile öğretmenlerin özerklik davranışları arasındaki ilişki: Muğla ili  örneği. (Master 
thesis). YÖK Tez Merkezi. (Order no. 448387).  

Çolak, İ. & Altınkurt, Y. (2017). Okul iklimi ile öğretmenlerin özerklik davranışları arasındaki ilişki. Kuram ve 
Uygulamada Eğitim Yönetimi, 23(1), 33-71. 
http://www.kuey.net/index.php/kuey/article/view/kuey.2017.002/pdf  

Çolak, İ., Altınkurt, Y., & Yılmaz, K. (2017). Öğretmenlerin özerklik davranışları ile iş doyumları arasındaki 
ilişki. Karadeniz Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 9(2), 189-208.  

 https://dergipark.org.tr/en/download/article-file/410551 
Dargut, T. ve Çelik, G. (2014). Türkçe öğretmeni adaylarının eğitimde teknoloji kullanımına ilişkin tutum ve 

düşünceleri. Ana Dili Eğitimi Dergisi, 2(2), 28-41.      
http://www.anadiliegitimi.com/tr/download/article-file/14843 

Demir, S., Özmantar, M. F., Bingölbali, E., & Bozkurt, A. (2011, September). Sınıf öğretmenlerinin teknoloji 
kullanımlarının irdelenmesi. In 5th International Computer & Instructional Technologies 
Symposium (pp. 22-24). Elazığ, Turkey.  

Durak, H. ve Seferoğlu, S. S. (2017). Öğretmenlerin teknoloji kullanım yeterliklerinde etkili olan faktörlerle 
ilgili bir inceleme. In H. F. Odabaşı, B. Akkoyunlu & A. İşman (Ed). Eğitim  teknolojileri okumaları 
2017, (pp. 537-556). TOJET ve Sakarya Üniversitesi, Adapazarı. 
http://yunus.hacettepe.edu.tr/~sadi/yayin/Kitap_ETO2017_Bolum29_537-556_TekKulYeterlikleri.pdf 

Emiroğlu, B. G. (2016). Eğitimde tablet bilgisayar kullanımına yönelik özel okul öğretmenlerinin 
görüşleri. Ilkogretim Online, 15(3), 989-998. http://dx.doi.org/10.17051/io.2016.53728 

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., & Anderson, R. E. (2014). Multivariate data analysis. Pearson. 
Huang, J. (2005). Teacher autonomy in language learning: A review of the research. In K.R. Katyal, H.C. Lam & 

X.J. Ding (Eds), Research studies in education 3 (203-18). The University of Hong Kong: Faculty of 
Education.  

http://ejite.isu.edu/Volume2No2/AlexRay.htm
https://dergipark.org.tr/en/download/article-file/108596
https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/download/article-file/696762
https://www.pegem.net/dosyalar/dokuman/131133-20120405162729-67-83.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10763-013-9424-x
http://www.kuey.net/index.php/kuey/article/view/kuey.2017.002/pdf
https://dergipark.org.tr/en/download/article-file/410551
http://www.anadiliegitimi.com/tr/download/article-file/14843
http://yunus.hacettepe.edu.tr/~sadi/yayin/Kitap_ETO2017_Bolum29_537-556_TekKulYeterlikleri.pdf


 
TOJET: The Turkish Online Journal of Educational Technology – July 2020, volume 19 issue 3 

 

Copyright © The Turkish Online Journal of Educational Technology 
68 

Feldmann, D. (2011). The maintenance of teacher autonomy in a policy-driven era. MidWestern  Educational 
Researcher, 24(1), 2-4. http://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ943411. 

Field, A. (2009). Discovering statistics using SPSS. Sage Publication. 
Fraenkel, J. R., Wallen, N. & Hyun, H. (2011). How to design and evaluate research in education. New  York: 

Mc Graw Hill. 
Froese-Germain, B., Riel, R. & McGahey, B. (2013). Teachers’ views on the relationship between technology 

and aspirational teaching: Findings from a CTF national survey. Canadian  Teachers’ Federation. 
https://www.ctf-fce.ca/Research-Library/technologyandaspirationalteaching.pdf 

Gacoin, A. (2018).   Educational technologies and teacher autonomy. BCTF Research Report. 
https://www.bctf.ca/uploadedFiles/Public/Publications/ResearchReports/2017-TC-02.pdf 

Galbraith, J. K. (2007). The new industrial state. New Jersey: Princeton University Press. 
Girginer, N. & Özkul, E. (2002). Uzaktan eğitimde teknoloji seçimi. The Turkish Online Journal of Educational 

Technology-TOJET, 3(3), 155-164. http://www.tojet.net/articles/v3i3/3319.pdf 
Gurganious, N. J. (2017). The relationship between teacher autonomy and middle school students' achievement 

in science (Doctoral dissertation). 
https://scholarworks.waldenu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=5095&context=dissertations 

İşman, A.,(2003). Technology. The Turkish Online Journal of Educational Technology–TOJET, 2(1), 28-33. 
http://www.tojet.net/articles/v2i1/215.pdf  

Karasar, N. (2005). Bilimsel araştırma yöntemi. Nobel Yayın Dağıtım. 
Katrancı, M., & Uygun, M. (2013). Sınıf öğretmenlerinin Türkçe derslerinde teknoloji kullanımına yönelik 

görüşleri. Adıyaman Üniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü Dergisi Türkçenin Eğitimi  Öğretimi Özel 
Sayısı, 6(11), 773-797. https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/download/article-file/15170 

Kenar, İ. (2012). Teknoloji ve derslerde teknoloji kullanımına yönelik veli tutum ölçeği geliştirilmesi ve tablet 
PC uygulaması. Eğitim Bilimleri Araştırmaları Dergisi, 2(2), 123-139. 
https://www.pegem.net/dosyalar/dokuman/137932-20130521111330-2-2---08.pdf 

Kline, R. B. (2011). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling. The Guilford Press. 
Kurtoğlu, M., & Seferoğlu, S. S. (2013). Öğretmenlerin teknoloji kullanımı ile ilgili Türkiye kaynaklı dergilerde 

yayımlanmış makalelerin incelenmesi. Journal of Instructional Technologies & Teacher 
Education, 2(3), 1-10.  https://dergipark.org.tr/en/download/article-file/231308 

Menzi, N., Çalışkan, E., & Çetin, O. (2012). Öğretmen adaylarının teknoloji yeterliliklerinin çeşitli değişkenler 
açısından incelenmesi. Anadolu Journal of Educational Sciences International, 2(1), 1-18. 

Mishra, P., & Kohler, M. J. (2006). Technological pedagogical content knowledge: a framework for teacher 
knowledge. Teachers College Record, 108(6), 1017-1054. 
http://one2oneheights.pbworks.com/f/MISHRA_PUNYA.pdf 

Öksüz, C., Ak, Ş., & Uça, S. (2009). İlköğretim matematik öğretiminde teknoloji kullanımına ilişkin algı  ölçeği. 
Yüzüncü Yıl Üniversitesi Eğitim Fakültesi Dergisi, 6(1), 270-287. 
http://efdergi.yyu.edu.tr/uploads/c_oksuz_s_ak-1542118914.pdf 

Öztürk, İ. H. (2012). Öğretimin planlanmasında öğretmenin rolü ve özerkliği: Ortaöğretim tarih  öğretmenlerinin 
yıllık plan hazırlama ve uygulama örneği. Kuram ve Uygulamada Eğitim Bilimleri, 12(1), 271-299. 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/275027040 

Öztürk, T. (2006). Sosyal bilgiler öğretmen adaylarının eğitimde teknoloji kullanımına yönelik  yeterliliklerinin 
değerlendirilmesi (Balıkesir örneği). (Master thesis). YÖK Tez Merkezi. (Order no. 215394).  

Pearson, L. C., & Hall, B. W. (1993). Initial construct validation of the Teaching Autonomy Scale. The Journal 
0f Educational Research, 86(3), 172–178. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.1993.9941155. 

Perie, M. Y., & Baker. D. P. (1997). Job satisfaction among America’s teachers: Effects of workplace 
conditions, background characteristics, and teacher compensation: statistical analysis report. Natıonal 
center for education statistics. https://nces.ed.gov/pubs97/97471.pdf  

Ramos, R. C. (2006). Considerations on the role of teacher autonomy. Colombian Applied Linguistics Journal, 8, 
183-202. 

Sehrawat, J. (2014). Teacher autonomy: key to teaching success. Hartiyam International Journal of Education & 
Research, 4(1), 2277-1255. http://www.gangainstituteofeducation.com/NewDocs/1.pdf 

Sert, G., Kurtoğlu, M., Akıncı, A., & Seferoğlu, S. S. (2012). Öğretmenlerin teknoloji kullanma  durumlarını 
inceleyen araştırmalara bir bakış: Bir içerik analizi çalışması. Akademik Bilişim, 1(3), 1-8. 
https://ab.org.tr/ab12/bildiri/132.pdf  

Şahin, M. C., & Namlı, N. A. (2019). Öğretmen adaylarının eğitimde teknoloji kullanma tutumlarının 
incelenmesi. Türkiye Sosyal Araştırmalar Dergisi, 23(1), 95-112. 
https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/download/article-file/695306 

Şakar, S. A. (2013). English teachers’ self-perceptions of teacher autonomy in middle schools and high schools: 
The case of Sakarya. (Master thesis). YÖK Tez Merkezi. (Order no. 345831).  

https://www.ctf-fce.ca/Research-
https://www.bctf.ca/uploadedFiles/Public/Publications/ResearchReports/2017-TC-02.pdf
http://www.tojet.net/articles/v3i3/3319.pdf
https://scholarworks.waldenu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=5095&context=dissertations
http://www.tojet.net/articles/v2i1/215.pdf
https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/download/article-file/15170
https://www.pegem.net/dosyalar/dokuman/137932-20130521111330-2-2---08.pdf
https://dergipark.org.tr/en/download/article-file/231308
http://one2oneheights.pbworks.com/f/MISHRA_PUNYA.pdf
http://efdergi.yyu.edu.tr/uploads/c_oksuz_s_ak-1542118914.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/275027040
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1080/00220671.1993.9941155
https://nces.ed.gov/pubs97/97471.pdf
http://www.gangainstituteofeducation.com/NewDocs/1.pdf
https://ab.org.tr/ab12/bildiri/132.pdf
https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/download/article-file/695306


 
TOJET: The Turkish Online Journal of Educational Technology – July 2020, volume 19 issue 3 

 

Copyright © The Turkish Online Journal of Educational Technology 
69 

Şimşek, A., Özdamar, N., Becit, G., Kılıçer, K., Akbulut, Y., & Yıldırım, Y. (2008). Türkiye’deki eğitim 
teknolojisi araştırmalarında güncel eğilimler. Selçuk Üniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü Dergisi, 
(19), 439-458. http://dergisosyalbil.selcuk.edu.tr/susbed/article/view/427/409  

Şimşek, Ü. & Yıldırım, T. (2016). Sosyal bilgiler öğretmen adaylarının eğitimde teknoloji kullanımına ilişkin 
tutum ve görüşleri. International Journal of Human Sciences, 13(1), 632-649. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.14687/ijhs.v13i1.3506  

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2012). Using multivariate statistics. Pearson. 
Uşun, S. (2000). Dünya’da ve Türkiye’de bilgisayar destekli öğretim. Pegem Yayıncılık. 
Vieira, F. (2010). Towards teacher and learner autonomy: Exploring a pedagogy of experience in teacher 

education. Revista Canaria de Estudios Ingleses, 61, 13-27. 
https://riull.ull.es/xmlui/bitstream/handle/915/13363/RCEI_61_(%202010)_01.pdf?sequence=1&isAllo
wed=y 

Vieira, F. (2020). Pedagogy of experience in teacher education for learner and teacher autonomy. Profile: Issues 
in Teachers’ Professional Development, 22(1), 143-158. https://doi.org/10.15446/profile.v22n1.78079.  

Yalın, H.İ. (2003). Öğretim teknolojileri ve materyal geliştirme. Nobel Yayınları. 
Yaman, H. (2007). Türkçe öğretmeni adaylarının ‘öğretim teknolojileri ve materyal geliştirme’ dersi bağlamında 

Türkçe öğretiminde teknoloji kullanımına ilişkin yeterlilik ve algıları. İstanbul  Üniversitesi Hasan Ali 
Yücel Eğitim Fakültesi Dergisi, 7(1), 57-71. http://hayefjournal.org/Content/files/sayilar/102/57.pdf. 

Yavuz, S. (2005). Developing a technology attitude scale for pre-service chemistry teachers. The Turkish Online 
Journal of Educational Technology–TOJET, 4(1), 17-25.  
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1102404.pdf  

Yazıcı, S. A. (2016). The relationship between the teacher autonomy and learner autonomy support 
behaviors. Journal of Educational Sciences Research, 6(2), 1-23.   
https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/download/article-file/698152. 

Yılmaz, M. (2016). İlkokul öğretmenlerinin eğitimde teknoloji kullanımına ilişkin bilgisayar yeterliliklerinin ve 
teknoloji tutumlarının değerlendirilmesi. (Master thesis). YÖK Tez Merkezi. (Order no. 454759). 

Zhao, Y. (2003). What teachers need to know about technology? Framing the question. In Y. Zhao (Ed.), What 
should teachers know about technology: perspectives and practices (pp. 1-14).  Information Age 
Publishing. 

http://dergisosyalbil.selcuk.edu.tr/susbed/article/view/427/409
http://dx.doi.org/10.14687/ijhs.v13i1.3506
http://hayefjournal.org/Content/files/sayilar/102/57.pdf
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1102404.pdf
https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/download/article-file/698152

