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Abstract

Objective: This study was carried out to determine the indigidinnovativeness levels of midwifery and
nursing students and their views on innovationdacation

Method: Designed in descriptive type, this study was cmbeld on 590 (62%) students attending a state
university in Turkey. The data of the study werdlestted using a questionnaire form gathering infation
about the socio-demographic features of the stgdantl their opinions on innovation in educationd &me
Individual Innovativeness Scale (IIS). In the as@yof the data, frequency distribution, Independ@amples t-
test and One-way ANOVA test were used.

Findings: The overall mean score that the students got fl@mwas 63.71 + 10.18. According to the IIS, the
individual innovativeness level of the majoritytbe students was in the ‘interrogator’ categornhv@v.8 % (n =
276). In general, students (64-88%) agreed thaiviation-based applications and studies should hédaout
and supported in their education.

Conclusion In this study, the level of midwifery and nursisdents’ innovativeness was found to be low and
in the ‘interrogator’ category. It was observedttie students thought there had to be changd®indgducation

in terms of innovation.

Keywords: Innovation; Individual innovativeness; midwifesfudent, nursing student

Introduction Constant and unpredictable social and

The concept of innovation was derived from théechno_loglcal developm(_ant _affects educa’qonal
institutions as well as all institutions. Educafbn

Latin word ‘innovare’ which means ‘to do. . ° . . ; .
institutions, which are responsible for responding

something new and different’. Innovation is the increasing needs resulting from these
defined as ‘renewing science and technology ttéi1 g g 1ro
anges, should develop more flexible and

provide economic and social benefits, creatin novative practices in this process compared to
inventions, and being different’ (Yamac, 2011)t'he ast (Firc)ian 2015) P P
According to the Turkish Language Institute, P ’ '
innovation is a kind of novelty defined as makingn this regard, Betz emphasized the need for new
something new or presenting something in applications developed with an effective strategy
different way (http://www.tdk.gov.tr, Accessto be able to foresee and be prepared for the
Date: February 2018). What innovation refers tohanging needs (Betz F & Sensoy, 2010).

IS no'g only thg technological '””OV?‘“O” OrInnovation that can also be defined as the
invention but it also covers the fields of

o ; . . illingness to experience the change and novelty
administration, pro_ductlon, education, and healtﬁ a necessary feature for individuals to adapt to
care (Szmytkowski, 2005).
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the development and novelty that takes place data collection process and agreed to participate
every domain of the society. The innovativeneds the study formed the study group.

process will work more effectively in individuals
with higher levels of individual innovativeness
and will lead to successful outcomes in thés the data collection tools, a 30-item
system (Kocak &Onen, 2012). questionnaire (Yamac, 2011; Kilicer & Odabasi,

. D 2010; Kurtulus; 2012) which was developed
The importance of scientific knowledge a‘Ion%ased on the related literature to collect

with techno!ogical _developments in recent yea.rdc‘emographic information about the students and
has been increasing constantly and educat'%@sess their knowledae and opinions on
models have been changing rapidly. In addition 9 P

the develobments in technoloav and the chan innovation in education and the Individual
. P ) 9y © Changfs ovativeness Scale (IIS) evaluating the general
in the expectations of the students in high

. %novativeness level of individuals were used.
education have also revealed the need for

innovation in education. Higher educatiorndividual Innovativeness Scale (11S): This scale
programs around the world are expanding thewas developed by Hurt et al. in 1977 to assess the
educational  capacities by implementingnnovativeness level of individuals in general
innovative strategies to meet future labor need®rms. The Turkish adaptation and validity and
In this context, the International Nursegeliability studies of the scale were conducted by
Association (INA) and the European Union (EUXIlicer & Odabasi (2010). The lowest score that
declared 2009 as the "Year of Innovation" as azan be obtained from the 5-point Likert type
absolute goal to increase the competitiveness sdale is 14 and the highest score is 94. The scores
countries and make scientific institutions open toalculated on the scale are classified into 5
development in every aspects (Unlukaplargategories. Scores greater than 80 are interpreted
2009). as ‘Innovative’; between 69 and 80 as ‘Pioneer’,

. , . . hetween 57 and 68 as ‘Interrogator’; between 46
rl:l:tYY/e genz;gtlogees;ud%nts%0|lcis\tlnigchisolodégéﬁnd 56 as ‘Skeptical; and less than 46 as
develoﬁments more closely and adjust tTrac.jltlonallst’. Accordlng' to Fhe ove(all score

8bta|ned from the scale, individuals with a score

Innovations more eaS|Iy. For this reason, it IFf 68 or higher are considered ‘highly

ver important to  create educationa s
env)i/ronmeﬁts which are practice oriented in lin nnovative’, whereas those who score below 68
P re interpreted as ‘decrease in innovativeness'.

with the ne_eds of the changing world, Off.etl'he internal consistency coefficient for the whole
education with the most advanced technologlcgl ale is 0.82 and the test-retest reliability B70
possibilities, open to change and innovation, aﬁ ' '

. ilicer & Odabasi, 2010). In this study, the
have the highest level of student and sta . ’ - ’
satisfaction (Arkun, 2011). Internal consistency coefficient for the whole

scale was found to be 0.78.

This study was carried out to determine thBata Collection Procedure

individual innovativeness levels of midwifery

and nursing students, who will be future healthe students studying at Eskisehir Osmangazi
professionals, and their opinions on innovation ikniversity, Faculty of Health Sciences,

education. Department of Midwifery and Nursing gathered

in separate classrooms. They were informed
about the topic and purpose of the study. The
This descriptive study designed in cross-sectionalritten consent of the students who agreed to
type was carried out on students at Eskisehparticipate in the study was obtained. The
Osmangazi University, Faculty of Healthquestionnaire forms were handed out to the
Sciences, Midwifery and Nursing Departmentstudents and they were filled in by the students
between 10 April and 30 May 2017. themselves under the supervision of the
researcher. This process took approximately 10-
15 minutes.

Data Collection Tools

Material and Methods

Universe and Sampling

There were 298 Midwifery and 631 Nursing :

Department students at Eskisehir Osmanga'ﬂaglal and Ethical Issues

University, Faculty of Health Sciences during th@he written permission of Eskisehir Osmangazi
2016-2017 academic year. A total of 590 studentsniversity, Faculty of Health Sciences was
(62%) who were available at school during thebtained. The participants were informed about
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the procedures and their verbal consents wefée overall mean score that the students got from
obtained. the IS was 63.71 + 10.18. According to IIS, the
individual innovativeness levels of the students
were in ‘interrogator’ category with 37.8% (n =
In data evaluation phase of the study, SPSS 2¥6) (Table 2).

software program was used. Frequenc _

distribution, Independent Samples t-test, an%r\:vas f°“r.‘0.‘ that 64.'1% (n = 378) of the students
One-way ANOVA test were employed for the”'"0 participated in the study thought the

. o o ovative courses given at school would
Sn<a(|)y§|53. Statistical significance was accepted %{r]?{]prove their reasoning skills; 77.8% (n = 459)

stated the laboratory possibilities and technical
Results equipment at schools should be adequate for

The mean age of the participants was determir:‘gwovaﬂon; 69.42% (n=408) said innovation-

to be 20.56 + 1.62 and the average acade sed applications should be carried out at

achievement was 2.45 + 0.58. When the sociSFhOOIS; 76.8% (n=453) thought the education

demographic characteristics of the students wefven at school should be supported with

- : o vidence-based theoretical and practical
g(ua:jrglnrlgd, (nlt ;Nas3 4;c))unvt\j/er?atfr05r§'5ﬁidgif;ryﬁformation; 75.4% (n = 445) wanted satisfactory

d " t and 41.5% f th ~foreign language education at school; and_ that
dgggtmgzt (e;]n: 2 45).omwztrj%itigonr1n 30.(370/2 uvrvsg? 8.3% (n = 521) stated the efforts of professional

found to be first-year students (n = 181), 24.90}_8rganizations : (asso.ciati_ons, .etc.) had' an
second year (n = 147), 21.7% third year (n important role in making innovative applications

128), and 22.7% fourth year students (n = 134 .nd practices widespread in education. It was
87.6% (n=517) of the participants were found t etermined that there was a significant difference
be' females and the longest dwelled place tween the students' individual innovativeness

54.1% (n=319) was determined to be a cit vels and thinking that the efforts of professiona
ceﬁter 50.2% had Type A personalit rganizations was important in the spread of
(enthusiastic, impulsive). 65.9% (n = 389) read pnovative applications (p <0.05) (Table 3).

or 2 books monthly. 21.4% (n=126) were foundiscussion

to read a newspaper/magazine. Additionally, 52

Data Analysis

% .. . . . . .
(n=307) of the students were determined to ui@dlwdual innovativeness forms a basis for high
gt%erformance, enhances competitiveness and

the Internet 6 hours or more a day, while 62.9 | lsik & Turk d
(n=371) used the Internet for communicatio rolrgottletshongt;term success(|3| f ur (;T“?Q alg,
35.1% (n = 207) of the students stated that th de)\./elo afheﬁsgvigﬂ?%ﬂggymo;&g ',:” tou?hse
followed professional publications and 41% (n = P P

242) said they attended scientific meetingg|eW changes that  are constantly being

524% of the particpants (n=309) defined CRREL 0 IR 00 L eare
innovation as ‘novelty’, 25.9% (n = 153) as P

‘ C o _ " ., In the name of being willing to change and
((_:I_r:atév;tg/, and 2.4% (n = 14) as ‘invention adapting to innovations (Oktug & Ozden, 2013).

While individual innovativeness levels of thelnn;hlzcﬁé%bt:; '?ndr:\g\(/j;t?(l)r']r_]rne?;gglegﬁi?olr?:e:)sf
students did not indicate any significanf:i P

difference according to department, gender, clasc@éﬁ\évizigs ac;}d fu?uurreSIE%al?hepiggggronzgdevcgé
the longest dwelled place, personality type|hvesti ated. The mean sco?e of the st’udents
following  professional publications, and 9 )

participation in scientific meetings (p> 0.05 forObtamed from IS ‘was 6371 + 10.18

each), it was found that there was a significarﬁofcgqrdmgly’ _the students were dgtermlned as
individuals with low level of innovativeness and

difference in terms of the frequency of monthly lassified into ‘interrogator’ category. Students
reading, following newspaper / magazines, the 9 gory.
reported to have a low level of

: : : ere
frequency of internet use, the aim of internet usd . L . .
and personal definition of innovation (p <0.0 nnovativeness in similar studies (Bodur, 2018;

rtug &Kaya, 2017; Demiralay, Bayir &
for each) (Table 1). Gelibolu, 2016; Adiguzel, 2012).
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Table 1. The distribution of the [IS mean scores bylemographic characteristics of the

students

o s Test value

0,

Characteristics n (%) %+ SD fl p
Department
Midwifery 345 (58.5) 63,60+9.98
Nursing 245 (415)  64.02+1047 088 0.626
Year
1. 181 (30.7) 63.65+9.66
2. 147 (24.9)  63.55+10.31
3. 128 (21.7) 62.20+1162 963 0.118
4. 134 (22.7) 65.32+9.06
Gender
Female 517 (87.6) 63.86+9.93
Male 73 (12.4) 62.61+11.81 1.026 0305
The longest dwelled place
Province 319 (54.1) 63.81+10.05
Town-Village 271 (45.9) 63.10+10.92 0605 0.558
Personality type
A type (enthusiastic, impulsive) 349 (59.2) 63.896P 0.509 0.206
B type (clam. organized) 241 (40.8) 63.45+9.52 ' '
Frequency of reading
Never 94 (15.9) 61.19+9.22
lor2 389 (65.9) 63.58+10.10
3or4 88 (14.9)  66.84+9.90 0071 0.001
5 and over 19 (3.2) 68.47+17.06
Following newspapers/magazines
Yes 126 (21.4)  65.78+11.00
No 464 (718.6)  63.15t9.88 28 0.010
Frequency of internet use
0-1 hour 25 (4.2) 61.88+10.63
2-3 hours 97 (16.4) 61.24+12.05
4-5 hours 161(27.3) 64.31x9.70 2749 0.042
6 hours and over 307 (52.0) 64.32+9.64
Aim of internet use
Searching for information 68 (11.5) 61.51+13.63
Communication 371 (62.9) 63.02+9.44
Game-entertainment 104 (17.6)  65.80+9.66 695 0.001
Getting information 47 (8.0) 67.72+9.58
Following professional publications
Yes 207 (35.1) 66.01+10.15
No 383 (64.9) 62.47+9.99 0.353 0.552
Participating in job-related scientific meetings
Yes 242 (41.0) 64.04+10.30
No 348 (59.0) 6347+10.10 2623 0.430
How innovation is identified
Novelty 309 (52.4) 65.21+9.24
Creativity 153 (25.9) 63.20+11.41
Invention 14 (2.4)  60.64+10.68 0274 0.001
No idea 114 (19.3)  60.704£11.03
Total 590 (100.0) 63.71+10.18 (minimum-maximum 18-90)
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Table 2. The distribution of students’ IS Score ad category

IS N (%) s
Innovativeness Categories X+ SD
Innovative (80>) 28 4,7 83.25+2.08
Pioneer (69-80) 153 20.9 73.33+£3.52
Interrogator (57-68) 276 37.8 63.00+3.36
Skeptical (46-56) 108 14.8 52.28+2.90
Traditional (46<) 25 3.4 38.88+7.24
Total / Overall score 590 100.0 63.71+10.18

Table 3. The distribution of 1IS mean scores by thatudents’ thoughts on innovation in their
education

Propositions s Test
0,
n (%) %+ SD value p

flt
Employing innovative applications in lessons enhams reasoning skills.
Yes 378 (64.1) 63.89+10.34
No 212 (35.9) 63.38+9.90 0.021 0.554
Laboratory possibilities and equipment should be d#sfactory for innovation.
Yes 459 (77.8) 63.57+10.36
No 131 (222)  64.19:9052 177 0.537
At school, innovation-oriented practices should bearried out.
Yes 408 (69.42) 63.35+10.72
No 182 (30.8)  6452:881 0% 0.198
Lessons should be supported with evidence-based dretical and practical information.
Yes 453 (76.8) 64.14+10.67
No 137 (23.2) 62.29+10.05 0.603 0.062
Foreign language teaching should be satisfactory.
Yes 445 (75.4) 63.80+10.70
No 145 (24.6) 63.42+8.41 16.586 0.697

The efforts and projects of vocational organizatios are important for the spread of innovative
applications.
Yes 521 (88.3) 64.35+10.06

No 69(11.7)  58.88+9.86 0016 ~ <0.001

It was also observed in different studies using II& was found in this study that the characteristics
carried out on candidates from differensuch as age, gender, department, and year of the
professions such as nurses, teachers, and touristudents did not affect the 1IS mean score.
agents that the students were determined to beSimilar results were reported in similar studies
‘interrogator’ category (Ertug &Kaya, 2017;(Ertug & Kaya, 2017; Korucu & Olpak, 2015;
Korucu & Olpak, 2015; Cuhadar, Bulbul & llgaz,Cuhadar, Bulbul & llgaz, 2013; Kilicer, 2011,
2013; Kilicer, 2011). This finding of the studySahinizmirli & Gurbuz, 2017; Kert & Tekdal,
was consistent with the literature. Interrogatien i2012; Martin, Potocnik & Fras, 2017). It was
one of the sub-concepts that form the basis oéported in some studies that the level of
critical thinking (Ozturk-Yurtseven & Aldan- individual innovativeness was found to be lower
Karademir, 2017). In Roger's classification foin female students (Ertug & Kaya, 2017; Deniz,
innovativeness, the ‘interrogator’ category wa2016; Erdogan & Gunes, 2013), higher in those
defined as ‘being cautious about accepting neliwving in urban centers (Basaran & Keles, 2015)
ideas’ (Kilicer & Odabasi, 2010). It is thoughtand higher in senior students (Adiguzel, 2012;
that the low level of students’ innovativeness wa®zgur, 2013). Different outcomes may be due to
due to different variables such as inadequatgfferences in socio-cultural characteristics of
personal development, the inadequacy dftudents.
ﬁi%ﬁgo?::ﬁmztgu“gtnusdelgg e;jrueca':]lg?, g:d flr%WI'n this study, the students who had high reading
innovativeness but they are not able to Cha”er??requency, followed _periodicals such  as
the innovation E)r take the lead %%wspapers and magazines, and used the Internet
' for getting information were found to have higher
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IIS mean scores. It was determined in Yegin’mdividuals need an innovative education so that
study (2017) that the level of individualthey can recognize opportunities in their lives,
innovativeness did not indicate a significanthink creatively and critically, and develop their
difference in terms of reading habits of studenhility to create new ideas (Bodur, 2018; Deniz,
or the purpose of using the Internet (Yegin2016). At this point, qualified information should
2017). In the study of Korucu and Olpak (2015be used for an innovative education and
there was no significant difference between theducation should be supported with research-
individual innovativeness levels of the studenteriented and evidence-based theory and practice
and the duration of their weekly internet usé€Dil, Uzun & Aykanat, 2012). Furthermore, the
(Korucu & Olpak, 2015). This study wasstudents in our study also stated that the
different from these two studies. In another studgducation given in the school should be
students with a high level of innovativeness wersupported with evidence-based theoretical and
reported to be interested in and open to nepractical knowledge (76.8%). The use of
knowledge about nature, the world, and peopleyidence-based knowledge in education will
knowing people and showing respect to othergnsure that students, as future professionals, have
and the positive change in society (Mikhailovayp-to-date knowledge related to their fields.

2015). Individuals who are open to SeIf'Since innovativeness affects both practice

_development "?md information are _e_llso open t&mension and other functions of education, it
Innovation. It is thought.that activities such a hould be assessed multi-dimensionally, not on a
reading books, following newspapers an ingle scale (Kocak & Onen, 2012). The

zr;rzgaczclzgisde?é dus;gg ﬁgseln;ergi;ii?Je'n?#;ncit'%ﬁevelopment of profes_sional skiII_s as well as
personal development and therefore they al gorgtlcal knowledge Is of great |rr_1portance n
affect the level of individual innovativeness idwifery and nursing education, which educates

' the health professionals of the future. Students
The prevalence of innovative studies imeed to improve their professional skills in a
midwifery and nursing education is increasingirtual or laboratory setting before the actual
every other day and the search for providingatient care environment (Gurol, Akpinar &
gualified education for students is still going onApay, 2016) The students in our study stated that
The determination of students' views on clinicathe laboratory conditions and technical
practice contributes to the development ofquipment in the school should be satisfactory for
effective teaching strategies in student educationnovation (77.8%). In the health sector, plenty
(Dil, Uzun & Aykanat, 2012). In this context, ourof innovative educational materials are produced
study also included student opinions abouh parallel with technological developments. The
innovation in school education. The students whase of these educational materials in the skills
made up our study group also stated that thaboratories will have a positive effect on
courses given in the school should be reinforcingnproving students’ innovation and skill levels.
th? reasonlng.ablllty (64.1%) and that |nnovat|on1-.0day, scientific and technological developments
oriented studies were necessary to shape t

. . : . e experienced at a great pace, and the
vocational education and practices in the SCho?nportance of learning a foreign language has

0 Co
.(69'4/0)' One study rgportgd Fhaf[ Ind'v'du"’l!)ecome a necessity beyond being a matter of
innovators and learning institutions were

correlated (Yigit & Aksay, 2015). It is inevitabledlscussmn' Foreign language education in- our

that innovation takes place in education an?gilg;]t?é’ o\lfvthhlgha heaanjo :gg[]r::ear?\ﬂcﬁb;g:z itSZt
practices in the health field that is constantl 9 b '

. . . . Yhe top of the issues list that has to be handled
evolving and changing. It is of great 'mportanc‘i_f}riously (Haznedar, 2010) In our study, the
that fapulty me”.'ber?- stuqlents and heall udents stated that foreign language education in
professionals working in the field collaborate Sth

that innovative studies can be carried out withif} - school should be adequate. In order to follow
C]ﬂﬂe innovations and changes in the literature and

ey, Areutaiopel Tidaer ardp the work, the studeni need 1o know te

meeting student needs, strengthening proble ommonly used Iangqages, and fortunately, the
. e ! tudents are aware of it.

solving and reasoning skills, collaborative an

compatible with technology (Bradshaw, 2007). Occupational organizations are the key forces

that most clearly reflect organizational culture
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and best support innovation (Dil, Uzun & strategies in nursing and related health profession
Aykanat, 2012). In parallel with this fact, the 3-18. _
students in our study were observed to think th&uhadar C., Bulbul T. & ligaz G. (2013) Exploring o

the function and efforts of professional fhe i Relationsrng hbetw%en . 'Ingi(;’idu?'
organizations (88.3%) were significant in the |novatvVenessand techno-pedagogical Education

. . . . . Competencies of Pre-service Teachers. Elementar
spread of innovative practices in education. The P y

lIS scores of these students were found 10 Rgmiralay R., Bayir EAA. & Gelibolu M.F. (2016)
higher. The adoption of organizational culture is |hyestigation Of Relationship Between Students’
important for the spread of innovation-oriented personal Innovativeness And Readiness For
practices during vocational training and Online Learning. Journal of Research in Education
professional life. In this context, important and Teaching 5(1): 161,168. (in Turkish)
responsibilities such as promoting informatioPeniz ~S.  (2016) Individualistic  Innovative
exchange, being the fastest force delivering Char_acteristips of Pre—S_ervice. Teachers.Electronic
developments to the colleagues, and providing, 1urkish Studies 11(9). (in Turkish) o
motivational power for encouraging vocationaP!l S Yzun M. & Aykanat B. (2012) Innovation in

. i fall the should f fi | nursing education. International Journal of Human
Innovations t1all on the snoulders ol occupationa Sciences 9(2): 1217-1228. (in Turkish)

organizations. Erdogan D.G. & Gunes D.Z. (2013) The relationship
Conclusion between individual innovatiness and change
readiness conditions of students attending faculty
In this study, it was determined that the students of education. Procedia-Social and Behavioral
had a low level of innovativeness and that they Sciences 106: p. 3033-3040.
were in the ‘interrogator’ category. In order tcErtug N. & Kaya H. (2017) Investigating the
ensure a h|gh level of individual innovativeness Individu_al Innovatiyeness Profiles and Barriers. to
in university students, studies promoting the [Nnovativeness in = Undergraduate  Nursing
personal development of students should be q Students. Journal of Education and Research in

- . Nursing 14 (3): 192-197. (in Turkish)
part of the education from the first stage oIfzidan M. (2015) Organizational Value Management
school years.

Levels in Classroom and  Innovative Practices in
Aknowledgemet Teaching Processes of Academics. Bartin
University Journal of Faculty of Education 4(1):
The authors wish to thank students who 151-162. (in Turkish)
participated in study. Gurol A., Akpinar R.B. & Apay S.E. (2016) The
Ref Effect of Simulation Applications on the Skill
elerences Levels of Students. Kocatepe Medical Journal
Adiguzel A. (2012) The relation between candidate 17:99-104. (in Turkish)
teachers' moral maturity levels and their individuaHaznedar B. (2010) Foreign language education in
innovativeness characteristics: A case study of Turkey: Reforms, trends and our teachers. in
Harran University Education Faculty. Educational International Conference on New Trends in
Research and Reviews 7(25): 543. Education and Their Implications, Antalya,
Arkun S. (2011) The development of a social media Turkey. Retrieved from http://www. iconte.
based model for faculty - school collaboration: org/FileUpload/ks59689/File/166. pdf. 2010. (in
School experiences case. Unpublished Doctoral Turkish)
Thesis, Hacettepe University Institute of Sciencésik C. & Turkmendag T. (2016) Determinants of
and Technology. (in Turkish) Individual Innovativeness Perception of Ataturk
Basaran S.D. & Keles S. (2015) Who Is Innovative? University Tourism Faculty Students. Gazi
Examination of Teachers’ Innovativeness Level]. University Journal of Tourism Faculty 70-99. (in
Hacettepe University Journal of Education 30(4): Turkish)

106-118. (in Turkish) Kert S.B. & Tekdal M. (2012) Comparison Of
Betz F. & Sensoy U. (2010) Management strategy: Individual Innovativeness Perception Of Students
strategic management and information technology. Attending  Different  Education ~ Faculties.

TUBITAK Popular Science Books. (in Turkish) University of Gaziantep Journal of Social Sciences
Bodur G. (2018) The Relationship Between Individual 11(4).

Innovativeness and Entrepreneurship Tendency #ilicer K. & Odabasi H.F. (2010) Individual

Nursing Students. Journal of Health Science and Innovativeness Scale (Is): The Study Of

Profession 5(2): 139-148. (in Turkish) Adaptation To Turkish, Validity And Reliability.
Bradshaw M.J. (2007) Effective learning: What Hacettepe University Journal of Education 38:

teachers need to know. Innovative teaching 150-164. (in Turkish)
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Kilicer K. (2011) Individual innovativeness profdef Learning Trends. Journal of Educational Sciences
prospective teachers in computer education and Research 7(2):189-206. (in Turkish)
instructional technology. Unpublished DoctorateéDzgur H. (2013) Investigation of the relationship
Thesis, Anadolu University Institute of between the critical thinking tendencies of the
Educational Sciences, Eskisehir. (in Turkish) prospective teachers of information technology
Kocak C. & Onen A. (2012) Analysis On Reflective and individual innovativeness characteristics in
Thinking Tendencies Of Student Teachers terms of various variables. Mersin University
According To Their Personal Innovativeness. Journal of the Faculty of Education 9(2): 409-420.
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