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The purpose of this study is to investigate how teachers’ acceptance of digital games is
constructed in the school context and what factors influence teachers’ acceptance. To do this, we
conducted a survey on teachers, school counselors, and professional counselors in August 2016. A
total of 250 data were analyzed. As a result, it was confirmed that the teachers’ acceptance of
digital game is composed of 5 factors - need for supervision, willingness to use, concern &
monitoring, acceptance as alternative activities, acceptance efficacy. As a result of multi-variate
multiple regression analysis, it was found that the teacher’s age, the 2 factors of digital media
literacy, the teacher’s attitude toward student’s digital game usage, and teacher’s evaluation of the
impact of digital games on school achievement have different effects on the 5 factors of teachers’
acceptance. This study is meaningful to identify how teachers’ acceptance of digital games is
constructed and to explore the main factors affecting teachers’ acceptance of digital games.
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[Appendix 1] Results of factor analysis on teacher’s acceptance of digital games

factor loading

items factor
1 2 3 4 5
Teache.rs need /to actlve.ly. manage and 240 010 046 016 092
supervise students’ use of digital games
Parents Sho'uld 'supervise the digital game e o064 149 06l | 183 need 'f(?r
usage of their children supervision
If services are provided to supervise students’ a= 673
digital game activities, I will use them | .728 290 -.124 .083 100
actively
If I h igital I i
. aye a good digital game, I am going to 027 ’35 024 156 025
use it in class
I ellm using or .Will pe usiing online games to 083 655 198 199 274 willingness to
build good relationships with my students use
I think that if students play the game with o = 5%
good rules about play time, I can allow them | .088 b1l 469 147 -.293
to play
I constantly check on what kind of digital
. .043 175 831 137 071
games students are playing concern &
monitoring
I ki h i f _
now t.(? advantages and disadvantages o 019 | —025 | 798 038 377 a = 723
popular digital games for students.
I think it’s better for students to play digital
-.014 .04 1 . -.01
games than to have trouble 0 049 8 873 016 acceptance
as alternative
I think that it is better for students to make activities
friends while playing digital games than to | .004 305 .010 .829 .099 a= 1735
always be alone
It.’s. easy for me to supervise students’ use of 008 035 112 204 201 acceptance
digital games efficacy
I use online games for class 002 | 319 | 188 | -173 | .69 a = .525

aJqFWH: FAEEA, AW Varimax
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[Appendix 2] Results of multi—variate multiple regression analysis

mdependent dependent variables B SE t Wilks's F s}
variables Lambda

need for supervision 067 | .084 796 634 A27
willingness to use -132 | .069 | -1.897 3.598 .059
gender concern & monitoring -.032 | .101 -.319 968 102 750
acceptance as alternative activities| -.186 | .092 | -2.023 4.091 044"
acceptance efficacy -.037 | .092 -.402 162 .688
need for supervision .002 | .004 .365 133 715
willingness to use -.005 | .004 | -1.280 1.637 202
age concern & monitoring -.008 | .005 | -1.569 924™ 2.463 118
acceptance as alternative activities .001 | .005 214 .046 831
acceptance efficacy 014 | 005 | 2936 8916 | 003"~
need for supervision 041 | 075 541 292 589
game willingness to use .009 | .063 146 021 884
. concern & monitoring 161 | .091 1.761 979 3.102 .080
expenence acceptance as alternative activities| -.033 | .083 -.401 161 689
acceptance efficacy 125 | 082 1.516 2.299 131
digital need for supervision .094 | .056 1.690 2.855 .092
media willingness to use 106 | .046 2.292 5.252 023
literacy - concern & monitoring 159 | .067 2.353 948" 5.537 019
sense of acceptance as alternative activities 015 | .061 250 .063 .803
community acceptance efficacy -.004 | .061 -.059 .003 953
digital need for supervision .088 | .051 1.719 2.956 .087
media willingness to use 113 | 042 | 2678 7173 | 008"
literacy - concern & monitoring 087 | .062 1.400 956 1.961 163
ability to acceptance as alternative activities 026 | .056 469 220 .639
use acceptance efficacy 076 | .056 1.356 1.840 176
digital need for supervision -.078 | 053 | -1.451 2.106 148
media willingness to use -.034 | .044 =772 596 441
literacy- concern & monitoring .060 | .065 932 948" .868 352
breaking the acceptance as alternative activities .046 | .059 784 615 434
rules acceptance efficacy 162 | 058 | 2773 7688 | 006"
need for supervision -.010 | .048 -.205 042 838
attitude willingness to use 125 | 040 | 3.149 9915 | 002"
toward concern & monitoring 058 | .058 994 947" 989 321
game acceptance as alternative activities 111 | 052 2.123 4.509 035
acceptance efficacy .054 | .052 1.025 1.050 307
need for supervision -.065 | .049 | -1.318 1.737 189
influence on willingness to use 085 | .041 2.088 4.359 038
school concern & monitoring 179 | 060 | 2999 | 907" | 8993 | .003"
achievement acceptance as alternative activities 110 | .0%4 2.044 4.176 042
acceptance efficacy 176 | 054 | 3277 10.736 | 001"

“p<.05, “p<.01
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