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use virtual reality; they are attending conferences on virtual reality or are members of mailing lists dedicated to virtual
reality (i.e. VRPsych List and Presence). Third, and as mentioned by Sun and Zhan (2006), the model does not take into
consideration the impact of moderators such as the voluntary dimension and professional autonomy. The addition of
these moderators would result in a more practical explanatory model and one closer to the reality of mental health pro-
fessionals. Fourth, the final model presented in Figure 3 aims to predict the intention of use and not the real use of virtu-
al reality. Knowing that intention of use mainly predicts usage (Davis, 1989; Davis et al., 1989; Venkatesh & Davis, 2000),
we can only expect that real use effectively corresponds to intention of use. Future research using the model while adding
the dimension of real use could help verify such a hypothesis.  However, trying to predict intention of use among peo-
ple who do not know what VR is would add quite a lot of error variance.

For many years, mental and physical health specialists as well as rehabilitation specialists have been working towards the
development and application of virtual reality as a therapeutic tool in the treatment of people suffering from various ail-
ments. This technology is effective and useful. Rothbaum (2004) mentions that: a) thanks to the ease of use of virtual real-
ity, treatment acceptance and adoption can improve (for example, many patients expose themselves more readily in vir-
tuo than in vivo); b) environments based on real situations can provide a realistic, ethical, and secure clinical context for
the patient; and c) the content of the virtual environment can be reused for patients with different problems. Until now,
it was difficult to understand why this technology was underutilized outside of research facilities despite its demonstrat-
ed effectiveness and the advantages associated with its use. Now we understand this phenomenon somewhat better and
we have data upon which we can base our dissemination efforts.

The results of the present study lead us to believe that mental health professionals favorable to virtual reality are more
influenced by the practical advantage of the VR technology than its perceived cost or ease of use, as we had been lead
to believe in the past (Bouchard et al., 2006). It therefore appears that professionals would willingly buy or use this tech-
nology for their practice if researchers could document and demonstrate to them the added value of virtual reality as well
as the useful and practical aspects in the application of treatments.  Research on dissemination could benefit from Rogers’
(1995) theory of innovation dissemination.  According to Stirman, Crits-Christoph and DeRubeis (2004), Rogers’ theo-
ry distinguishes itself as a theoretical model of dissemination because its central factors are highly predictive of success-
ful adoption. These factors being : a) the perceived advantage (implying that the rate of adoption of an innovation is asso-
ciated to the advantages it seems to have  on procedures) ; b) the consistency or compatibility that exists between inno-
vation and procedure (the more a therapist has to adapt to a procedure the less he/she would be ready to accept the
change) ; c) the complexity of the procedure ; d) the introduction of the innovation that must be gradual and e) being
able to see it in the surrounding (noticeable). These five factors allow us to go even further in our reflection and to con-
template in an interesting way the dissemination of virtual reality among professionals.

No study to date had sought to understand why mental health professionals made little use of virtual reality as a tool for
treatment. Having demonstrated its effectiveness on many occasions and in different contexts (Bouchard et al., 2006; Riva,
2005), the inquiry was obvious. The proposed model thus provides interesting answers and avenues for reflection, allow-
ing us from now on to note that for favorable professionals, perceived usefulness is what influences them primarily in their
intention to use virtual reality in their practice. This takes into account factors such as anxiety towards computers and
computer playfulness. These results differ from previous studies using the TAM (Davis, 1989; Sun & Zhan, 2006,
Venkatesh & Davis, 2000). The latter had, for the most part; identified attitude and perceived ease of use as important
predictors of intention of use. Attitude is not even part of the final TAM model adapted to virtual reality. 



Figure 1

Studied Model : MAT adapted to VR

Figure 2

Revised Model

Figure 3

Final Model
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