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ABSTRACT 

EFL TEACHERS’ PERCEPTION OF WEB 2.0 TECHNOLOGIES ON 

TEACHING AND LEARNING  

 

Metin ÖZCAN 

 

Master of Arts, Department of English Language Education 

Supervisor: Prof.Dr. Yasemin KIRKGÖZ 

May 2020, 83 pages 

 

In recent years, ICT has started to be used to help students think critically, 

become creative and obtain more successful learning outcomes. Web 2.0 applications 

such as wikis, blogs, podcasts, social networking such as MySpace, Facebook, 

YouTube and Instagram constitute important sources for ICT in foreign language 

classrooms. Studies clearly demonstrate that using Web 2.0 applications yield several 

benefits: they are easy to use; they can be obtained easily and in many cases freely; and 

they allow interaction and communication in the classroom environment between 

teacher and student as well as student to student interaction.  

The present study aims to investigate the types of Web 2.0 technologies used by 

English as Foreign Language (EFL) teachers, EFL teachers‟ perspectives of such tools, 

and the effect of variables such as gender, teaching experience, daily Internet use, and 

the computer use on teachers‟ decision to apply Web 2.0 tools for instructional 

purposes.  A mixed-method research design has been adopted in the current study. In 

other words, in order to collect research data, two research instruments have been used; 

The Web 2.0 Application Questionnaire developed for this study and written interviews.  

Data was conducted from 56 English teachers working in different TED (Turkish 

Education Association, Türk E itim Derne i) colleges. Participants of this study were 

56 English teachers who completed the questionnaire, and 12 teachers volunteered to 

contribute to interviews.  

 Data analysis was conducted in two stages. Descriptive statistics was used to 

analyse the data from the 15 Likert-Scale items on the Questionnaire, including 

demographic information of the participants. Furthermore, Mann Whitney U Test was 

employed to analyse the influence of “gender” variable, and Kruskal Wallis Test was 
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used to analyse the effects of “use of computer for teaching”, “year of teaching 

experience” and “the daily Internet use” on teachers‟ applying Web 2.0 applications for 

teaching purposes. Qualitative data from the written open-ended interview questions 

were analysed through content analysis. The findings seem to suggest that teachers 

participating in this study are well aware of most Web 2.0 tools and the potential uses of 

ICT technology, and they are inclined to incorporate various Web 2.0 tools for 

instructional purposes. It has also been found that no statistically significant difference 

exist between these variables and the teachers‟ applying Web 2.0 tools in their classes. 

 

Key words: Web 2.0 application, technology integration, teacher perspective, English 

teachers 
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ÖZET 

ĠNGĠLĠZCEYĠ YABANCI DĠL OLARAK ÖĞRETEN ÖĞRETMENLERĠN WEB 

2.0 TEKNOLOJĠLERĠNĠN ÖĞRETĠM VE ÖĞRENME KONUSUNDAKĠ 

ALGISI 

 

Metin ÖZCAN 

 

Yüksek Lisans Tezi, Ġngiliz Dili Eğitimi Anabilim Dalı 

Tez DanıĢmanı: Prof. Dr. Yasemin KIRKGÖZ 

Mayıs 2020, 83 sayfa 

 

 on yıllarda, bilgi ve iletişim teknolojisinin (BİT) kullanımında hızlı gelişmeler 

meydana gelmiştir. Yapılan araştırmalar, teknolojiyi sınıf içinde ve dışında kullanmanın 

avantajlarını ortaya koymaktadır. BİT uygulaması için önemli kaynaklardan biri olan 

Web 2.0'nin örnekleri arasında wiki, blog, podcast, My pace ve Facebook, YouTube ve 

Instagram gibi sosyal a lardan bahsedilebilir. Araştırmalar, Web 2.0 uygulamalarının 

kullanımlarının kolay ve esnek olmaları, etkileşime ve iletişime izin vermeleri gibi 

avantajlarının oldu unu vurgulamaktadır. Bu nedenle, bu uygulamaların sadece 

ö retmenler için faydalı kaynaklar olmadı ı, aynı zamanda sınıfta daha yaratıcı 

ö renme uygulamalarına imkân verdi i de düşünülmektedir.  

Bu çalışma, İngilizceyi yabancı dil olarak ö reten ö retmenlerin (EFL) İngilizce 

derslerinde ne tür Web 2.0 uygulamaları kullandıklarını, bu uygulamalara yönelik 

algılarını ve cinsiyet, meslek, ö retme deneyimi, günlük internet kullanımı ve 

bilgisayarı kullanma sıklıkları gibi de işkenlerin, ö retmenlerin Web 2.0 kullanımına 

etkisi olup olmadı ını incelemektedir.   

Çalışmada karma yöntemli bir araştırma deseni benimsenmiştir. Veri toplama 

aracı olarak anket ve görüşmelerden yararlanılmıştır. Bu araştırmada, araştırmaya özel 

olarak geliştirilen Web. 2.0 Uygulama Anketi ve yazılı olarak uygulanan görüşme 

soruları kullanılmıştır. Araştırma örneklemini çeşitli illerdeki TED (Türk E itim 

Derne i) okullarında çalışmakta olan İngilizce ö retmenleri oluşturmaktadır. 

Araştırmanın katılımcılarını ankete yanıt veren 56 İngilizce ö retmeni ve anketin 

uygulanmasının ardından gönüllü olarak görüşmeye katkı sa layan 12 ö retmen 

oluşturmaktadır. 
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Veri analizi iki aşamada de erlendirilmiştir. İlk aşamada, 15 maddeden oluşan 

Likert ölçekli anketin ve katılımcıların demografik bilgilerinin de erlendirilmesi 

amacıyla betimsel istatistik uygulanmıştır. Buna ilaveten, cinsiyet de işkeninin etkisini 

ölçmek amacıyla, Mann Whitney U testi ve meslekte deyim, günlük internet kullanımı 

ve bilgisayarı kullanma sıklıkları de işkenlerinin etkisini belirlemek amacıyla da 

Kruskal Wallis testi uygulanmıştır. Veri analizinin ikinci aşamasında ise, içerik analizi 

yönteminden yararlanılmıştır. Bulgular, araştırmaya katılan ö retmenlerin birçok Web 

2.0 araçlarını yakından tanıdıklarını ve bu araçları İngilizce ö retimini desteklemek 

amacıyla kullandıklarını göstermektedir. Aynı zamanda, bulgular cinsiyet, meslekte 

deneyim, günlük internet kullanımı ve bilgisayarı kullanma sıklıkları gibi 

de işkenlerinin ö retmenlerin bu araçları kullanımı üzerinde önemli bir etkisi 

olmadı ını ortaya koymaktadır. 

 

Anahtar kelimeler: Web 2.0 uygulamaları, teknoloji entegrasyonu, ö retmen algıları, 

İngilizce ö retmenleri 
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CHAPTER I 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The present study investigates the types of Web.2 technologies used by English 

as Foreign Language (EFL) teachers, teachers‟ perspectives of using such tools, and 

whether there is any significant effect of such variables as gender, teaching experience, 

daily Internet use, and the computer use on teachers‟ decision to apply Web 2.0 tools for 

instructional purposes.  The first part of this chapter provides a general background to 

the research. It also explains the statement of the problem and introduces the research 

questions and significance of the study. 

 

1.1. Background of the Study 

During the last decades, rapid advancements have taken place in using 

information and communication technology (ICT). Studies reveal the benefits of 

infusing technology for educational purposes. It has been found that incorporating ICT 

into lessons enhances students‟ thinking skills, and creates better and enhanced teaching 

and learning opportunities. Using technology effectively leads students to be more 

creative and keep them more engaged on classroom activities. In addition, using ICT 

supports teachers in their ability to differentiate their instructional practices in 

accordance with students‟ specific requirements (Hubbard, 2008). 

“Web 2.0 application is one of the significant components of ICT 

implementation in education. Coyle (2011) provides the description of the term Web 2.0 

as “a variety of websites and applications that allow anyone to create, share, collaborate, 

edit and distribute online information or content” (p. 8).  Examples of Web 2.0 

applications are wikis, blogs, podcasts, social networking such as Myspace, Facebook, 

YouTube and Instagram. Web 2.0 applications provide several benefits; it is easy to use 

them, they facilitate communication and interaction, and they are easily available (Drent 

& Meelissen, 2008; Hubbard, 2008). Moreover, they enable interactive sharing of 

information as well as promoting autonomous learning opportunities for students. Due 

to such benefits, such Web 2.0 applications and items as collaborative wiki spaces and 

blogs have been found not only useful resources for teachers but also they have resulted 

in more creative learning practices in the classroom (Dudeney & Hockly, 2012)”.  
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In the present century, many institutions are employing technology with the aim 

of maintaining their competitiveness. Schools cannot be considered an exception. 

Barnatt (2008) points out that in a growing number of schools traditional classrooms are 

equipped with technology to create more effective educational settings. Several 

applications of technology have started to be applied for language teaching purposes. As 

highlighted by Dudeney and Hockly (2012), in this digital age, if schools are to remain 

competitive, integrating technology into school curriculum becomes essential. As 

technology is advancing rapidly, the Internet and other technological tools are being 

used by many schools, and incorporating technology is becoming a requirement for 

most teachers. To attain effective use of Web 2.0 technologies for instructional purposes 

is given great importance; and consequently, a growing number of schools are 

incorporating Web 2.0 technology into their programs. 

 

1.2. Statement of the Problem 

 A review of the literature has revealed that there is an increasing body of 

research which puts an emphasis on the necessity of using technology in foreign 

language classes from primary to high school with a view to enhancing the 

technological skills of the students and to support and enhance foreign language 

learning opportunities (See Alexander, 2008; Almekhlafi, Ain & Abulibdeh, 2018; 

Kırkgöz, 2013). However, very little research is available on the infusion of Web 2.0 

technologies in education in Turkey. Research investigating the use of technological 

tools from the teachers‟ perspectives also seems to be lacking. As schools continue to 

incorporate new technologies into their curriculum, more investigation into Web 2.0 

tools may contribute to improving teaching and learning in foreign language classes.  

 

1.3. Purpose of the Study 

 With the advancements of Web 2.0 technologies, teachers are required to revise 

their teaching approaches. The infusion of Web 2.0 technology into the EFL classroom 

offers language learners with unique opportunities to interact and collaborate with their 

peers as well as teachers to help them become autonomous learners.  Priority is given to 

achieve the effective use of Web 2.0 tools for instructional purposes. Thus, schools 

around the world are integrating Web 2.0 technologies into their programs. 
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The use of Web 2.0 tools in education remains an under-researched area in 

Turkey. This situation requires the present research to be initiated in an attempt to 

explore teachers‟ perspectives on Web 2.0 applications for instructional purposes. 

Therefore, the current study is intended to complete a gap in the literature on Web 2.0 

use in schools by exploring Turkish EFL teachers‟ perspectives on the use of these tools 

for teaching and learning purposes.  

 

1.4. Research Questions 

The present study aims to investigate Turkish EFL teachers‟ perspectives on the 

application of Web 2.0 tools in English classes. It also examines the influence of certain 

variables on teachers‟ decisions to use such tools. 

In line with these points, the study aims to answer the research questions given 

below: 

 

1. What types of Web 2.0 tools are used by EFL teachers in their classes? 

2. What are the EFL teachers‟ perspectives on using Web 2.0 applications in terms 

of their benefits and potential challenges?  

3. Do gender, teaching experience, daily Internet use, and the computer use for 

teaching have a significant effect on EFL teachers‟ decision to use Web 2.0 

applications for instructional purposes?  

 

1.5. Significance of the Study 

The present study has significance for a number of reasons. First, investigating 

the Web 2.0 applications is important because of the advantages both students and 

teachers gain as a result of using them.  Furthermore, the advantages of  Web 2.0 

applications is well-known by teachers in global contexts, which may not particularly 

apply for Turkish teachers of EFL, as they may not be well aware of the potential 

educational uses of such technological tools.   

It is important to find out the teachers‟ perspectives on Web 2.0 tools in terms of 

the benefits and possible challenges teachers may experience in using such tools. 

English teachers‟ positive beliefs about the use of various Web 2.0 tools may encourage 

syllabus designers, materials developers and other teachers at every level of education 

to consider incorporating such tools for instructional purposes.  
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A further significance of this study is that the results obtained from this study 

may help English teachers gain a deeper understanding into the benefits of Web 2.0 

technology. All these reasons make it inevitable to initiate the current study to make a 

contribution to English Language Teaching (ELT) field.  
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CHAPTER II 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1. Introduction 

This chapter presents a review of relevant literature under three main 

subheadings: computer-mediated communication, history of Web 2.0 tools, and types of 

Web 2.0 tools used for educational purposes. Finally, a review of the relevant studies 

conducted globally and locally is given. 

 

2.2. Computer-Mediated Communication (CMC) 

 Computer-Mediated Communication (CMC) is a newly developed aspect of 

Computer Assisted Language Learning (CALL). In one of his research, Herring (1996) 

defines CMC as “the communication that takes place between human beings via the 

instrumentality of computer” (p.20). CALL depends on interaction between computer 

and person while CMC is similar and is linked to telecommunication technologies, 

chatting online, having conferences on the web and forums (Chen, Pedersen & Murphy, 

2011). It can be stated that before the developments in technology, computers 

functioned as tutors. After the developments in technology, computers became to be 

used “tools”. As pointed out by Brandl (2012), CMC has now become a part of 

everyday life through emails, forums, blogs, wikis, online chatting, video-sharing and 

social media.Using CMC in the classroom can be seen as overcoming the boundaries of 

the classroom (Dawley, 2007; Kırkgöz, 2013). 

 

2.3. History of Web 2.0 Tools 

 The term World Wide Web was first used by Tim Berners-Lee in 1989. The 

introduction of the Internet in language education started with Web 1.0 tools, gradually 

progressed to Web 2.0 tools, and five years later, Dale Dougherty coined the term Web 

2.0 (O‟Reilly, 2007).  

 Web 1.0 refers to static web pages with hyperlinks to other pages and resources. 

As Web 1.0 sites are static, personal and not interactive, they are known as the readable 

web, which does not allow the readers‟ to make spoken or written additions. Among 

Web 1.0 tools, personal web sites and online encyclopaedias can be given as the most 
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popularly used examples around the world. Web 1.0 tools had limitations because of 

their passivity in communication (Motteram & Sharma, 2009). Some of the Web 1.0 

websites had a “Guest Book” where the visitors could leave their ideas about the 

website. Unlike Web 1.0 tools, Web 2.0 tools allow the users to create and share 

information.  Additionally, Web 2.0 tools offer learning opportunities that are real and 

collaborative by facilitating socialization, collaboration, creativity, authenticity and 

sharing. 

 Web 2.0 tools can be considered as an innovative technology, because before 

Web 2.0 tools the Internet was the main technology that was used as one-way 

communication. In other words, only the writers of a certain site could edit the content 

inside the web page and the readers would access the site and just read what has been 

written. In addition, visitors of a site were passive. After the improvements in 

technology, Web 2.0 tools are now viewed as “user-generated content”. Users from all 

over the world are able to go online and write their thoughts, ideas and share their 

knowledge. Therefore, not only can users collaborate with each other through a virtual 

community, they can also interact with each other as well. Because of these facilities, 

users can access to real and rich materials, they can create their own materials and share 

it with others. 

 To summarize, Web 1.0 applications can be distinguished from Web 2.0 

applications in several ways: First, Web 2.0 websites enable users to create, share and 

communicate information. Second, the users do not need any publishing skills to share 

something on a Web 2.0 website, whereas Web 1.0 did not allow this to happen. In the 

days of Web 1.0 some of the abilities of Web 2.0 were possible to use but they were not 

that effective in sharing with others.  

 

2.4. Types of Web 2.0 Tools 

 Web 2.0 tools are available in many different forms.  Some of the Web 2.0 tools 

are online, which means that users; teachers and students need only the Internet access 

to create a document or a presentation. On the other hand, other Web 2.0 tools are 

programs that can be operated from a class computer or a mobile device. Web 2.0 is “a 

service built using the building blocks of the technologies and open standards that 

underpin the Internet and the web” (Anderson, 2007, p. 7). These services range wikis, 

and browsers with plugging, social networking, multimedia sharing, content 
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syndication, podcasting and content tagging services.  In the following section, 

examples of types of Web 2.0 applications and their uses are discussed.  

 

2.4.1. Wikis 

 Wikis are a “type of Web site that makes it easy for users to contribute and edit 

text content and graphics without any knowledge of Web page development or 

programming techniques” (Laudon & Laudon, 2009, p. 66). Wikipedia is one of the best 

(and biggest) examples of a Wiki. Wikis promote communication and collaboration 

through knowledge sharing and storing. The most distinctive characteristics of wikis is 

that people can create their own content, share and store data with the intention of 

having open access for later retrieval, promote collaboration that build synergy coming 

from many members instead of an individual, and allows open editing. Thus, unless 

they are not restricted to, anyone can add any information. The fact that wikis are easy 

to use does not require much expertise from its users. They are also evolving, which 

shows that they display greater opportunities for future use. Wikipedia is considered to 

be the most common wiki worldwide with more than 14 million entries (Lai & Turban, 

2008; Li, 2012). 

 

2.4.2. Blogs 

 Blogs are weblogs that give information about a particular event or a topic. 

There are also personal blogs giving information about a person similar to a diary. The 

main distinction between a wiki and a blog is that only the owner of the blog can write 

entries whereas in a wiki everyone can write entries. In addition, visitors can leave 

comments and respond to other visitors‟ comments as well. 

As in the case of an online diary, blog is a webpage “consisting of brief 

paragraphs of opinion, information, personal diary entries, or links, called posts, 

arranged chronologically with the most recent first, in the style of an online journal” 

(Anderson, 2007, p. 7). Alexander (2008) reports that blogs are the “centrepiece” to the 

organization of Web 2.0 because “the simplicity of creating and updating blogs 

empowers readers to write, evoking the phrase read/write Web” (p. 152). As Dawley 

(2007) remarks  
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“Blogs and wikis are being used by many instructors to support the writing process, 

assist reflection in learning,provide student empowerment and to promote the idea of 

students as experts in their own learning process” (p. 208).   

“Another benefit of using blogs in language classes is that students can use 

written texts, graphics, audio files and videos linked to this platform (Hernández-

Ramos, 2004). In this way, they can improve different language skills including writing, 

reading and listening”. 

 

2.4.3. Social Networking 

 Social networking is based on a person setting up an account for themselves and 

sharing their profiles with people that have similar interests, friends and family. Most of 

the time users have an option of private or public profile. Users can post images and 

videos. Social Networking includesMyspace and Facebook, YouTube and Instagram 

(Coyle, 2011). 

 

2.4.4. Podcasting 

 “Podcasts are usually audio files that can be either downloaded or listened to 

online. Some of the Podcasts may include images or even videos. A Podcast is an audio 

or video file created for use on mp3 players or on a computer (Baker et al., 2010). 

Podcasts are useful tools in improving listening skills. Kavaliauskiene and Anusiene 

(2009) point out that students can listen to a podcast and read its script simultaneously, 

and later they can record a response to the topic and submit it to their teacher. The 

teacher, then, can listen to the recording and give feedback. Using podcasts as a multi-

purpose learning platform, helps improve students‟ fluency in listening, reading, 

speaking, pronunciation and vocabulary making. When students are involved in an open 

interactive dialogue, all language skills are practiced at the same time. Thus, such Web 

2.0 tools as blogs and podcasts can be applied in integrating language skills in order to 

develop and enhance real communication”. 

 

2.4.5. YouTube 

 YouTube provides its users a free platform for sharing and recruiting videos 

(Fuller, 2011). YouTube can be considered as the standard for video streaming on the 

Internet (Lee, 2010). Teachers can incorporate YouTube as a useful resource for 
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students to upload the videos as part of their assignments. Video streaming is also 

available via Facebook, and both can effectively be done using smart phones. 

 

2.5. Benefits of Web 2.0 Tools 

“Recent research suggests that Web 2.0 applications offer great potential to 

enhance students‟ learning (Ferdig, 2006). A review of research studies carried out on 

Web 2.0 technologies has demonstrated that incorporating Web 2.0 technology into the 

classroom offers numerous benefits. The effective use of Web 2.0 applications helps 

develop students‟ critical thinking, achieve course objectives and provides more 

effective learning environment (Dudeney & Hockly, 2012). Also, using technology 

effectively helps the students to develop their creativity and keep them motivated. 

Therefore, schools turn into global learning environments.  Students can utilize Web 2.0 

platforms to interact, reflect, exchange ideas, and increase their knowledge. 

Furthermore, they can write questions they encounter related to school subjects, and 

receive response from teachers or peers (Harris & Rea, 2009)”. 

“The emergence of Web 2.0 tools has given teachers the ability to improve their 

teaching process and differentiate their teaching approaches in accordance with the 

students‟ needs.Web 2.0 tools are available at any time and any place. They are easy to 

have access to so that teachers can employ them without making much effort. These 

tools offer a variety of media ranging from images, videos and sounds. In addition to 

that they are really easy to use. They are available in various communication forms; 

hence, teachers can choose the most relevant tools for educational purposes (Glassman 

& Kang, 2011).  Every student can act as the author and the editor. In addition, it is 

possible to track every edit that has been made. This facility helps the teachers to keep 

track of what the students are performing. Web 2.0 has the potential to create more 

interactive and powerful learning environments in which learners can create knowledge, 

produce and edit texts (Richardson, 2009). Finally, Web 2.0 technology helps build a 

community spirit, increase interaction and communication among the instructor, 

students, and other people, and enable sharing resources”.  

 As can be seen from the above discussion, Web 2.0 tools provide valuable 

resources and opportunities for both students and teachers mainly due to their 

communicative potentials. Web 2.0 tools not only provide authenticity and 

collaboration but they also contribute to the development of language skills as they give 
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students to have a control over their learning. A teacher who is using various Web 2.0 

tools and products creates an engaging and collaborative teaching and learning 

environment for his/her students. 

 In addition to various benefits teachers can gain from using Web 2.0 tools in 

their language classes, the use of different Web 2.0 tools contributes to the development 

of students‟ technological literacy skills, and they are better prepared for their future 

professions. Students can receive most updated information and they can create 

concrete products using Web 2.0 tools (O‟Reilly, 2007).  In addition, with web 2.0 tools 

students have the chance to work flexible work hours both inside and outside the 

classroom; and in this way as noted by Prashnig (2006) students‟ different learning 

styles are supported. While working with Web 2.0 tools, students are mostly encouraged 

to work cooperatively with their peers, which help them share their experiences and 

ideas. As a result of working in groups students can improve their social and 

communicative skills (O‟Reilly, 2007). Finally, Web 2.0 tools can advance students one 

step further from the routine textbook-related studies to giving the students an 

opportunity to produce content, and the task of producing or manipulating the content 

enhances students‟ self-efficacy.  

 

2.6. Studies on the Use of Web 2.0 Technology 

The use of Web 2.0 technology has been investigated in various ESL/EFL 

teaching contexts; both globally and locally. This section provides the pertinent studies 

conducted abroad and in Turkish context. 

 

2.6.1. Global Studies on Web 2.0 Tools 

 “Between the years 2005 and 2009, Wang and Vasquez (2012) explored seven 

databases to present the current state of research on Web 2.0 tools and their roles in 

second language learning.  The review has revealed that the integration of Web 2.0 tools 

in the classroom enhances learners‟ confidence in writing, helps them with their writing 

strategies and contributes greatly to the overall writing development of students. The 

review also demonstrates that the infusion of Web 2.0 technologies in the classroom 

offers numerous benefits to learners. These technologies create more comfortable, 

collaboration focussed social learning contexts, in which students tend to engage in 
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more interaction and collaboration with their peers. As a result, they become more 

productive and motivated”. 

 Research investigating the influence of Web 2.0 technologies on EFL learning 

and teaching has clearly demonstrated that “such tools have favourable influences on 

the students‟ motivations in learning the target language and that they facilitate the 

learning of EFL (Balçıkanlı, 2012; Crook, 2008; Grant, 2016).  Zelick (2013) examined 

teachers‟ perception of Web 2.0 technologies, comparing it to traditional teaching 

techniques in the United States. The study revealed a positive effect between the 

teachers‟ opinions of teaching lessons via Web 2.0 technologies compared to a 

traditional classroom”.  

 In the Iranian context, Shahrokni (2008) aimed to find out Iranian familiarity 

with Web 2.0 technologies; teachers‟ perceptions towards effectiveness of such 

technologies in teaching English and how frequent they employed these tools in their 

lessons.  A survey containing close- and open-ended statements and following 

interviews were used to collect data from the 53 participants. Most teachers were found 

to have low levels of familiarity with the technologies. Only a small number of the 

participants were using these Technologies in their lessons; the type of technological 

tools employed included dictionaries, web search engines and emails.  The study 

revealed that the potential use of Web 2.0 technologies have not yet been achieved in 

Iranian language classes. This finding was due to such external factors as lack of CALL 

(Computer Assisted language learning) training in teacher education, challenges in the 

Internet services, and unavailability of computer for students. 

A number of studies have investigated “teachers‟ beliefs, attitudes as well as 

their confidence in implementing online digital tools for teaching and learning purposes. 

It has been revealed that teachers who hold positive attitudes and their level of 

confidence is high have a tendency to employ computer technologies more in their 

classrooms (e.g. Atkins & Vasu, 2000; Kessler & Plakans, 2008; Kim, 2002). On the 

other hand, some studies (Park & Son, 2009) reported that teachers were highly 

motivated; yet they mentioned inability in applying online tools in the classroom due to 

some factors; for example, time constraints, insufficient computers which was found to 

have an unfavourable effect on their use online technologies in the classroom) 

identified”.  

Studies investigating teachers‟ opinions of Web 2.0 use have consistently shown 

that teachers held positive beliefs that Web 2.0 applications should be incorporated into 
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lessons.  Kay, Knaack and Petrarca (2009) examined 33 middle and secondary school 

teachers‟ perceptions of web-based learning tools (WBLTs) in Canada using the 

Learning Object Scale for teachers. Most teachers reported that WBLTs are user-

friendly and engaging for students, and contributing towards successful learning. On the 

other hand, some teachers found WBLTs time consuming in terms of searching for 

appropriate tools and lessons- preparation. Teachers‟ reported some technological 

problems mainly related to Internet speed.   

In another study Rahimi and Yadollahi (2011) investigated the connection 

between computer anxiety and ICT use of Iranian teachers in English classes.  

Participants were 254 Iranian EFL teachers.  The study revealed computer anxiety had a 

direct relationship with ICT integration. In other words, “the level of computer anxiety 

was higher among the older EFL teachers who applied relatively fewer ICT tools in 

their instruction compared to younger teachers”.  

The study conducted by Cahyani and Cahyono (2012) attempted to find out what 

types of technology were used by the teachers.  It was found that “teachers mostly used 

notebooks/computers, tape recorders, multimedia and websites. As for the teachers‟ 

attitudes towards technology use, teachers were found to hold positive opinions with 

regard to using technology in the classroom”.  

Almekhlafi, Ain and Abulibdeh (2018) conducted a large scale investigation to 

find out “ 56  pre-service and in-service school teachers‟ perceptions of Web 2.0 

applications and their u”se in the United Arab Emirates. The data collected via a five-

point Likert scale questionnaire was subjected to quantitative analysis. The results 

indicated that teachers had high perception toward Web 2.0 tools; however, they were 

found to use Web 2.0 applications at a moderate level.  Findings were mainly attributed 

to teachers‟ lack of professional training on using Web 2.0. Furthermore, no significant 

differences were observed in teachers‟ perceptions to Web 2.0 tools related to gender or 

experience in using computers and the Internet”.  

 

2.6.2. Local Studies on Web 2.0 Tools 

 Çakır and Top (2015) examined teachers‟ perceptions of the use of Web 2.0 

technologies as well as the frequency of using them in their lessons.  Participants of the 

study were 516 pre-service and 317 in-service teachers in primary schools. A survey 

was employed to collect data. The study revealed that both groups of teachers had 
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highly positive perceptions about Web 2.0 technologies in education.  Web 2.0 tools 

were used far more frequently by pre-service teachers in comparison to in-service 

teachers. The most frequently applied ICT tools were the grade book, the Internet 

software used for repetitive practice, processing text, interactive exercises and 

PowerPoint presentations.  

Using a questionnaire, Özel and Arıkan (2015) investigated how frequently 

Turkish EFL instructors use the Internet and Web 2.0 tools; EFL instructors‟ level of 

proficiency in computer and the Internet use, and their perceptions of these tools for 

teaching objectives.  About 112 EFL instructors at different universities responded to an 

on-line questionnaire, which was developed by the researchers. The results showed that 

although EFL instructors expressed positive beliefs in relation to using the Internet and 

Web 2.0 tools. They agreed that Web 2.0 tools, such as blogs, podcasts, wikis and social 

networking sites should be employed for purposes of language teaching as the use of 

these tools makes teaching more interesting, increase student motivation, and enhances 

cooperation among students.  On the other hand, instructors reported that they were not 

applying these tools sufficiently in their teaching.  Teachers expressed their concerns 

that they were not provided with enough opportunity to learn about the effective use of 

technology for instructional purposes. 

In order to draw a picture of the extent of technology used by university level 

EFL learners, a large scale study was conducted by Şahin-Kızıl (2011) in one 

University context in Turkey. The findings obtained from the questionnaire showed that 

while technologies such as social networks are very popular among EFL learners used 

mainly to search for information, newer technologies including self-publishing and 

content creation tools are employed by a smaller number of the students. Findings show 

that EFL learners are digital learners at a moderate level and the types of technology 

tools used for daily and instructional purposes. The study suggest that EFL practitioners 

should aim to have a better understanding of the current EFL learners and provide  them 

with more effective technology-integrated instruction. 

 olmaz and Bekleyen (2011) researched “the websites used by high school EFL 

teachers in one province in Turkey. Data was collected from the forty-five English 

teachers working at private and Anatolian high schools they found that teachers mostly 

employed resources from websites, forums and social networks, dictionaries, magazines 

and blogs”. 
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In a similar study conducted by Kartal and Arikan (2011) with prospective 

teachers, “social networking, online music, and e-mails were found to be the most 

widely used tools by prospective teachers. On the other hand podcasts and blogs were 

found to be the least used tools. It is suggested that the Internet and Web 2.0 tools offer 

not only resources but also opportunities for students and teachers due to their 

communicative potentials”.  

Cephe and Balçıkanlı (2012) investigated the prospective teachers‟ perceptions 

of the use of Web 2.0 tools and the study showed that prospective teachers were mostly 

positive about the use of Web 2.0 tools.  Another study was conducted by Kavandı 

(2012) to find out the potential effects of blogs on students‟ English writing skills.  The 

study revealed that students‟ writing skills have been improved in relation to generating 

ideas, word choices, sentence fluency and presentation skills.  It has also been found 

that the use of Web 2.0 tools helps teachers to promote on-line collaboration, 

cooperation and communication for students contributing to their personal, social and 

professional life (Balçıkanlı, 2012). 

 

2.7. Summary 

This section has presented an overview of the main studies carried out in 

different educational contexts with regards to the use of Web 2.0 technology. As 

understood from the above review of the literature, with rapid technological 

developments Web 2.0 tools are utilized quite extensively in education to enhance 

students‟ academic success.  The next chapter presents methodology of the study. 
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CHAPTER III 

3. METHODOLOGY 

3.1. Introduction 

 This chapter presents information about the research design and context and 

participants of the study. In addition, data collection instruments, data collection 

procedure, and analyses of data are described in this chapter.  

 

3.2. Research Design 

The present study adopts mixed-method research design to investigate teachers‟ 

use of Web 2.0 technologies and their perspectives on the benefits and potential 

challenges posed by such technologies. It also examines whether variables such as 

gender, teaching experience, daily Internet use, and the computer use for teaching have 

a significant effect on teachers‟ decision to use the Web 2.0 applications. As noted by 

Johnson, Onwuegbuzie & Turner (2007), mixed methods research refers to an approach 

that benefits from the use a combination of methods from quantitative and qualitative 

approaches. In addition, as maintained by Kemper,  tringfield and Teddlie (2003), “the 

nature of most research conducted in the social sciences lends itself to using mixed 

methods research procedures” (p. 273). In the present study, mixed methods research is 

also employed to relate the quantitative findings from the questionnaire with qualitative 

data from the interviews in order to arrive at a more comprehensive understanding of 

the research topic under investigation (Johnson, Onwuegbuzie & Turner, 2007). Also, 

“mixed method research design helps the researcher to overcome any drawbacks to be 

obtained from using one source of data that is, questionnaire or interviews”. 

Table 1, which is presented below, illustrates a summary of the research 

questions and methodological approaches followed in the current study. 
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Table  1.  

Summary of Research Questions, Methodological Approaches and Data Sources 

Research Questions                                 Methodological  

Approaches           

Data Sources  

1. What types of Web 

2.0 tools are used by 

EFL teachers in their 

classes? 

Quantitative 

Approach 

 
Questionnaire  

2. What is the EFL 

teachers‟ perspective on 

using Web 2.0 

applications in terms of 

their benefits and 

potential challenges? 

Qualitative 

Approach 

 

Quantitative 

Approach 

Interview 

Questionnaire 
 

3. Do gender, teaching 

experience, daily Internet 

use, and the computer 

use for teaching have a 

significant effect on EFL 

teachers‟ decision to use 

Web 2.0 applications for 

instructional purposes?  

 

 

Quantitative 

Approach 

 
Questionnaire  

 

 As demonstrated in Table 1, the present research aimed to seek answers to three 

questions, using a mixed method research design. Each research question had a specific 

aim related to the objectives of the study. The research benefited from both qualitative 

and quantitative approaches in order to relate quantitative findings with those of 

qualitative data in a systematic way. Overall, quantitative data were collected through 

the questionnaire while qualitative data were obtained via open-ended questions in the 

interviews in order to investigate the teachers‟ perspectives of Web.2.0 technologies  

from multiple directions.  
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3.3. The Context of the Study 

The present study was conducted with TED (Türk E itim Derne i) Colleges, 

located in various provinces in Turkey, as its context for research. TED Colleges are 

highly prestigious schools with a long history. Following the establishment of the 

Republic of Turkey, TED Ankara College was founded in 1930, as the first private 

Turkish school to offer instruction in English, which is used as the medium of language. 

Throughout the years, the college was expanded to establish its primary, middle and 

high school. TED colleges are well-equipped with technology, have efficient internet 

access, and good teaching and learning facilities. Teachers working in TED colleges are 

required to use Web 2.0 technology in their classes to enhance the quality of teaching.   

 

3.4. Participants 

English teachers (n:56) working in TED colleges in various provinces in Turkey 

were the participants of the study. Data were collected from 56 teachers working in 

these schools using a questionnaire, and interviews were also held with teachers who 

volunteered. The schools were chosen using purposeful sampling technique (Cohen, 

Manion & Morrison, 2000) for two reasons: First, it was really necessary to find out 

whether the participants have some experience about using Web 2.0 items in their 

lessons. Second, participants consisted of males and female teachers, which was 

necessary for the present research to collect data from both gender in order to answer 

the third research question. As a result, purposive sampling enabled the researcher to 

“select information-rich cases strategically and purposefully” (Patton 2002, p. 243). 

Detailed information about participants of the study is presented in Chapter IV. 

 

3.5. Data Collection Instruments 

 In the present study, “two data collection instruments were used: The Web. 2.0 

Application Questionnaire and interviews.  The rationale for employing a questionnaire 

as a research instrument is that a questionnaire is widely used to gather quantitative 

data. It can also be applied to a large research population simultaneously; therefore, the 

researcher can obtain data fairly easily and in a short period of time (Cohen, et al., 

2000).  The questionnaire (See Appendix 2 ) was developed by the researcher after a 

comprehensive literature review and in line with the research questions.”  
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3.5.1. The Questionnaire 

 The questionnaire includes two sections. The first section aims to gather 

demographic data including gender, age, the daily Internet use, and participants‟ 

working experience. The second section, on the other hand, contains 15 statements 

related to teachers‟ perspectives of Web 2.0 tools, and the influence of Web 2.0 

applications on learners‟ academic success. The questionnaire has been designed on a 

Five-point Likert scale, and the items rank from “I strongly agree (5)” to “I strongly 

disagree (1)”.  Research participants were requested to indicate their preferred choice to 

each statement in the questionnaire. 

 “The questionnaire has been designed by reviewing the relevant studies 

(Almekhlafi et al., 2018; Kay et al., 2009).  To ensure validity and reliability criteria, 

the designed questionnaire was reviewed by eight experts from various disciplines; 

three ICT specialists specialized in educational technology and five English teachers‟ 

already incorporating Web 2.0 technology in their lessons. Experts were asked to check 

the questionnaire, specify any unclear expression, and offer their comments to ensure 

that each statement in the questionnaire is appropriate to achieve the research 

objectives. During this process, based on expert opinion, some editing was done on the 

existing items to help the researcher shape the final version of the questionnaire”. 

Moreover, prior to applying the questionnaire, a written ethical approval was 

obtained from the school directors.  Participants were given detailed information related 

to the purpose of the study, and they were requested to sign a consent form (see 

Appendix  3), indicating their consent. The questionnaire was implemented with the 

teachers in the school contexts. The participants were requested to respond to each 

single statement in the questionnaire. 

 

3.5.2. Interviews 

The interview questions have been prepared in English, as was the 

questionnaire, informed by the related literature on the use of Web 2.0 tools and the 

objective of the study. The interview was employed in order to obtain an in-depth 

inquiry of English language teachers‟ views about the use of Web 2.0 tools in their 

English lessons, and to uncover the meanings teachers attach to their experience 

(Seidman 2006) in using such technological tools. Accordingly, the researcher 

formulated five interview questions (See Appendix 4). Applying the interviews, the 
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participants were requested to express their opinions related to what kind of Web 2.0 

tools they use in their lesson, why they use them in their English lessons, their opinions 

about the benefits and potential challenges they may experience in using these digital 

tools, and whether or not students experience any challenges in using Web 2.0 tools. 

A piloting procedure was carried out with the interviews. Six experts were 

consulted to have their opinions of the interview questions. The supervisor of the thesis, 

three English teachers regularly using Web 2.0 technology in their lessons and two ICT 

specialists were requested to assess the interview questions to ensure that each 

statement in the interview is appropriate and comprehensible for the interviewees.  

 

3.6. Data Collection Procedures 

As stated before, a questionnaire specifically developed for the present study 

was used to seek answers for the research questions (see Appendix 2 for the Web 2.0 

Application Questionnaire). Data was collected from the TED private schools located in 

various provinces using “Purposeful  ampling” (Patton, 2002, p. 243).   

The study was conducted in two phases: The first phase of the study involved 

administering the questionnaire, and in the second phase interviews were implemented 

with the participants who expressed their interest to take part in the interviews. 

Before implementing the questionnaire, ethical considerations were completed. 

The researcher contacted the directors of the schools. English teachers working in those 

TED private schools were administered the questionnaire after being granted 

permission(see Appendix 6 for the Permissions from the TED schools ) by the Directors 

of each school, from which data was collected. The data were collected during 2019-

2020 academic year. Before the actual implementation of the questionnaire, detailed 

information were provided to research participants related to the study, and for ethical 

reasons, their approval to participate in the study was obtained through the signed a 

consent form (See Appendix 3 ). Also, both the teachers and the school administration 

were ensured that the participants‟ identity would be kept confidential and that research 

findings would be used only for the present study.  

The participants who had completed the questionnaire were asked to indicate 

whether they would be interested to participate in the following interviews. Only 12 

participants indicated their willingness to participate in the interview through the 

questionnaire. As teachers were working in different TED colleges in different cities, it 
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was not feasible to hold face-to-face individual interviews with all the participants. 

Thus, written open-ended interviews questions were presented to the participants 

following the implementation of the questionnaire for reasons of practicality and 

because of the limitation of time and resources. The interviews provided the researchers 

with the opportunity to further explore and have an in-depth inquiry of the results 

received from the questionnaire. 

 

3.7. Data Analysis 

Data analysis was carried out in two stages. First a numerical value was given 

for each single variable and each one of the 15 closed-ended statements of the 

questionnaire. Then raw data were digitized manually in order to code using the 

Statistical Package for Social Sciences 21.0 (SPSS).   

 

3.7.1. Analysis of Descriptive Statistics 

To describe demographic information of participants, frequencies in relation to 

gender, age, year of experience and the grade that they teach were calculated. 

Descriptive statistics were employed to reveal mean and standard deviation scores of 

the 15 Likert scale questionnaire items. Then the mean scores and standard deviation for 

each close-ended item were calculated. They are presented and discussed in Chapter 4.  

To address the third research question of the present study, first,Mann Whitney 

U Test was run to see whether gender influences the participants‟ decision to use Web 

2.0 tools. Additionally, Kruskal Wallis Test was applied to understand the relation 

between year of experience and the use of Web 2.0 tools. These non-parametric tests 

were run because the normality test results of those variables were under 0.05. Findings 

are illustrated in Tables 4-7. 

 

3.7.2. Analysis of the Qualitative Data 

For the analysis of the qualitative data obtained from the written open-ended 

questions in the interview, content analysis was applied. Content analysis was 

conducted following the procedures described by Creswell (2014). Accordingly, 

participants‟ responses to each interview question were read carefully a number of times 

by the researcher. Then the coding process was used to describe emerging themes. The 
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findings for each open-ended question are presented in themes, and finally, they are 

interpreted and supported with appropriate excerpts in Chapter 4 of the thesis.  

To preserve confidentiality, the real names of the participants are not disclosed. 

Instead, different codes were assigned to represent the participants such as „P1 

(Participant 1) and P2 (Participant 2). Then, written form of data was read over and over 

in order to obtain a general understanding of the information. During this step, short 

notes were taken and general thoughts about the data were recorded. The results were 

sorted out into categories in order to interpret and discuss the findings. The findings 

from lecturers and from teachers were analysed separately. The findings were 

categorized under themes derived from gathered data according to the research 

questions and literature review.  

To ensure trustworthiness in the qualitative data analysis part of the study, 

several measures recommended by Shenton (2004) were considered. Second, the 

researcher has been working in the TED College for some time, and he has therefore 

familiarity with the use of Web 2.0 tools, and also observing his colleagues using these 

tools in their lessons. It can therefore be pointed out that these two points have the 

potential to increase the credibility of the qualitative data in the study.  

To conclude, this chapter has given information regarding the methodology of 

the present study. The design of the study, participants and context of the study, data 

collection instruments, and data analysis methods were described. The next chapter 

deals with findings obtained from the questionnaires and interviews. 
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CHAPTER IV 

4. DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

This chapter presents the main findings obtained from the Web. 2.0 Application 

Questionnaire and the interviews. Firstly, findings from the questionnaire are presented. 

Next, findings from the interviews are described. In order to seek answers for the 

research questions, mixed-research was adopted, which required quantitative and 

qualitative approaches to collecting data; thus, the data was evaluated via a number of 

statistical methods including descriptive statistics, Mann and Whitney U Test. In 

addition, content analysis was applied to evaluate the qualitative data from the 

questionnaire.  

 

4.1. Analyses of the Web. 2.0 Application Questionnaire 

The quantitative data from the 15 close-ended items on the Web 2.0 Application 

Questionnaire was analysed using SPSS 21.0 version. Descriptive statistics were 

employed to reveal frequencies and percentages in relation to demographic information 

of the participants as well as closed-items in the questionnaire. In addition, Mann 

Whitney U-Test was run to see whether there is any influence of variables such as the 

participants‟ gender, teaching experience and the use of computers and the Internet on 

their use of Web 2.0 tools.  

 

4.1.1. Background of Participants 

Demographic information about the participants was obtained by using the 

answers given to eight items in the first section of the Web 2.0 Application 

Questionnaire (See Appendix  1). These items were about gender, age, year of teaching 

experience and time spent on using the Internet daily, participants‟ use of the computer 

for teaching purposes.  In addition, in this section of the questionnaire, whether the 

participants teach at the primary or secondary levels or both or if they received any 

training on technology was also asked with a view to obtaining comprehensive 

background information about the participants. 

 Descriptive statistics concerning the background information about participants 

are given in Tables 2 below: 
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Table  2.  

Demographic Information about Participants 

Demographic Information  

Variables  f % 

Gender  Female  20 35.7 

Male  36 64.3 

Year of experience  1-5 20 35.7 

6-10 22 39.3 

11-15 8 14.3 

16-20 3 5.4 

21-25 0 0 

Over 26 3 5.4 

Class size  1-10 students 1 1.8 

11-20 students 37 66.1 

21-30 students 18 32.1 

Hours of Internet 

time  

1-2 hours 28 50.0 

3-5 hours 24 42.9 

Over 6 hours 4 7.1 

Teaching position  Primary 20 35.7 

Middle 17 30.4 

High 19 33.9 

The use of computer 

for teaching  

Frequently 19 33.9 

Rarely 3 5.4 

Almost always 22 39.3 

Occasionally 5 8.9 

All the time 7 12.5 

Training on 

technology  

Yes 6 10.7 

No 50 89.3 

 

Table 2 demonstrates personal information of 56 participants. As seen in the 

table, 64.3% of the participants were male (f: 36) and 35.7% female (f: 20). Namely, 

there were more male participants than female participants. With regard to years of 

teaching experience, most participants had between 1-10 years of teaching experience at 
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the time the present study was conducted. Accordingly, 39.3% of the participants (f: 22) 

had been working between 6-10 years, and 35.7% (f: 20) displayed 1-5 year‟s 

experience in teaching English.   

The class size of the participants was mostly between 11-20 students for 66.1% 

of the teachers (f: 37), and 32.1% of the teachers (f: 18) had between 21-30 students in 

their classes. In line with the objective of the present study, it was important to find out 

hours of the Internet use by the participants. It was noted that half the participants 

(50%) actually spent 1-2 hours using the Internet, and 42.9% spent between 3-5 hours. 

Few participants (f:4) representing 7.1% of the participant teachers were engaged in 

over 6 hours weekly on using the Internet. All participants had graduated from a 

Teacher Education Department in Turkey. The participants‟ ages were between 26 to 

45.  

Another important issue to find out was the participants‟ use of computer for 

teaching purposes. All participant teachers used computers at certain frequency. About 

39.3% of the participants (f:22) reported that they use it “almost always”; a similar 

number of participants (f:19) corresponding to 33.9% of the research population stated 

that they “frequently” used computer; and some participants (12.5%, f:7) stated that 

they used computer “all the time”. A minority of the participants (f:5, 8.9%) stated that 

they used computer “occasionally” and only 3 participants (5.4%) reported to use it 

“rarely”. 

The final question on this part of the questionnaire aimed to find out whether 

participants received any training on the application of technology. The responses given 

to this item revealed that most participants (f:50, 89.3%) had not received any training 

on the use of technology for education, and only few participants (f:6, 10.7%) 

responded positively to this statement. Those who stated “yes” reported that they did 

not receive any specific training on the use of technology, but they learned it through 

their personal interest. One of the participants (P38), for example, stated that “I used to 

be a website administrator so I can easily use technology in my classes”. Another 

participant (P34) mentioned that he attended to a national ELT conference on using 

technology which taught him how to accommodate students with various learning 

styles. For another participant (P2), attending to the schools‟ ELT meetings taught her 

the effective use of technology for educational purposes.  
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4.1.2. Descriptive Statistics of the Questionnaire 

Table  3.  

Descriptive Statistics of the Web 2.0 Application Questionnaire 

Using Web.2 

technology in my 

English lessons. 

Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree  Strongly 

agree 

f % f % f % F % f % 

1. increases student 

academic success  
0 0 9 16,1 0 0 19 33,9 28 50,0 

2. Is effective 

because I can 

implement it 

successfully. 

0 0 6 10,7 1 1,8 19 33,9 30 53,6 

3. Promotes 

collaboration among 

students. 

2 3,6 9 16,1 1 1,8 20 35,7 24 42,9 

4. Develops 

students‟ 

communication 

skills  

3 5,4 10 17,9 2 3,6 16 28,6 25 44,6 

5. Is an 

indispensable 

teaching tool. 

3 5,4 14 25,0 2 3,6 20 35,7 17 30,4 

6. Takes up too 

much time to prepare 

instructional 

activities. 

4 7,1 28 50,0 1 1,8 9 16,1 14 25,0 

7. Gives me as a 

teacher an 

opportunity to be a 

facilitator instead of 

information 

provider. 

0 0 7 12,5 0 0 22 39,3 27 48,2 

8. Requires too 

much time to spend 

on technical 

problems. 

2 3,6 25 44,6 1 1,8 13 23,2 15 26,8 

  



26 

9. Meets the needs of 

students with varied 

ability to learn. 

0 0 4 7,1 0 0 23 41,1 29 51,8 

10. Helps me to 

develop 

professionally. 

0 0 5 8,9 0 0 16 28,6 35 62,5 

11. Helps to 

accommodate 

students‟ with 

various learning 

styles. 

0 0 6 10,7 0 0 10 17,9 40 71,4 

12. Motivates 

students to be more 

engaged in activities. 

0 0 3 5,4 0 0 16 28,6 37 66,1 

13. Necessities 

training for me. 
1 1,8 22 39,3 0 0 22 39,3 11 19,6 

14. Develops 

students‟ 

interpersonal skills. 

2 3,6 7 12,5 1 1,8 23 41,1 23 41,1 

15. Increases 

students‟ stress and 

anxiety. 

16 28,6 19 33,9 3 5,4 9 16,1 9 16,1 

 

As mentioned earlier, descriptive statistics were applied to determine the 

frequencies and percentages in relation to each of the 15 close-item on the 

questionnaire. In the questionnaire, Items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, 11, 12 and 14 aim to find out 

potential benefits of applying Web 2.0 tools in English classes. However, through the 

item 6, 8 and 15, the possible drawbacks of using these tools are assessed. Item 7, 10 

and 13 are intended to determine teacher-related factors, from the perspective of the 

participants. 

Regarding the first statement “using Web 2.0 technology in my English lessons 

increases student academic success.” most participants expressed their agreement 

ranging from “strongly agree” (f: 28) to “agree” (f:19). Only a small number of the 

participants (f: 9) did not think that Web 2.0 technology enhances student academic 

success.  
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The second item on the questionnaire was related to “using Web.2 technology in 

my English lessons is effective because I can implement it successfully”.  In response to 

this statement, a vast majority of the participants expressed their strong agreement 

53.6% (f: 30) and 33.9% (f:19) agreement. A few participants (f: 6) did not agree with 

the idea of this technology being an effective tool, as opposed to a good number of 

teachers (87.5%, f:49) who agree with this idea while one participant remained neutral . 

The third item in the questionnaire asked participants‟ opinion about “using 

Web.2 technology in my English lessons promotes collaboration among students”. A 

similar finding was obtained for this item in that 42.9% of the participants (f:24) 

strongly agreed and 35.7% (f:20) agreed; one participant remained neutral, and a small 

number of participants disagreed (f:2) or strongly disagreed (f:9) with the idea that this 

technological tool increases student collaboration.  

The next item on the questionnaire (Item 4) asked participants‟ beliefs related to 

the statement “using Web 2.0 technology in my English lessons develops students‟ 

skills for communication”.  A similar finding was recorded for this statement in that 

most participants strongly agreed (f:25) or agreed (f:16), while minority of the 

participants did not think that this technological tool develops students‟ communication 

skills with stating their beliefs through “strongly disagree” (f:3) and “disagree” (f:10) 

while two participants remained neutral. 

Item 5 on the questionnaire elicited participants‟ perspective related to “using 

Web.2 technology in my English lessons is an indispensable teaching tool”. A similar 

finding has been observed, as most participants‟ level of agreement ranged from 

“strongly agree” (f:17) to “agree” (f:20). Only 2 participants remained undecided on this 

statement, and minority of the participants disagreed (strong disagreement:  (f: 3), and 

disagreement (f:14). 

“Using Web.2 technology in my English lessons takes up too much time to 

prepare instructional activities” was Item 6 on the questionnaire. Participants were 

divided with regard to their beliefs to this item. 50% of the participants (n:28) expressed 

their disagreement and strong disagreement (f:4); on the other hand, 25% of the 

participants (f:14) strongly believed and some participants (f:9) only believed that 

preparing activities is time consuming, with 1 participant remaining undecided. 

Item 7 on the questionnaire asked participants‟ perspectives on “using Web 2.0 

technology in my English lessons gives me as a teacher an opportunity to be a facilitator 

instead of information provider”.  A vast majority of the participants strongly agreed 
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that (f:27) or agreed that (f:22) using Web 2.0 tools enabled them to function as a 

facilitator; on the other hand, only a minority of the participants disagreed (f:7) with this 

idea. 

The next close-ended item on the questionnaire, Item 8, elicited participants‟ 

opinion regarding to “using Web 2.0 technology in my English lessons requires too 

much time to spend on technical problems”. In fact, through this statement, one possible 

drawback of using technology in language classes was intended to be revealed. 

Participants were almost equally divided in their responses to this statement. Almost 

half of the participant teachers thought that Web 2.0 technology is time consuming, 

agreeing with this idea (f:15) strongly agreed and (f:13) agreed); one participant 

remained neutral  and the remaining participants did not believe that Web 2.0 

technology needs extra time for technical problems. Participants‟ level of disagreement 

ranged from strongly disagree (f:25) to disagree (f:2). 

It is maintained that “using ICT gives the teacher an ability to provide teaching 

practices according to students‟ different needs and interests” (Hubbard, 2008). Item 9 

of the questionnaire aimed to find out the participants‟ views on related to this issue 

stating that “using Web 2.0 technology in my English lessons meets the needs of 

students with varied ability to learn”. With the exception of a few participants (f:4) who 

expressed their disagreement, the remaining participants, constituting the majority, 

responded positively to this statement. In other words, there was a high degree of 

agreement with 29 participants reporting that they “strongly agree” and 23 participants 

stated that they “agree” with the idea that using Web 2.0 tools is helpful in addressing 

students‟ needs with different learning ability.  

Item 10 in the questionnaire were related to “Using Web 2.0 technology in my 

English lessons helps me to develop professionally”. A big majority of the participants 

strongly agreed (f:35) and also agreed (f: 16) that using this technology contributed to 

their professional development as an English teacher. Only few participants (f:5) 

expressed their disagreement. 

 “Using Web 2.0 technology in my English lessons helps to accommodate 

students‟ with various learning styles” was the Item 11. As in the responses given to the 

previous statement, an overwhelming majority of the teachers expressed their strong 

agreement (f: 40) and their agreement (f: 10) that they were able to address students‟ 

different learning styles by using Web 2.0 technology in their English lessons. On the 
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other hand, a minority of the participants (f:6) held an opposite view expressing their 

strong disagreement to this statement. 

As discussed in Chapter 2 of the thesis, Web 2.0 technology has the potential to 

create more interactive learning environments and learners can actively carry out 

various tasks effectively (Richardson, 2009). Item 12 on the questionnaire aimed to find 

out the participants‟ perspectives about this particular aspect of this technology through 

the statement “using Web.2 technology in my English lessons motivates students to be 

more engaged in activities”. With the exception of a very few participants (f:3), all the 

remaining participants expressed their agreement ranging from strongly agree (f:37) to 

agree (f:16). 

 Effective use of the technology requires the users to have the necessary 

knowledge and skills. Therefore, the participants‟ perspective of “Using Web 2.0 

technology in my English lessons necessities training for me” was sought by item 13 on 

the questionnaire. More than half the participants believed that they needed training 

expressing strong agreement (f:11) and agreement (f:22) to this statement. It was 

evident from the participants‟ responses that only 1 participant with strong disagreement 

and some participants (f:22) reported their disagreement that they did not need any 

training to be able to use Web 2.0 tools effectively. 

As presented in Chapter 1 of the present study, Web 2.0 technology has the 

potential to develop students‟ interpersonal skills. Accordingly, Item 14 on the 

questionnaire aimed to find out participants‟ opinion with regard to this issue: “Using 

Web 2.0 technology in my English lessons develops students‟ interpersonal skills”. 

There was an overwhelming agreement among the participants with most participants 

(f:23) expressing strong agreement, and the same number of participants (f:23) 

expressing agreement that Web 2.0 tools develop students‟ interpersonal skills. Only 

some participants (f:7) disagreed or strongly disagreed (f:2) with this statement and just 

one participant was (f:1) uncertain. 

One of the possible drawbacks of using technology was stated to cause stress 

and anxiety in its users.  In the present study participants‟ perspectives related to this 

view was sought through the final item (Item 15) on the questionnaire which asked 

“using Web 2.0 technology in my English lessons increases students‟ stress and 

anxiety”. Participants mostly expressed their disbelief that Web 2.0 tools increases 

students‟ stress and anxiety”.  In fact, a large number of participants (f:19) disagreed 

and some participants (f:16) strongly disagreed with this idea. Few participants (f: 3) 
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were uncertain. On the other hand, those participants who thought that Web 2.0 

technology does not cause stress and anxiety for students appeared to remain in 

minority. Some participants (f: 9) reported their disagreement and the same number of 

participants (f: 9) expressed strong disagreement.  

 

4.1.3. Inferential Statistics of the Questionnaire 

The third research question of the present study aimed to unravel whether there a 

significant difference among various variables such as gender, experience in using 

computers and hours of daily Internet use, and finally teachers‟ use of the computer for 

teaching integrating Web 2.0 tools and applications in the teaching and learning. In 

order to see whether gender influences the participants‟ decision to use Web 2.0 tools, 

Mann Whitney U Test was run. Additionally, Kruskal Wallis Test was employed to 

understand the relation between year of experience and the use of Web 2.0 tools. These 

non-parametric tests were run because the normality test results of those variables were 

under 0.05. Findings are illustrated in Tables 4-7. 

 

Table  4.  

Mann Whitney U Test Results for Gender Variable 

Gender  N X SD Z P 

Female  20 35.7 .483 -1,113 .266 

Male  36 64.3 

p<0.01 

 

The results of the analysis of the Mann Whitney U Test Results did not show 

any significant differences based on the teachers‟ gender and their applying Web 2.0 

technology  
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Table  5.  

Kruskal Wallis Test Results for Year of Experience Variable 

Year of experience N X Chi-square  Df P 

1-5 20 35.7 3.640 3 .303 

6-10 22 39.3 

11-15 8 14.3 

16-20 3 5.4 

21-25 0 0 

Over 26 3 5.4 

p<0.01 

 

As seen from Table 5, Kruskal Wallis Test Result does not indicate a significant 

difference between year of experience and the use of Web 2.0 tools with p value 

(p<0.01).  

 

Table  6.  

Kruskal Wallis Test Results for Hours in Internet Variable 

Hours in Internet N X Chi-square  Df P 

1-2 hours 28 50.0 .713 2 .700 

3-5 hours 24 42.9 

Over 6 hours 4 7.1 

p<0.01 

 

The effect of the time “spent daily on using the Internet” variable on the 

participants‟ applying Web 2.0 technology for English teaching purposes was 

determined via Kruskal Wallis Test. As Table 6 shows, no significant difference was 

identified (p<0.01) between the time spent on the Internet use and the teachers‟ actual 

use of the Web 2.0 tools in their lessons. 

 

  



32 

Table  7.  

Kruskal Wallis Test Results for the Use of Computer for Teaching Variable 

The use of computer for 

teaching 

N X Chi-square  Df P 

Frequently 19 33.9 1.768 3 .622 

Rarely 3 5.4 

Almost always 22 39.3 

Occasionally 5 8.9 

All the time 7 12.5 

p<0.01 

 

Kruskal Wallis Test was also run to find out whether the participants‟ computer 

use had any influence of their decision to incorporate Web 2.0 technology for teaching 

purposes.  As seen in Table 7, no significant difference was detected regarding the 

effect of this variable on the participants‟ decision to apply Web 2.0 technologies in 

their lessons (p<0.01) 

To sum up, as demonstrated by inferential statistics, there is not a significant 

relationship among the use of Web 2.0 tools and such variables as gender, year of 

experience, the hours spent in Internet and the use of computer for teaching. This 

finding could be interpreted in terms of the participants as regular users of Web 2.0 

tools as reflected to their language teaching and learning activities. 

 

4.2. Analysis of the Interview Administrated to Teachers 

 The first research question of the present study aimed to elicit teachers‟ 

perspectives on what type of Web 2.0 tools they used in their English lessons. It was 

assumed that the teachers were already using these tools because the researcher himself 

had been working in one the TED colleges in which the current study was conducted. 

Data for this research question was obtained mainly through the analysis of qualitative 

data obtained from semi-structured interviews, as will be illustrated in this section. As 

stated in Chapter 3, content analysis was employed in analysing the interview data. 
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4.2.1. Types of Web 2.0 Tools Used by the Teachers 

The first interview question asked the participants what type of Web 2.0 tools 

they use in their classes. All participants were found to use at least three different types 

of Web 2.00 tools. Some participants (f:4) stated that they use ICT tools supplied by the 

English coursebook which provided a kind of a digital platform for them. Besides that, 

they used some additional tools, as expressed by the following excerpts: 

 

Excerpt 1: 

I apply ICT tools in the course books we use in the lessons. I also use Classdojo- 

Kahoot, and Voscreen in my lessons. (P10) 

  

The most frequently used Web 2.0 tools utilized by the participants was Kahoot 

and YouTube, which were mentioned by all the participants interviewed. These tools 

were followed by Achieve 3000, used by many participants (f:8), TED-ed video used by 

several participants (f:7), vialogues.com and lessonwriter.com utilized by another group 

of participants (f:6). Many participants (f:7) stated that they used newsela.com for 

reading and quizzes and websites for examinations. One participant mentioned that the 

kind of tool he chooses depends on the nature of the subject covered in the class as well 

as the projects assigned to students. Participants‟ comments are illustrated in the 

following excerpts: 

 

Excerpt 2: 

The kind of digital tool I use in my lessons depends entirely on the topic. Also, 

students can choose the tools for their projects. Mostly we use YouTube, Kahoot, 

and Prezi. (P7) 

 

Interview extracts below highlights the common point expressed by the teachers:  

 

Excerpt 3: 

I use Kahoot & Achieve 3000 for reading and writing activities. With the help of 

Kahoot, I ask questions about a text, in this way my students develop their 

reading skills and sometimes after playing with Kahoot, I ask my students to 
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write a different version of the story or I ask my students to write about 

something imaginary using a particular grammar point. (P2) 

 

Excerpt 4: 

I often use vialogues.com and lessonwriter.com to create reading lessons by 

pasting a text. This tool automatically generates vocabulary, pronunciation, 

word roots and grammar support to help students. My students find it very 

helpful. With vialogues, students watch videos and we talk about the vocabulary 

and as a teacher I make sure that the vocabulary items are understood and I 

check my students' pronunciations. (P3) 

 

4.2.2. Benefits Offered by the Use of Web 2.0 Tools to Students 

Content analysis of the open-ended interview questions led to the emergence of 

six main themes. In relation to various benefits obtained from Web 2.0 tools, they 

included “the development of language skills and a variety of abilities” (f:12), “the 

development of interactive and collaborative learning” (f:10), “increase student 

motivation (f:9); “attracting students‟ attention and keeping them engaged” (f: 8), and 

finally, “assessment of knowledge” (f:8). 

The participants all believed that Web 2.0 tools developed students‟ language 

skills ranging from listening and reading skills to improving vocabulary knowledge and 

pronunciation. The following extracts demonstrate effects of Web 2.0 tools on 

improving students‟ reading skills, as perceived by the participants. 

 

Excerpt 5: 

I often use vialogues.com and lessonwriter.com to create reading lessons by 

pasting a text. This tool automatically generates vocabulary, pronunciation, 

word roots and grammar support to help students. My students find it very 

helpful. With vialogues, students watch videos and we talk about the vocabulary 

and as a teacher I make sure that the vocabulary items are understood and I 

check my students' pronunciations. (P3)  

 

In the following excerpt, the participant expresses her experience of using the 

tool Voscreen to improve students‟ listening and related skills. 
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Excerpt 6: 

I use Voscreen to improve my students’ listening skills. It is a very useful and 

enjoyable. Voscreen is a language learning tool that helps my students to listen 

and translate the sentences. It is a great way to check grammar and it is very 

helpful for my students to practice listening. Voscreen selects sentences from 

movies, TV series or even musicals. My students can hear different accents. The 

tool also allows you to listen to the conversations as much as we want and it 

includes English subtitles as well. (P11) 

 

Participants also reported that the use of Web 2.0 tools enabled students to 

practice the English language, increased students‟ awareness of the target language, 

provided them visual support and hence contributed greatly to students‟ academic 

success”. These benefits of the technology are highlighted by P1 and P10 in the 

following excerpts: 

 

Excerpt 7: 

Web 2.0 technologies enable my students to use the target language more 

effectively    

And increase their awareness about the target language.(P1) 

 

Excerpt 8: 

Students get exposed to the target language, in this way they practice the target 

language and they build language awareness. also, students like visual materials 

so they are into the topic more easily. (P1)  

 

Excerpt 9: 

Ted-ed videos, Kahoot and YouTube are useful tools to develop my students 

language skills.  Ted-Ed videos are very helpful because, my students and I often 

learn new things and are able to listen useful information from native speakers. 

At the end of the videos we often bring up a discussion topic about the video, 

first my students try to take notes while we are watching and they are dicussing 

their notes with their partners and at the end we make a whole class discussion. 

This improves my students public speaking skills, note-taking skills and listening 

skills. (P10)  
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A further benefit yielded by using Web 2.0  tools was the development of 

“interactive and collaborative learning” environment.  Many participants agreed that 

many of these digital tools required the students to interactive with the technology and 

collaborate with their peers in order to perform the assigned classroom task. This is 

illustrated in the extracts given below:  

 

Excerpt 10: 

I use vialogues.com and lessonwriter.com in my lessons very frequently. They 

facilitate interactive learning because students interact with technology as well 

as with their environment using these tools. Therefore these tools help me to 

create an interactive classroom environment. (P3) 

 

Excerpt 11: 

I use Kahoot extensively in my lessons. They offer numerous benefits. First of all 

they promote effective learning and also enhance collaborative learning.  While 

doing activities with these tools students are able to learn from each other’s 

mistakes also, students to collaborate for example using Kahoot and to review 

subject. (P6) 

 

Excerpt 12: 

Collaboration and cooperation are very important skills for 21st century. I use 

to encourage student collaboration. These tools help us raise skilled people for 

21
st
 century. Without these skills, students will lack a lot of social skills in real 

life. As teachers our aim is not only raise language proficient students but also 

raise socially skilled people for the 21
st
 century. (P8) 

 

As for increasing student motivation, participants unanimously agreed that the 

regular and effective use of technological tools contributes greatly to boosting student 

motivation. Teachers‟ comments are presented below:  

 

Excerpt 13: 

Students get motivated because of the technology integration in teaching, 

unfortunately, is not as common as using textbooks or as we can say traditional 

teaching. Once we integrate technology into our teaching students get motivated 
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because they think they are spending their class time entertaining but in fact 

with these online games and tools they keep learning. (P2) 

 

Excerpt 14: 

I have come to realize that my students are more motivated and focused on the 

activities when we are dealing them with the help of Web 2.0 tools. They say that 

they are more motivated because the tools that we are using are more authentic 

rather than our course books. And I personally choose videos that are related 

with real-word which my students enjoy much. They learn through the videos 

and they revise with the online games such as Kahoot. (P12) 

 

An additional benefit mentioned by participants was that Web 2.0 tools helped 

teachers to attract student attention and kept them engaged with subject content. 

 

Excerpt 15: 

I teach in primary level. I use to attact students’ attention and keep them 

engaged. The tools that we are using in our classes increase the time of the 

attention span with sounds and visual images. Especially, games bring up the 

students competitive emotions and by doing that games help students to stay 

focused and at the same time they have a joyful time. As the students are on the 

activity, they become much focused since there is a fun element in these tools. 

(P2) 

 

Excerpt 16: 

The tools that we are using in our classes are quite colourful and this attracts 

my students attention easily. There are many visuals to keep them engaged and 

the topic of the listening tracks and videos are up to date and interesting. These 

attract my students and they stay engaged with the whole activity. (P7) 

 

The final benefit Web 2.0 tools served as an assesment tool for the teachers. 

Teachers were able to review topics, reinforce and supplement textbook related teaching 

and assess student learning. In this way they noted that learning became more effective 

and students were able to they keep what they previously learned in mind longer, as 

seen in the following excerpts:  
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Excerpt 17: 

I use many technological tools to evaluate them and check their understanding. 

One of the them is Kahoot. Kahoot is an excellent way to entertain my students, 

at the same time it helps me to asses my students and give them feedback. At the 

end of the quiz, I see my students’ performance on a particular topic such as 

present simple and present continuous or modals. At the end of each unit of the 

course book, I prepare questions on Kahoot and my students log in and we play 

the game. The last game that we have played was about the modals, infinitive of 

purpose and quantifiers. After the quiz, I realized that many of my students 

struggled on quantifiers but they were pretty good at modals and they didn’t 

struggle on infinitive of purpose as I anticipated. After I detected my students' 

needs’ I went back to the topic of quantifiers and we revised this specific topic in 

the class one more time. (P8) 

 

It can be suggested that incorporating Web 2.0 offers can take learners one step 

further from the regular textbook-based studies to giving the teachers and learners an 

opportunity to create teaching and learning activities to enhance students‟ learning. This 

finding is consistent with the argument put forward by several researchers (Kocak & 

Oyman, 2012).  

 

4.2.3. Challenges posed by the Web 2.0 tools 

The participants were asked whether using Web 2.0 tools caused any challenges 

to them as well as the students. The participants (f: 5) stated that they did not experience 

much problem in relation to using such tools in their lessons. On the other hand, the 

challenges focused on as summarised by the following participants: 

 

Excerpt 18: 

We can face some technical problems such as, low internet connection, power 

cut, not always being able to get connected and speakers are unable to work 

sometimes. We have to be prepared for such challenges. I personally connect 

from my own device to the internet. I make sure that speakers and the comupter 

is working properly. But, for power cuts unfortunately I can not do much but I 

always arrange some extra activites just in case. (P3) 
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As for the students experiencing any challenges, the participants unanimously 

agreed that their students experienced no problem as highlighted below: 

 

Excerpt 19: 

No they do not. All of my students are digital natives. It is when our Internet is 

faulty we feel unhappy. Some distracting ads can be a problem. (P4) 

 

Excerpt 20: 

Not all students are digital natives. The major challenge is how to ensure an 

equal contribution among all the members and increase students’ editing efforts 

in a collaborative writing. (P3) 

 

This chapter has presented the main research findings obtained from the 

questionnaire and interview conducted with the teachers. The next chapter deals with 

the conclusions and discusses research findings in line with research questions. The 

implications to be drawn from the research findings are also presented along with the 

limitations and suggestions for further studies. 
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CHAPTER V 

5. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION 

5.1. Introduction 

This chapter provides a summary of the study.  It also includes discussion of the 

main findings in accordance with research questions. In addition, relevant previous 

research studies are discussed and related to the findings of the present study. Finally, 

implications, recommendations and the limitations of the study are given, and 

suggestions for future research are presented.  

 

5.2. Summary of the Study 

 The present study was conducted to investigate the type of Web 2.0 tools used 

by the EFL teachers for teaching and learning purposes, teachers‟ perceived benefits 

and possible challenges they might experience in using such applications.  In addition, 

the study aimed to reveal whether there a significant difference among various variables 

including gender, years of teaching experience, hours of daily Internet use, and use of 

the computer on teachers‟ actual use of Web 2.0 applications in teaching and learning 

process. 

Data was collected using the Web 2.0 Application questionnaire specifically 

developed for this study and written open-ended interview questions. Participants were 

56 English teachers working in TED colleges, highly prestigious private schools in 

Turkey, and 12 of the volunteering participants were administered written open-ended 

interview questions.  

Descriptive statistics was run to analyse the data from the 15 Likert-Scale items 

on the Questionnaire, including demographic information of the participants. In 

addition, Mann Whitney U Test was employed to see the influence of “gender” variable, 

and Kruskal Wallis Test was used to see the effects of “use of computer for teaching”, 

“year of teaching experience” and “the daily Internet use” on teachers‟ applying Web 

2.0 tools for instructional purposes. Qualitative data from the written open-ended 

interview questions were subjected to content analysis.  
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5.3. Discussion of the Findings with Reference to Research Questions 

5.3.1. Research Question 

1. What types of Web.2 tools are used by EFL teachers in their classes? 

The first research question investigated the type of digital tools teachers used. 

The participants‟ responses to interview questions revealed that the most commonly 

used digital tools were Kahoot and YouTube, which were used by all the teachers (f:12) 

for teaching and learning purposes. The second most frequently mentioned digital tool 

was Achieve 3000 used by eight participants, which was followed by TED-ed video, 

newsela.com, vialogues.com and lessonwriter.com. Some participants reported to use 

ICT tools accompanying the English coursebook they regularly used in their lesson. 

 This finding seems to suggest that teachers participating in this study are well 

aware of most Web 2.0 tools; the potential uses of ICT technology, and that they are 

inclined to incorporate various Web 2.0 tools for instructional purposes. The result also 

confirms the findings of various previous researchers (Almekhlafi et al., 2018; Cahyani 

& Cahyono, 2012; Çakır & Top; Kartal & Arıkan 2011; Özel & Arıkan, 2015; Rahimi 

& Yadollahi, 2011; Solmaz & Bekleyen, 2011; Şahin-Kızıl, 2011) who found that 

teachers applied Web 2.0 tools as part of their instructional process.  

 

5.3.2. Research Question 

2. What are the EFL teachers’ perspectives of using Web 2.0 applications in 

terms of its benefits and potential challenges?  

The second research question investigated benefits and potential challenges 

resulting from the Web 2.0 applications.  As revealed by the questionnaire data, most 

participants agreed that using Web 2.0 technology in their English lessons increases 

student academic success; it enhances collaboration and develops students‟ 

communication skills. Participant teachers also felt that using these technological tools 

in their lesson enables them to adjust their instructional practices in line with students‟ 

needs, and interests. There was also a high degree of agreement among the teachers that 

they were able to meet the needs of students with different ability to learn English with 

the help of Web 2.0 technology.  

 Participants also expressed strong agreement that Web 2.0 tools made the lesson 

more effective. Clearly, engagement is one of the characteristic strongly associated with 

successful use of ICT (Hubbard, 2008).  Teachers, in the present study, also 
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unanimously agreed that Web 2.0 technology made it possible to create more interactive 

learning environment where the learners are engaged in classroom tasks and activities 

and they are motivated.  

The analysis of the interviews provided further support for these findings. 

Teachers believed that Web 2.0 applications contribute to the development of students‟ 

language skills, ranging from reading to speaking, as well as vocabulary knowledge and 

pronunciation. Teachers confirmed that regular use of technology develops a variety of 

abilities in the students. In line with the findings obtained from the questionnaire, many 

of the participants felt that using these digital tools required the students to interact with 

the technology and collaborate with their peers in performing the assigned classroom 

task; as a result, Web 2.0 developed interactive and collaborative learning. Teachers 

unanimously agreed that the regular and effective use of technological tools contributes 

greatly to boosting student motivation and keeping them engaged on the task. In 

addition, it was found that Web 2.0 tools served as an assessment tool helping them to 

review topics, reinforce and supplement textbook related teaching and assess student 

learning. In this way, they noted that learning became more effective and students were 

able to they keep longer what they previously learned in mind. 

Teachers having high positive perception toward Web 2.0 tools and their strong 

belief about the benefits of these applications for the kind of reasons mentioned above 

seem to suggest that teachers are well aware of the importance of integrating Web 2.0 in 

education, and of their effect on the students‟ academic learning. This result is similar to 

those of other researchers such as Kavandı (2012) who found that students develop 

writing skills by using Web 2.0 tools. 

 Based on the research findings, it can be suggested that incorporating Web 2.0 

technology can take learners one step further from the regular textbook-based studies to 

giving the teachers an opportunity to create instructional activities to enhance students‟ 

learning. As such, this finding supports the argument put forward by several researchers 

(Kocak & Oyman, 2012).  In line with the earlier studies (Albarbari, 2016; Almekhlafi, 

et al., 2018; Ranasinghe & Leisher, 2009; Richardson, 2009), the present study has 

demonstrated that Web 2.0 applications can encourage students to actively involved in 

activities and construct content knowledge. The study revealed that Web 2.0 

technologies enabled the participant teachers to create an effective learning environment 

where their students were more engaged with tasks and activities. This finding confirms 
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the argument put forward by Dudeney & Hockly (2007), and Kay et al., (2009) that 

Web 2.0 technology leads to a more engaging learning environment. 

The results of the present study may suggest that Web 2.0 tools also support the 

teachers themselves in terms of using innovative and authentic content for instructional 

purposes, as identified from the Questionnaire findings (Items 7, 10. and 11). A 

majority of the participants strongly agreed that using Web.2 technology in their 

English lessons gives them an opportunity to facilitate teaching and learning, rather than 

providing information directly to students In addition, teachers believed that using Web 

2.0 technology in their lessons helped them to develop professionally. 

. Effective use of the technology requires the users to have the necessary 

knowledge and skills. Therefore, the participants‟ expressed agreement to “using Web 

2.0 technology in their English lessons necessities training” in the questionnaire, 

suggests that teachers need training to use Web 2.0 tools effectively. In this respect, the 

results also conform to those of Akayo lu et al., who stress the necessity of training to 

provide the required skills to promote teachers‟ experience and application of these 

tools. 

As for the potential challenges that Web 2.0 technology may cause, it was found 

through the questionnaire that participants were divided in their level of agreement to 

items “Using Web.2 technology takes up too much time for them” and “the technology 

requires considerable amount of time to spend on technical problems”. In other words, 

while half the participants expressed their agreement for experiencing such challenges, 

the remaining participants disagreed with such challenges that may result from using 

Web 2.0 technology in their English lessons.  One of the possible challenges the use of 

technology may cause is stress and anxiety in its users (Rahimi & Yadollahi, 2011).  

The participants‟ opinion was sought through the final item (Item 15) of the 

questionnaire which asked “using Web 2.0 technology in my English lessons increases 

students‟ stress and anxiety”. Most participants thought that students did not experience 

much stress and anxiety. This is justified by questionnaire findings. Teachers 

highlighted that students faced no challenge whatsoever with using technology as most 

of them are “digital natives”.  

The interview data provided further evidence regarding the teachers‟ opinion on 

this issue. While some of the teachers reported “having no technical problems 

whatsoever”, two ICT-related problems reported were “speed of the Internet connection 

and some distracting adds”. A relatively small number of teachers reported that “when 
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the speed of the Internet is slow, this may cause frustration and interrupt the flow of the 

activity”. Poor internet connection is still an important issue that can affect successful 

use of digital technology in the classroom. Similar problems are reported by 

McCormick and Li (2006) who also observed Internet challenges in their research.  

 

5.3.3. Research Question 

3. Do gender, teaching experience, daily Internet use, and the computer use 

for teaching have a significant effect on EFL teachers’ decision to use Web 2.0 

applications for instructional purposes?  

The third research question in this study sought to examine whether certain 

variables significantly affect teachers‟ decision in using Web 2.0 tools. Overall, the 

results show insignificant differences based on the teachers‟ gender, hours of daily 

Internet use, the computer use and years of teaching experience on teachers‟ application 

of Web 2.0 tools.  

 The insignificant difference between males and females, recorded from the 

analysis of Mann Whitney U Test results, as can be seen in Table 4 (Chapter 4), 

suggests that male teachers prefer using Web 2.0 tools for teaching purposes as well as 

female teachers. The results are harmony with Narasuman‟s study (2014), which 

demonstrated that gender was an insignificant factor between female and male teachers 

in ICT integration in teaching language.  

Kruskal Wallis Test was used to see the effects of “use of computer for 

teaching”, “year of teaching experience” and “the daily Internet use” on teachers‟ 

applying Web 2.0 tools for instructional purposes.  As demonstrated in Tables 5-7, 

(Chapter 4), no statistically significant differences were recorded due to these variables. 

The fact that no significant difference exists related to experience using 

computers and the internet could also be attributed to the school context, where 

participants of this study are working. In other words, all teachers in their schools have 

the same kind of facilities of access to resources; they are required to apply the same 

regulations concerning the use of technology, particularly using Web 2.0 or social 

networking services in their classes. This insignificant difference among the teachers 

might also be attributed to teachers‟ self-efficacy and capabilities in using ICT. Also, 

the insignificance in regard of the experience could be attributed due to the existence of 

other individual or institutional factors that are outside the scope of this study. It could 
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also be due to the fact that the TED colleges are well equipped with ICT facilities which 

allow teachers to apply different Web 2.0 tools easily. This result is in line with those of 

other studies such as Mahdi and Al-Dera (2013) and Narasuman (2014), who 

investigated the influence of teachers‟ experience on ICT integration in teaching, and 

found that experience was an insignificant factor in teachers‟ using technology in their 

classes. 

To sum up, as demonstrated by inferential statistics results, there is no 

relationship between the use of Web 2.0 tools and such variables as gender, year of 

experience, the hours spent in Internet and the use of computer for teaching. This 

finding could be interpreted in terms of the participants as regular users of Web 2.0 

tools as reflected to their language teaching and learning activities. 

 

5.4. Implications 

The present study investigated EFL teachers‟ perspectives on applying Web 2.0 

technologies in one type of private secondary schools in Turkey. In the light of findings, 

the study offers several implications for practicing teachers, universities teacher 

educators, and school directors.  

With many developments in ICT technologies, it is important that teachers are 

aware of how to use existing digital tools, but they also need to be digitally literate so 

that they can critically evaluate such tools for safe and productive use (Akayo lu et al., 

2020; Barnatt, 2008; Dudeney & Hockly, 2012). Hennessy, Ruthven and Brindley 

(2005) underline the crucial role that teachers play in integrating ICT into classroom 

practice.  The results of the present study suggest that most teachers have successfully 

incorporated various types of Web 2.0 tools into classroom practice. Yet, it is true to 

point out that not all teachers may be technologically literate. Therefore, professional 

learning programmes and its job-embedded support might be given to teachers on how 

to use Web 2.0 technology to support classroom learning. Although in the present study 

teachers reported that they incorporated technology in their lessons and that they felt 

competent in using such tools, undoubtedly they would benefit from further guidance in 

using different tools in a variety of ways to become more digitally competent in their 

profession.  

A similar suggestion can be offered to teacher educators. It is essential that the 

digital literacy levels of future language teachers needs to be increased. To achieve this 
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objective, teacher educators can give prospective teachers concrete guidance and 

experiential hands-on practice on pedagogical purposes of different digital tools and 

create opportunities for them to design digital material. 

 In addition, infrastructure facilities for the Internet should be improved to enable 

teachers to apply relevant technological tools without being concerned about the 

technology-related infrastructure problems in their schools.  

 

5.5. Suggestions for Further Research 

The present research investigated teachers‟ perspectives of Web.2.0 tools. 

Further research needs to be conducted focussing on the students‟ perspectives on how 

effective they think technology is as a tool to support their learning in order to correlate 

research findings.  

In the present study, questionnaire and interview are used as research 

instruments. Future research can also employ different research instruments such as 

observations. This could give a deeper insight into the teachers‟ actual use of 

technology in their classes. 

The present study, by focussing on a type of private schools, brought to light 

teachers‟ perspectives on using ICT in their English classes. Future research also needs 

to investigate teachers‟ needs and concerns about the effective use of different digital 

tools, because such research findings can give insights into designing professional 

development programmes for teachers. 

 

5.6. Limitations of the Study 

The present study was conducted with English teachers working in a type of 

private schools, TED colleges, in Turkey. Therefore, the results of this study may differ 

in other schools, bothpublic and private with larger research participants. In addition, 

the Web 2.0 Application Questionnaire was limited to 15 items.  A larger pool of items 

would increase the reliability of the research instrument.  

Although the participants of the study is relatively small, the manner in which 

the teachers expressed their opinions through the questionnaire and interview provides 

clear evidence of how teachers have integrated Web 2.0 applications to create an active 

and effective learning environments to enhance student engagement, motivation and 

collaboration. The Ministry of Education in Turkey has been encouraging foreign 
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language teachers to incorporate technology in their teaching practices through its 

policies. The present study represents a good example of schools that seem to be 

applying this policy very effectively. Due to these reasons, the study can be considered 

unique and original.   
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Appendix D. Consent Form 
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Appendix E. Approval from Çağ University 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Doç. Dr. Murat KOÇ 

 os. Bil. Enst. Müdürü 
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Doç. Dr. Murat KOÇ 

 os. Bil. Enst. Müdürü 
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Appendix F. Permissions from eight TED Schools 
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Naime DEMIRBAŞ 

TED Atakent Koleji 

Kurucu Müdürü 
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