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ABSTRACT

Web 2.0 changed the way people used Web in the field of education and especially in foreign language learning.
Since its emergence in 2004, it has gained great attention of teenagers and university students. Educators regard
Web 2.0. as a language learning/teaching tool. According to International Federation of Accounts (IFAC) report
2000 and beyond (1996) it has been informed that a key goal of accounting programs should be to teach students
to learn on their own. The purpose of this research was to determine undergraduate and high school students'
attitudes towards the use of English in Web. 2.0. technologies. This study was mainly based on quantitative
design that involved 534 students out of randomly selected 550 participants from 6 different universities and 3
high schools in Turkey and Iraq. The potential of Web 2.0. was determined as creating formal and informal
learning environments. Within the context of the study, the students’ attitudes were revealed and
recommendations were developed for language teachers and educators. It has been found that Web
2.0 technologies serve as a good learning tool in which the learners find the opportunity to practice language in a
real-like atmosphere: the new medium.
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INTRODUCTION

English, “by far the most widely used of all living languages”, is taught as foreign language at schools of most
nations (Broughton, Brumfit & Brumfit, Flavell, Hill, Pincas, 2003), but it has been recently accepted that
language students have started using communication tools via English. This attempt starting with CALL
continues to be popular with Web 2.0 nowadays. The increasing popularity of Web 2.0 technologies in almost
every field of daily and academic life has promoted researchers to consider whether and to what extent such
educational tools can be benefitted from. The study conducted by Isman (2008) proves that the improvements in
communication tools have had a direct influence upon education. Web 2.0 can be defined as Web based
applications and services that provide users visual, textual, audial communication, interactive information,
shared content, collaboration, authenticity and digital literacy ( Haythorthwaite & Kazme 2004; O’ Reilly, 2005;
Giustini, 2006; Maness, 2006; Miller, 2006; Price, 2006; Richardson, 2006; Mcloughlin & Lee, 2007; Lankshear
& Knobel 2007; Boyd & Ellison, 2008; Thomas, 2009; Motteram & Sharma, 2009). The types of Web 2.0 used
in education include “blogs (Facebook, Twitter etc.), wikis, multimedia sharing services, content syndication,
podcasting and content tagging services” (Anderson, 2007). Particularly in foreign language learning, many
researchers have shown that Web 2.0 can be utilized as an effective educational tool since it enables a variety of
collaboration, communication and interaction (Fullan, 1993; Pica, 1997; Jonassen, Peck and Wilson, 1999; Lee,
2005; Munoz, 2009, Warschauer, Shetzer, & Meloni, 2000; Sykes, Oskoz & Thorne, 2008; Kayri & Cakair,
2010). In addition to being collaborative, interactive and communicative tool in education, Web 2.0 also has an
undeniable effect on the enhancement of writing skills for learners (Mason & Rennie, 2008, Vijayakumar, 2011).
The more there is an emphasis on learner autonomy, the more Web 2.0 tools have gained significance by
enabling facilities for independency (Crook, 2008, Cooker, 2010). Moreover, the study conducted by Lam
(2000) revealed that Web 2.0 tools increased the motivation of learners. However, these tools may be disruptive
if they aren’t implemented carefully into classroom practice (Godwin-Jones, 2005, Mason & Rennie, 2008). On
the contrary, they might be more disadvantageous because of exploitation, lack of confidence, privacy and
control (Merchant, 2001; Livingstone, 2002; Patchin and Hinduja, 2010). The importance of Web 2.0 tools in
education have been emphasized a lot in most studies. Even if there are few studies ( Chun and Plass, 1996 ;
Warscahauer and Kern, 2000) exploring the practices of Web 2.0 tools in foreign language education, there is
almost no study focusing on students’ perceptions upon the use of Web 2.0 tools in foreign language learning,
though. Hence, this study tries to reveal the most recent perceptions and implications by investigating the roles
of Web 2.0 tools in foreign language education. Furthermore, it gives some clues about how to make the
efficient use of Web 2.0 tools by providing some practical implications for teacher education and training. In
order to achieve these aims, the following are the research questions of the study:

1. What are the perceptions of foreign language learners in using Web 2.0 technologies?

2. Do students regard Web 2.0 as an opportunity for English language learning?
3. Do socio-cultural differences affect the students’ views about the use of Web 2.0 in foreign language learning?
4. Can the use of Web 2.0 contribute significantly to English language learning?
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METHOD

In this study, a descriptive analysis was carried out. After the analysis of the questionnaires, semi-structured and
focus group interviews were made. Ten students were chosen randomly from the institutions located in Turkey.
The questionnaire allowed gathering information about students’ perceptions of themselves in using English
regarding the following items: using blocks, use of a different language except English, writing status messages,
sharing videos, sharing writings, joining groups, creating groups, joining groups to learn English, playing games,
learning vocabulary through games, using applications, linking to fun pages, commenting on photos,
commenting on videos, commenting on status messages, making foreign friends, chatting on line, feeling
confidence in courses, enhancing vocabulary knowledge, enhancing speaking skill, enhancing listening skill,
enhancing reading skill, enhancing writing skill, using to learn vocabulary, wasting time on internet. The
cronbach’s alpha reliability factor of the pilot study was found to be .82 in the first application. Additionally, it
was calculated as .89 in the second pilot study, that is quite reliable and valid for Likert-type attitude scales
(Nunan, 1997). The items in the questionnaire were analysed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences
(SPSS). For every item, frequencies and percentages were calculated. Chi-square tests were applied in order to
find the significance of the distribution of the answers.

SETTING AND PARTICIPANTS

The study was conducted at Adiyaman University(N=50, M=17, F=33, A=19-27), Gaziantep University (N=47,
M=33, F=14, A=18-24), Inénii University (N=50, M=29, F=23, A=18-25), Erbil Ishik University at which
students’ mother tongues are Kurdish and Arabic (N=50, M=27, F=23, A=18-20), Gazikent University(N=50,
M=32, F=18, A=18-24), Zirve University(N=30, M=17 ,F=13 ,A=18-21), Besni Vocational High School(N=50,
M=18, F=32, A=17-35), Sabahattin Zaim Social Sciences High School(N=40, M=17, F=23, A=17), Ishik
Hawler Secondary School in which students’ native languages are Kurdish and Arabic (N=50, M=50, A=13-16)
and Barak Primary School(N=54, M=26, F=28, A=13-14). The participants were placed at appropriate levels
from beginner to pre-intermediate level at the beginning of the academic year. The age of the participants vary
from 13 to 35 years o0ld.228 of the participants were female and 293 were male at total. For the identification of
interview participants, criterion sampling was used (Patton, 1990).

FINDINGS AND RESULTS

In Table 1. to analyze the data frequencies, percentages, means, standard deviations and chi-square results were
employed. It was observed that the mean score of Gazikent University was the highest when compared with
Adryaman University and Gaziantep University. The socio-economical level of private university students’ is
higher than the government institutions. These findings were parallel to the data in Barak Primary School and
Sabahattin Zaim Primary School when compared with private institutions at the same level. Chi-square results
show that learning is increased by use of technology. In Barak Primary School all of the findings were
significant at p<0.1 and 0.5 level. When findings were analyzed at Gaziantep University, except the items
16,21,23 and 25, all of the findings were significant at p<0.1 level. On the other hand, the findings related to the
items 5,12,24 and 25 were significant at p<0.5 level in Gazikent University. Item 25 was significant at p<0.5
level in Inénii University. This finding was similar to Sabahattin Primary School in item 1 at p<0.5 level. The
chi-square test results in Adiyaman University were significant at p<0.1 and p<0.5 level. For questions 11, 12,
14,16,17,18,19,20,21, 22and 23 were all found to be significant at p<0.5 level. All of the findings were similar
except the college in Iraq which indicates the importance of culture. Items 1, 3,6,7,10,12,13,14,16 and 24were
significant at p<0.5 level in this college. This preference is related with their family background and strict rules
in schools. In Ishik University items 1,20,22,24 and 25 were significant at p<0.5 level. These findings suggest
that one of the main roles of the EFL teacher is to motivate the learners to use English in different contexts.
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Tablel. Items Related to the Use of Web 2.0 Tools

Adiyaman (100) Gaziantep University (50) Inénii University (100)
Never SeldomsometimeUsuallyAlways Never Seldomsometime UsuallyAlways Never Seldomsometime UsuallyAlways
t % f % f % t % f %Mean dd X t % f % f % % f %Mean SMd X f%f%ft%ft%f% ;’4““'&0 x*
11111 5 5191923234242 380 1,33 40,00 ** 6 12 2 4 4 8 22441326 3,72 1,28 2843 ** 1414 9 9 16 16 33 33 28 28 3,52 1,36 20,30 **
212112 5 5202024243939 3,73 1,35 3330 ** 1224 2 4 2 4 15301632 345 1,61 2034 ** 1818 5 5 3 3 22225252385 1,54 77,30 **
3 686813131818 1 1 0 0 1,52 0,82 155,90 ** 183612241428 2 4 1 2 2,06 1,03 24,17 ** 64 6413132020 3 3 0 0 1,62 091 133,70 **
4484822222727 3 3 0 0 1,85 093 76,30 ** 122410201836 7 14 0 0 243 1,04 18,64 ** 383824242323 1212 3 3 2,18 1,16 3510 **
5595920201313 6 6 2 2 1,72 1,04 104,50 ** 1428 1326 1326 6 12 1 2 2,30 1,10 13,74 ** 484820202525 6 6 1 1 192 1,03 6830 **
6 737311111111 2 2 3 3 1,51 098 179,20 *¥ 2244 9 18 6 12 8 16 2 4 2,13 1,30 24,17 ** 66 66 8 8 9 9 1414 3 3 1,80 1,25 13530 **
7919133333300 1,18 06331540*438 3 6 0 0 1 2 0 0 1,13 049 150,77** 9393 2 2 3 3 0 0 2 2 1,16 0,66 333,30 **
8 666613131111 6 6 4 4 1,69 1,13 134,90 *¥ 2244 1122 6 12 5 10 3 6 2,06 1,28 2481 ** 6767 7 7 1111 9 9 6 6 1,80 1,29 138,80 **
9 4444 111122221515 8 8 232 1,38 41,50 ** 18361326 9 18 6 121 2 2,13 1,13 18,00 ** 58 58 11 11 16 16 11 11 4 4 1,92 1,24 93,90 **
10373717 1727271515 4 4 232 123 31,40 ** 214212241020 4 8 0 0 194 1,01 27,57 ** 4646 1717 17171717 3 3 2,14 1,26 49,60 **
11545414142525 6 6 1 1 1,86 1,05 88,70 ** 22441020 9 18 3 6 3 6 2,04 123 2566 ** 5151 161621211010 2 2 1,96 1,15 70,10 **
12:474719192323 8 8 3 3 2,01 1,14 58,60 ** 132612241428 7 14 1 2 238 1,11 1247 4141232319191212 5 5 2,17 1,23 37,00 **
1366 66 18 18 1515 0 0 1 1 1,52 0,82 14530 ** 193814281224 2 4 0 0 1,94 092 28,00 ** 595917171919 5 5 0 0 1,70 0,95 107,80 **
1471711717 9 9 2 2 1 1 145 0,82 170,80 ** 2040 13261224 1 2 1 2 194 099 29,06 ** 68 68 14141717 1 1 0 0 1,51 0,81 15550 **
157575 11111111 2 2 1 1 1,43 0,84 193,60 ** 193816321020 1 2 1 2 191 095 2949 ** 6363181815154 4 0 0 1,60 0,89 126,70 **
16 5050212115159 9 4 4 1,95 1,18 6580 ** 16321122 7 14 9 18 3 6 239 1,32 10,09 505017172020 3 3 9 9 2,03 1,29 66,61 **
1751511717 141412112 6 6 2,05 1,30 63,30 ** 1836 9 18 8 16 9 18 3 6 236 1,34 1247 5556 192010101011 6 6 193 127 81,10 **
18 626216161414 6 6 2 2 1,70 1,05 116,80 ** 20 40 12241020 5 10 0 0 2,00 1,04 24,17 ** 61 6113131717 5 5 4 4 1,78 1,14 111,00 **
1933 3325252424 1414 3 3 228 1,16 27,01 ** 142810201530 7 14 0 0 2,33 1,08 1596 ** 38382020 18 18 16 16 8 8 236 134 2440 **
203737 191928281010 6 6 229 1,23 32,50 ** 19381224 7 14 6 12 3 6 2,19 1,28 16,72 ** 4343 242415151010 8 8 2,16 1,30 40,70 **
213434303018 18 14 14 4 4 224 1,18 29,60 ** 132612241224 7 14 3 6 247 123 7,79 * 444424241616 1313 3 3 2,07 1,18 4730 **
223939242417 171414 6 6 224 127 30,90 ** 142812241224 9 18 0 0 234 1,11 13,11 40402626 16 16 1313 5 5 2,17 1,23 3630 **
234444262615159 9 6 6 2,07 1,22 47,70 ** 1530 8 161224 9 18 3 6 2,51 1,30 8,64 * 4040242420201212 4 4 2,16 1,20 36,80 **
24535326261515 5 5 1 1 1,75 0,96 86,80 ** 24481632 5 10 2 4 0 0 1,68 0,84 44,60 ** 6060 13132323 3 3 1 1 1,72 0,99 11540 **
252020 8 8 383813132121 3,07 1,37 2590 ** 1224 5 101734 7 14 6 12 2,79 1,33 10,77 17 17 28 282222 16 16 17 17 2,88 1,34 510 *
Gazikent Unmversity (50) Arveuniversity (30) Ishik University/lraq (50)
Never SeldomsometimeUsuallyAlways Never SeldomsometimeUsuallyAlways Never SeldomsometimeUsually Always
f % % % % f %Mean Std x* f% %t %1% f %Men Std X f% %t %% f % Mean Std  x*
12 4 81617341938 4 8 330 0,97 23,40 ** 1 3 2 7 8271343 6 203,70 0,99 15,67 ** 1020 9 181734 7 14 7 14284 130 6,80
2 1 2112215301734 6 123,32 1,02 17,20 ** 4 13 1 3 3 1012401033 3,77 1,33 15,00 ** 2346 8 16 7 14 6 12 6 12228 146 2140 **
3 1 2 81615301836 8 163,48 1,01 17,80 ** 7 23 8 271447 1 3 0 0 230 0,88 21,67 ** 2040 6 121326 6 12 5 102,40 1,39 16,60 **
4 00 71416321836 9 183,58 0,95 21,00 ** 3 10 9 301447 4 13 0 0 2,63 0,85 20,33 ** 21421224 8 16 6 12 3 6 2,16 1,27 19,40 **
5 510 6 121428 15301020 3,38 1,23 820 * 7 231240 9302 7 0 0 220 0,89 1633 ** 2754 7 14 8 16 5 10 3 6 2,00 1,29 37,60 **
6 1 2 510112214281938390 1,09 20,40 **1343 517 930 1 3 2 7 2,13 1,22 16,67 ** 3162 5 10 5 10 4 8 5 101,94 1,41 5520 **
7 3 6 4 813262550 5 103,50 0,99 34,40 **2790 1 3 2 7 0 0 0 0 1,17 0,53 9233 ** 2856 8 16 4 8 6 12 4 8 2,00 1,37 41,60 **
8 2 4112214281530 8 16 3,32 1,11 11,00 1550 4 13 3 10 6 20 2 7 220 1,42 1833 ** 2958 9 18 9 18 2 4 1 2 1,74 1,03 50,80 **
9 612 8 1615301224 9 183,20 1,26 500 * 1343 6 20 3 10 5 17 3 10 2,30 1,44 1133 3570 6 12 6 121 2 2 4 1,58 1,05 80,20 **
10 0 0 51016322142 8 16 3,64 0,88 28,60 ** 1550 5 17 6 20 3 10 1 3 2,00 1,20 19,33 ** 2958 5 10 7 14 4 8 5 102,02 1,41 4560 **
11'3 6 3 6 8 1617341938 3,92 1,16 23,20 ** 9 30 9 30 8 27 3 10 1 3 227 1,11 933 * 2244 9 18 7 14 5 10 7 14232 1,48 1880 **
122 41020 11221326 14 28 3,54 1,22 9,00 * 7 23 930 7 23 6 20 1 3 250 1,17 6,00 * 21421020 7 14 6 12 6 12232 143 1620 **
13510 7 1414282040 4 8 322 111 18,60 ** 6 20 5 171240 7 23 0 0 2,67 1,06 12,33 2448 6 121020 4 8 6 12224 144 2640 **
14 2 4 1122102017 341020 3,44 1,16 11,40 7237231137517 0 0 247 1,04 10,67 24481122 6 12 4 8 5 102,10 1,36 2740 **
15'1 2 51014282244 8 16 3,62 0,95 27,00 ** 7 23 8 271137 4 13 0 0 2,40 1,00 11,67 2244 4 8 1122 2 4 11 22252 1,61 24,60 **
16 51017341734 9 18 2 4 2,72 1,01 18,80 ** 7 23 5 17 8 27 4 13 6 20 2,90 145 1,67 * 204011221020 6 12 3 6 222 127 16,60 **
170 0 4 8 1020193817 34 398 0,94 26,60 ** 6 201033 5 17 7 23 2 7 2,63 1,25 5,67 * 1938 7 1411221122 2 4 240 1,31 1560 **
18 2 4 10202754 8 16 3 6 3,00 0,88 40,60 ** 7 23 1137 5 17 6 20 1 3 243 1,17 8,67 * 2448 9 18 9 18 6 12 2 4 2,06 1,24 27,80 **
19 3 6 102017341530 5 10 3,18 1,06 14,80 ** 6 20 9 30 6 20 8 27 1 3 2,63 1,19 633 * 214210201224 6 12 1 2 2,12 1,15 2220 **
202 4 7 141734 14281020 3,46 1,09 13,80 ** 6 201240 7 23 3 10 2 7 243 1,14 1033 153010201224 9 18 4 8 2,54 131 6,60 *
21 510 6 12115301020 14 28 344 1,30 820 * 7 231033 9302 7 2 7 240 1,13 967 1428 9 181632 9 18 2 4 252 1,20 11,80
22 1 2 132615301428 7 14326 1,07 14,00 ** 6 20 8 27 9 30 5 17 2 7 2,63 1,19 500 * 1734 7 141224 9 18 5 102,56 1,39 880 *
23 1 2 91817341632 7 14338 1,01 17,60 ** 4 131137 9 30 4 13 2 7 2,63 1,10 9,67 1326 6 12118361020 3 6 2,68 1,24 13,80 **
24 6 12 6 12118361122 9 18 322 1,23 9,80 19639302 7 0 0 0 0 1,43 0,63 4433 ** 18361122 8 16 8 16 5 102,42 1,39 9,80
252 4 51022441632 5 10 334 094 29,40 ** 0 0 4 13 6 201550 5 17 3,70 0,92 20,33 ** 1734 5 101428 7 14 7 142,64 144 10,80
BarakPrimary dchool (53) Sabahattin Zaim Primary dchool (40) IsikCollege/Iraq (50)
tem Never SeldomsometimeUsuallyAlways Never Seldomsometime UsuallyAlways Never SeldomsometineUsuallyAlways
f % f % f % % f %Mean Std  x? f % f% f % f % f %Mean Std  x* f% f% % f % f % Mean Std  x*
118334 71019 6 111630296 1,66 13,78 ** 4 10 5 13 8 20 11 28 12303,55 1,32 6,25 6 12 6 12116321020 12 243,32 1,30 720 *
215282037 4 7 8155 9238 1,32 1819 ** 4100 0 1 3 7 182870438 1,23 6625 **3468 510 8 16 0 0 3 6 1,66 1,14 7540 **
345832 4 7130 0 0 0 1,30 0,69 13841 **276810253 8 0 0 0 0 1,40 0,63 64,75 ** 7 14 7 141224112213 263,32 1,38 320 *
4366771359 3 6 2 41,64 1,11 77,47 **2460 9 23 6 150 0 1 3 1,63 093 46,75 **2040 2 4 10201326 5 102,62 1,48 19,80 **
540745 9 6110 0 3 6 1,54 1,08 100,63 **287010252 5 0 0 0 0 1,35 0,58 71,00 **2244 8 161020 4 8 6 12228 141 20,00 **
646852 4 4 7 1 2 1 2131 084 143,96 *% 2255 7 18 6 155 13 0 0 1,85 1,10 3425 ** 1734 7 14 9 181122 6 122,64 145 7,60 *
749910 0 24 24 1 2126085 169,15% 39981 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,03 0,16 15025 ** 1632 8 16 1122 4 8 11 222,72 1,54 780 *
85194122400 0 01,09 040 187,30* 338 5132 5 0 0 0 0 1,23 0,53 99,75 ** 20401020 6 12 4 8 10 20248 1,57 1520 **
92750 7 139173 6 8 152,22 149 3230 ** 1538 6 151025 2 5 7 18250 1,48 11,75 2040 4 8 8 16 8 16 10 20 2,68 1,61 1440 **
103463 7 13 7 134 7 2 4 1,76 1,16 63,96 ** 19481025 1 3 5 13 5 132,18 1,47 24,00 **1224 7 14 7 141020 14 28 3,14 1,57 380 *
114176 5 9 4 7 1 2 3 6 1,52 1,09 106,37 ** 2563 8 20 4 10 2 5 1 3 1,65 1,03 48,75 ** 4 8 11222244 6 12 7 143,02 1,12 20,60 **
124176 3 6 5 9 2 4 1 2 1,44 096 11338 * 2563 5 13 4 10 3 8 3 8 1,85 1,31 4550 ** 7 14 8 161632 7 1412 243,18 1,35 620 *
1344814 7 3 6 2 4 1 2137090 128,04 %2255 6 152 5 513 5 132,13 1,51 31,75 ** 6 12 6 121122 1428 13 26 3,44 133 580 *
144481 6 11 2 4 1 2 1 2 1,31 0,80 129,15*%2358 3 8 1 3 1025 3 8 2,18 1,52 41,00 ** 1734 5 101122 6 12 11 222,78 1,57 920 *
1546853 6 59 0 0 0 0 1,24 0,61 14507 **2255 7 18 1 3 7 18 3 8 2,05 1,41 34,00 ** 3 6 7 14 9 18122419 383,74 1,27 1440 **
163361 7 13 8 155 9 1 2 1,78 1,13 59,70 ** 2153 6 152 5 7 18 4 102,18 1,48 2825 ** 1224 8 16 1122 9 1810 202,94 1,46 1,00 *
1733611120 6 11 1 2 3 6 1,70 1,11 62,30 ** 19481025 1 3 5 13 5 132,18 147 2400 ** 2 4 2 4 8 16122426 524,16 1,09 39,20 **
184278 7 133 6 0 0 2 4 1,39 0,90 11507 **2050 5 131025 0 0 5 132,13 1,38 28,75 ** 2550 5 10 6 12 5 10 9 18236 1,60 29,20 **
1944813 6 59 2 4 0 0 1,35 0,80 12878 ** 1948 1 3 1025 5 13 5 132,40 1,50 24,00 ** 7 14 4 8 1632 7 14 16 323,42 1,39 12,60
203870 8 152 4 4 7 2 4159 1,11 87,85 **20501025 5 13 4 10 1 3 1,90 1,13 27,75 ** 8 16 4 8 7 141326 18 36 3,58 146 12,20
213463 917 7 132 4 2 41,69 1,08 6581 **2255 820 513 513 0 0 1,83 1,08 3475 ** 510 3 6 1122122419 383,74 131 16,00 **
223463 917 7 13 2 4 2 4 1,69 1,08 6581 *¥2358 7 18 4 10 6 150 0 1,83 1,13 3875 ** 6 12 4 8 1122 7 1422 443,70 142 20,60 **
234176 6 11 3 6 4 7 0 0 1,44 090 107,30 ** 2563 5 13 5 13 5 13 0 0 1,75 1,10 47,50 ** 5 10 4 8 1020 7 14 24 48 3,82 1,38 26,60 **
243870 5 9 7132 4 2 41,61 1,09 8730 **2768 3 8 4 10 1 3 5 131,85 1,42 57,50 ** 1224 5 101224 6 1215 303,14 1,55 740 *
252954 8 157 13 3 6 7 132,09 144 39.70 **2255 8 20 3 8 4 10 3 8 195 132 3275 ** 1938 3 6 1632 5 10 7 14256 145 20,00 **
Note : x*=Chi-Square *p<.05 **p<.01

The analyses of the first question that is about using Web 2.0 tools shows that in high schools over half of the
students “usually” or “always” use Web 2.0 tools on internet. The results are similar when compared with the
universities while % 15 of the all university students “never” or “seldom” use Web.2.0 tools. Technology-driven
tools help learners to guide their own learning process. The analyses of the second, third, thirteenth, fourteenth
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and fifteenth items that are related to students’ producing language on internet, 47 % of university students
“usually” or “always” prefer commenting on photos, videos and status messages and using their native language
in writing while only 74 % of high school students “never” or “seldom” prefer doing these. The process of
globalization is important in educational, political, cultural, economic and environmental aspects makes learning
English a vital need. The fourth, fifth, sixth, seventh, eighth and sixteenth items that are sharing videos, writings,
joining and creating groups and joining groups to learn English and making foreign friends on internet can be
categorized as active participation of students. 49 % of all the university and high school students “never” or
“seldom” use applications on the internet actively while a small portion of them “usually” or “always” prefer it.
Learning is increased by use of technology. Through Web 2.0 tools foreign language learners develop
motivation and increase the amount of national knowledge. (Clauss-Ehlers 2006) As for the activities on the
internet entertaining the students, the results of the ninth, eleventh, twelfth, seventeenth and twenty- fifth items
that are related to it show that 39 % of all the students “never” or “seldom” play games, like fan pages, chat
online and waste their time on internet while over half of the students “usually” or “always” entertain themselves
on internet. Web 2.0 tools are effective on the performance of foreign language learners. (Pegrum, 2009) For the
activities students do for improving themselves, the analysis of the tenth, eighteenth, nineteenth, twentieth,
twenty-first, twenty-second, twenty- third and twenty-forth items about learning vocabulary through games,
feeling confident in courses, enhancing vocabulary knowledge and skills of speaking, listening, reading and
writing, and using internet to learn vocabulary, 60 % of all the students “never” or “seldom” use applications to
improve themselves while only 25 % of the students benefit from it. The way the language is grammatically and
meaningfully constructed can shape the way people think and use the language in certain contexts. (Deutscher,
2010; Halvorsen, 2009)

DISCUSSION

While there are several studies in the literature indicating that Web 2.0 tools have a good impact on education,
most all of these studies had limitations such as being held in one specific area, having only teachers’
perspectives and not designed specifically for language education. Thus, conducting a study in public and private
institutions in Turkey and Iraq would help us to answer some questions about the extent of applicability of Web
2 tools in language education in various socio-cultural environments. During the interviews conducted in
Turkey, all the participants reported that they were familiar with the use of Web 2.0 tools. The results of both
questionnaire and the interviews revealed that the need of the students will increase towards technology and
English.

Results show that there are differences in students’ perceptions about using Web 2.0 tools in language learning.
No matter how various perceptions students have, the most important thing that may affect their perceptions is
the implementation of these tools into classroom. Therefore, deficiencies in practice may hinder the beneficial
wash back. There might be a lot of reasons for it. First of all, lack of awareness in both teachers and students
reduces the efficacy of Web 2.0 tools. That students regard Web 2.0 tools as beyond game and free time activity
could only be possible when teachers and students value Web 2.0 tools in foreign language education. However,
when the classroom practices are evaluated, it can be easily said that the role of Web 2.0 tools has been
underestimated. A recent and dramatic example of that is Dynet which is a Web-based program developed to
teach English. But, English language teachers regard it time consuming and a big burden. As well as awareness,
teachers need a good background knowledge about these tools to implement it effectively, which raises the
question whether English language teaching departments provide good basis in teachers’ education and
technology courses fulfill theoretical and practical needs for application. It can be concluded that if teachers were
educated in the field, the use of Web 2.0 could contribute significantly to English language learning .Thus,
regarding Web2.0 tools as an opportunity for English Language learning will be inevitable for the learners of the
21st century: the new medium.
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