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ABSTRACT

The current study examines the perspectives of preservice social studies teachers
about using Web 2.0 tools. Researchers used the case study design to achieve the
purpose of the study. The working group consists of 25 preservice social studies
teachers enrolled for the course "Social Studies Teaching II." The data were collected
from three data sources: A structured interview form, unstructured observations,
and documents. The content analysis method was used to analyze the data. The
research results show that the participants learned Web 2.0 tools from academics at
their university and mainly used Web 2.0 tools during the measurement and
evaluation stage of their teaching performance. Moreover, the researchers observed
that the participants used similar Web 2.0 tools, and some still discovered new
instructional tools with more research. Furthermore, the participants stated that Web
2.0 tools contribute to learning, facilitate teaching, enable permanent learning, and
attract attention by making social studies teaching fun. Lastly, while most preservice
teachers mentioned that Web 2.0 tools have no limitations, some stated that Web 2.0
tools have limitations. It is concluded that Web 2.0 tools significantly enhance social
studies courses and should be part of social studies teacher education programs.
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Introduction

Today, it is only possible to imagine any area of life with technology. Naturally, educational
activities are becoming increasingly digitalized. Under these circumstances, teachers practicing the
system of qualified human education are expected to adapt to technological changes and
developments. Therefore, institutions that train teachers must improve curricula, strategies,
methods, and techniques (Alkhatatneh, 2022). Most children today are digital natives, and their
expectations differ from those of digital immigrants. Digital natives are people born into the digital
world who speak the digital language as a native language. On the contrary, digital immigrants
were not born into the digital world but encountered it after a certain period of their lives (Prensky,
2001). Therefore, teachers' ability to address digital natives, communicate with them, use exciting
materials, and teach them different skills depends on watching closely technology (Cetin & Isgi,
2022).

The use of technology in education (particularly in teacher education), technology integration, and
instructional technologies are topics researchers have worked on for many years. Since it is
impossible to list hundreds of studies on these topics, it is helpful to approach the research with
teachers and prospective teachers, who are the focus of the study, on Web 2.0 tools. The studies,
conducted with teachers and preservice teachers from different disciplines, explored participants'
experiences, competencies, beliefs, attitudes, intentions, metaphors, and perceptions. In this study,
after introducing Web 2.0 tools to prospective social studies teachers, we asked them to use them in
teaching performances in their classrooms. This study aims to examine the perspectives of the
preservice social studies teachers about using Web 2.0 tools. To achieve this, the researchers sought
to answer the following research questions:

1. How are the preservice social studies teachers' perceptions of Web 2.0 tools?
2. How did the preservice social studies teachers explore the Web 2.0 tools?

3. At what stages did the preservice social studies teachers use Web 2.0 tools in their teaching
performances?

4. What do the preservice social studies teachers think about the contributions of Web 2.0 tools
to social studies teaching?

5. What do the preservice social studies teachers think about the limitations of Web 2.0 tools?

It is expected that identifying the perspectives about Web 2.0 tools of preservice social studies
teachers being trained in the teacher education program will contribute to the field by demonstrating
the potential and intention of future teachers' use of instructional technologies.

Literature Review

The internet, the driving force of the digital age, has brought many innovations into our lives. One
is the Web concept, which is more than just a source of information to which ordinary people can
contribute, share, and comment on content (Blank & Reisdorf, 2012). In later times, Web 2.0, the
following Web stage, was born during a conference brainstorming session between O'Reilly and
MediaLive International. After these discussions, O'Reilly held the "Web 2.0 Conference" in 2004
(O'Reilly, 2005). The concept of the Web gained a new dimension after this conference and evolved
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from Web 2.0 as a "readable-writeable" web to the "read-only" Web (Albion, 2008). Web 2.0
technologies have offered people new opportunities to create and share content with others. Web

2.0, also called social media, includes tools that allow image and sound sharing and creating online
social networks (Bennet et al., 2012). These tools are now so popular and inevitable that they have
become essential to people's daily personal or professional lives (Baro et al., 2013; Soomro et al.,
2015). In parallel with these developments, Web 2.0 tools have also been used in educational
activities.

Web 2.0 Tools in Education

Instructional technologies positively affect pupils' academic performance (Can & Usta, 2021; Yagci,
2017). These technologies support students in continuous learning, including multiple intelligences,
increasing motivation and concentration, and concretization through audio-visual content. They
also make passive students active and student-centered and provide learning in various
environments that are independent of time and environment (Camnalbur, 2008; Engin et al., 2010;
Gliven & Siiliin, 2012; Hiicuptan, 2006; Yagci, 2017). Instructional technologies allow teachers to
adapt their teaching methods to various topics (Arslan, 2006), make the lesson interesting, facilitate
classroom management, and provide quick feedback in measurement and evaluation.

The Web 2.0 tools help to create a learning environment consistent with the constructivist
philosophy of education, which advocates the learner's active participation in learning. In contrast
to traditional direct instruction and rote learning, Web 2.0 tools enable students to interpret content
and structure their learning experience (Enonbun, 2010). Furthermore, these tools allow students to
collaborate, discuss, share information, interact, and develop digital literacy skills (Hao & Lee, 2017).
In this way;, it is possible to help students develop their "learning and innovation skills," which are
21st-century competencies such as creativity, communication, and cooperation (Partnership for 21st
Century Skills, 2004).

The measurement and evaluation process students dislike in educational activities (Kivunja, 2015)
can be more fun with Web 2.0 tools. Simultaneously, these tools appeal to different senses and the
types of intelligence that Howard Gardner (1983) classified in the "Theory of Multiple Intelligences."
In this sense, many Web 2.0 tools can create a collaborative learning environment. For example, Web
2.0 tools that engage students' multiple senses support learning for visual, linguistic, and rhythmic
intelligence. Additionally, classroom activities enriched with Web 2.0 tools during measurement and
evaluation processes and measurement activities address logical intelligence; digital maps address
visual and naturalistic intelligence, and classroom activities address internal, social, and kinesthetic
intelligence.

Web 2.0 tools have been used for various purposes in educational activities (Dere & Demirci, 2021).
As we believed that it would be helpful to classify them according to their intended uses and
functions, we grouped the tools as follows:

e Tools for preparing presentations: PowerPoint, Prezi, Moovly, Emaze, Biteable, Doratoon

e Tools for the preparation of animation: Powtoon, Plotagon, Voki, Vyond, Wideo, Explania,
Toontastic, Tellagami, Animaker, Renderforest, BrainPop

e Tools for preparing cartoons: Make Beliefs Comix, ToonyTool, Storyboard, Pixton, SlimeBox,
Creaza
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o Tools for preparing mind maps: Bubbl.us, Popplet, Wise Mapping, SpiderScribe, Gocongr,
MindManager, MindMeister, Miro, Mindmap Maker, Coggle.it, Creately, Gramener
Comicgen, Gliffy, Mindomo, Cacoo

e Virtual exhibition tools: Artsteps and Artspaces

o Virtual tour tools: Google Earth, Google Maps, Thinklink, Tour Creator, Klapy, Theasys,
NASA WorldWind, Marble, Earth 3D Map

o Virtual class creation tools: Google Classroom, Beyaz Pano, Edmodo, ClassDojo, Flipgrid,
EduClipper

e Virtual book creation tools: StoryJumper, WriteReader, Canva, FlipSnack, Creaza,
VistaCreate, Visme

o  Measurement and evaluation tools: Kahoot!, Mentimeter, Socrative, Quizizz, Quizalize,
Gimkit, Plickers, Learning Apps, Opinion Stage, Quizlet, Synap.ac, Testmoz

Web 2.0 tools, including some of the above types, are used at all education and teacher training
levels to make courses more active and enjoyable.

Using Technology in Teacher Education

One of the essential tasks in effectively using educational technologies and Web 2.0 tools in schools
is teacher training. Due to their inclination, the new generation can quickly learn and use
technological tools they have never used. Teachers are also expected to teach digital skills to their
students. For preservice teachers to be competent in using educational technologies (Boulton &
Hramiak, 2014), institutions that train teachers should update their applications in terms of
curricula, strategies, methods, and techniques (Alkhatatneh, 2022). The use of educational
technologies in teacher education will also reflect the quality of teaching (Ratheeswari, 2018).
Moreover, students studying at the university want to see technology, which is an essential part of
their lives, in their courses (Newland & Byles, 2014).

If social studies teachers are expected to integrate technologies into their courses in their professional
lives, they should be taught appropriate technologies in university classes. To do this, the academics
who train them must use the necessary methods and techniques for technology integration. When
Web 2.0 tools are effectively integrated into the classroom, preservice teachers turn away from
teacher-centered pedagogy and shape information into student-centered pedagogy. These tools
enhance collaboration and high-level thinking skills (Adcock & Bolick, 2011). For preservice teachers
to benefit from these opportunities in their future teaching, teacher education programs should
support their beliefs in using technology. At this stage, academics and peers can develop preservice
teachers' beliefs about the use of technology through feedback after preparing sample course content
(Sadaf et al., 2012a). However, the academics who train teachers must be equipped with instructional
technologies for these developments. When these conditions are met, preservice teachers can be
taught how to use instructional technologies, especially Web 2.0 tools, properly.

Using technology, which has contributed to digitalized education at various levels and branches of
education, technology integration, and Web 2.0 tools, is a topic that researchers have been working
on for many years. The first group of the studies, conducted with teachers from different disciplines,
explored participants' experiences, competencies, beliefs, attitudes, and perceptions (Almekhlafi &

616



"Even I Get Bored with Ordinary Presentations": Social Studies Teacher Candidates' Perspectives on
Web 2.0 Tools

Abulibdeh, 2018; Alkhayat et al., 2020; Caliskan et al., 2019; Eytip, 2022; Twillert et al., 2020; Yaylak,
2020; Yildirim, 2023). Similarly, the studies conducted with students and preservice teachers

discussed participants' user and acceptability situations, attitudes, perspectives, intentions, self-
efficacy perceptions, experiences, and metaphors (Adcock & Bolick, 2011; Aydogmus & Arslantas,
2020; Baltaci-Goktalay & Ozdilek, 2010; Giirsoy & Orhan-Goksun, 2019; Kale, 2014; O'Connell &
Dyment, 2016; Ozpmar, 2020; Pan & Franklin, 2011; Sadaf et al., 2012a, 2012b, 2016; Tatl et al., 2019;
Teo et al., 2019; Tiinkler, 2021). Celik (2020) conducted the most similar research to our study. She
found that the negative perceptions of the preservice social studies teachers who used the Web 2.0
tools in group work changed positively at the end of the process. After examining other studies, the
research was designed to assess the perceptions and experiences of the preservice social studies
teachers about using Web 2.0 tools. For this purpose, the researchers seek answers to these research
questions:

1. How do preservice social studies teachers perceive Web 2.0 tools?
2. What are preservice social studies teachers' ways of exploring Web 2.0 tools?

3. In which stages of their course performances and for what purposes did preservice social
studies teachers use Web 2.0 tools?

4. What do preservice social studies teachers think about the contributions of Web 2.0 tools to
social studies teaching?

5. What do preservice social studies teachers think about the limitations of Web 2.0 tools?

Determining the perspectives of preservice social studies teachers studying in teacher training
programs about Web 2.0 tools will reveal the potential of future teachers to adopt instructional
technologies and their intention to use them. This will strengthen the existing literature on the use
of technology in teacher education.

Materials and Methods

Research Model

This study employed a qualitative case study design to explore the perspectives of preservice social
studies teachers who used Web 2.0 tools. Case studies use evidence to explain complex, multifaceted
events, conditions, and processes. A situation or process is presented and described holistically, and
multiple perspectives may be included (Neuman, 2014). For this reason, classroom experiences with
Web 2.0 tools are explained as multidimensional using different data sources.

Research Process

Participants received a document with various Web 2.0 tools in the first stage of the course. This
document describes Web 2.0 tools such as Kahoot!, MindMeister, Canva, Edmodo, Padlet, Quizlet,
Tagul, Biteable, Weebly, Clip Generator, SurveyMonkey, Picsart, Renderforest, Jibjab, Thinglink,
Animoto, and Photofunia, which teachers extensively use. We demonstrated some of the most used
Web 2.0 tools in educational implementations to prospective teachers. However, we did not limit
them to these tools and said they can use whatever they want. The participants found and used
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different Web 2.0 tools by searching the internet. In addition, each participant selected attainments
from the 2018 Social Studies Teaching Curriculum and a method or technique to teach them. Then,
each week, three participants took on the role of a teacher to teach their chosen topic using different
methods, techniques, and Web 2.0 tools. The other participants took on the part of students who
attended the course, listened, and asked questions. At the end of each course, the suitability and use
of the Web 2.0 tools were discussed (Figure 1).

Figure 1

Research Process

\_’-

Expert judgement Using documents
PR ERETE (PowerPoint files)

Working Group

Twenty-five preservice social studies teachers participated in the research that enrolled in the "Social
Studies Teaching II" course. Therefore, we selected the participants using the convenience sampling
method (voluntarily) and obtained informed consent from them. The course provides prospective
social studies teachers with teaching methods, techniques, materials, and educational technologies.
We used the codes (P1, P2, P3...) instead of the real names of the participants aged 20-22.

Data Collection Process

Before the research, a decision was obtained from Tekirdag Namik Kemal University Social and
Humanities Scientific Research and Publication Ethics Committee that the research was ethically
appropriate (No. T2023-1759 dated 2023-12-01). Data were collected from three data sources: a
structured interview form, unstructured observations, and documents according to the case study
model. The structured interview questions, five open-ended questions to find answers to the
research questions, were prepared by researchers. Then, the researchers conducted two interviews
with two preservice teachers to test the questions. After analyzing the interviews, the questions were
tinalized. Then, the first author of the research sent the questions to the participants via Google Docs
and asked that no one write their names in the interview documents to avoid bias and collect data
anonymously. In addition, we asked voluntary students more questions by email when we could
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not understand or needed more clarification and tried to ensure data saturation. Additionally, the

researchers took observation notes on the participants' performance using Web 2.0 tools during the
course. Finally, PowerPoint presentations created by the preservice teachers were collected at the
end of the semester.

Data Analysis

The questions of a qualitative case study may describe the case and the themes extracted from the
data. As we intended to describe and explain the research case and questions, we preferred the
content analysis method (Creswell & Creswell, 2023). In the content analysis, as Krippendorff (2018)
offers, we downloaded the structured interview data from Google Docs as an Excel spreadsheet file
and read, coded, and analyzed it in the context of the research questions. Later, we evaluated the
PowerPoint presentations prepared by the students. In the final stage, we compared and interpreted
three groups of data. The results were presented in figures, and frequencies were used to show the
frequency of opinions.

Additionally, we used the triangulation method collected through multiple sources, including
interviews, observations, and document analysis, to ensure the reliability and validity of the research
(Creswell & Creswell, 2023). In this respect, the data was collected from interviews, observations,
and PowerPoint presentations to verify the findings mutually. We used observation notes and
PowerPoint presentations to validate the data we obtained from the interviews. For example, in an
interview, a participant said: "I used the "Kahoot!" and the students liked it very much." In this case,
we have verified the accuracy of this information by checking our notes. Again, by looking at the
PowerPoint presentations, we verified which Web 2.0 tools participants used (see Figure 5). Hence,
we determined tools that some preservice teachers did not remember or said extra. Additionally,
two field experts provided feedback and reviewed the interview questions and the data analysis.
Finally, the participants' direct statements (quotes) substantiated the findings.

Results

Web 2.0 Tools Perceptions of Preservice Teachers

First, participants were asked what comes to mind when Web 2.0 tools are mentioned. The answers
given are categorized and shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2
Web 2.0 Tools Perceptions of Participants
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As can be seen from Figure 2, participants identify Web 2.0 tools with the characteristics of

"educational technologies" and "attracting attention." For example, a participant, P2, described what
he imagined Web 2.0 tools to be as follows: “Before I knew the topic, I thought there was something about
the types of software that I could not relate to education, but when I started learning, I realized that it is one
of the most important elements that support education.” As seen from this statement, P2 has realized that
Web 2.0 tools are one of the essential components of educational technologies as he learns.

A participant, P1, focused on the possibilities that Web 2.0 tools offer for the teaching process and
emphasized that they attract attention: "When we talk about Web 2.0 tools, I imagine different designs
and colorful courses. When I was unaware of Web 2.0 tools, I found that the course presentations I created
were colorless. After learning about Web 2.0 tools, I did not want to create a concept map in Word or
PowerPoint.” As you can see, the participant notes that Web 2.0 tools add a different dimension to
presentations and that the old methods are ordinary. Moreover, P15 explains the main features of
Web 2.0 tools: "They are the tools that the teacher uses during class to have fun, increase student
participation, and attract attention.” As can be seen, unlike P1, P15 emphasized the role of Web 2.0
tools in having fun while learning and contributing to student participation.

It is possible to list some of the perceptions of other participants about Web 2.0 tools as follows:

"It is an application to organize activities for students" (P7)

"The digital activities that are used during the teaching process" (P11)

"Tools used for effective learning during courses" (P14)

"Applications used to prepare the activities that we can use in the courses"” (P19)

"Using some applications on the internet while teaching" (P24)
As can be seen from the statements, preservice teachers perceive Web 2.0 tools as tools with which
various activities and applications can be used in the teaching process. Additionally, P23

emphasized the teaching process aspect of Web 2.0 tools, saying, “It is the realization of education and
training on digital education platforms. This experience helps to learn more easily.” Finally, P8 and P18
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noted that when they mention Web 2.0 tools, the concept of "measurement and evaluation" comes

to mind.
Ways to Explore Web 2.0 Tools

The second research question explored how preservice teachers learned Web 2.0 tools, as shown in
Figure 3.

Figure 3

Ways of Exploration

Ways of Exploration

The advice of
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University
courses

Assignment

The participants mainly learned the Web 2.0 tools in their university courses. P3, one of the trainee
teachers, summarized the learning process as follows: "’I learned them with the support of my (academic)
advisor at the university. He taught us where, how, and for what purpose we should use these tools in his
courses.” Similarly, P25 said, "I first discovered them with the assignment the teacher gave us at the
university. After that, I used them more extensively in social studies,” pointing out that he learned about
Web 2.0 in his undergraduate studies. Finally, P14 explained how she has to know these tools: “I got
to know them when our university teacher used the Kahoot! program in the measurement and evaluation
stage.”

Some academics introduced these tools to some preservice teachers during the courses. P20, a
preservice teacher, described his experience: “I had not heard of or seen Web 2.0 tools from anyone until
my second year at the university. I learned about them when a teacher asked us to prepare an activity using
Web 2.0 tools.” Apart from that, P22, who discovered Web 2.0 tools through social media,
summarized this process: "’I discovered them on popular teachers” accounts on Instagram, and then I started
learning these tools thanks to my course teacher.”

The quotes presented so far show that preservice teachers know Web 2.0 tools through the courses
and assignments they have prepared with advice from academics. Participants often told the
researchers that they learned almost all the tools in the university courses.

Preservice Teachers' Usage Stages and Objectives of Web 2.0 Tools

The third research question investigated the stage at which participants use Web 2.0 tools during
their teaching, presented in Figure 4.
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Figure 4

Usage Stages
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As can be seen in Figure 4, almost half of the preservice teachers (12) used Web 2.0 tools in the
measurement and evaluation stage. P16 said that he uses Web 2.0 tools for this purpose: “I use them
in the measurement and evaluation stage. Also, I use these tools to understand whether the course I taught
was understood properly and to get student feedback.” P16 preferred Web 2.0 tools to get feedback, one
of the essential parts of the teaching process. P15, who uses various Web 2.0 tools, described his
experience as follows: “I showed the shape that I drew in WordCloud to attract students’ attention in the
introductory stage of the course. During the course, I used the Bubbl.us application in the tables. At the end
of the course, I prepared a test for the students using Kahoot! application in the measurement and evaluation
stage.”

As you can see, P15 points out that she uses "Kahoot!" and "Bubbl.us" for measurement and
evaluation. Moreover, P14, P21, and P24 emphasized that they prefer to use "Canva" to create
different posters and visual representations. In contrast to them, P21 mentioned Wordwall's function
in preparing activities, saying, "I created a fun assessment process with different activities that I prepare
on Wordwall.” These findings also coincide with the researchers' observations during the trainee
teachers' teaching process. The participants mainly used Web 2.0 tools during their teaching
performance measurement and evaluation stage.

P12, who uses many Web 2.0 tools (Mindmeister, Gliffy, Wordwall, Kahoot!, and Learning Apps),
explained his experience as follows:

In the teaching process, I create maps using tools such as Mindmeister or Gliffy to capture the
students' attention while teaching concepts and to ensure the permanence of learning. In the
measurement stage, I create true-false and cloze tests with tools such as Wordwall, Kahoot!, and
Learning Apps to keep students having fun, encourage ongoing learning, and ensure students'
active participation with a sense of curiosity.
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As can be seen, P12 has used the Web 2.0 tools for different purposes by distributing them to all
stages of the course. This example shows that the participant also effectively benefits from the
functions of the Web 2.0 tools. Finally, P20 explained the reasons for choosing these tools with
concrete examples: *"We usually used WordArt in the introductory stage of the course to measure students’
vocabulary. We have used tools like Kahoot!, Wordwall for measurement and assessment, and MindMeister
for concept teaching. Apart from these, we also use virtual tours for museum education.” The quote explains
that the participant uses Web 2.0 tools efficiently at all stages and can transfer what he learns to other

courses.

All the tools used by the preservice teachers during their teaching processes are presented in Figure
5:

Figure 5
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Figure 5 shows that the preservice teachers mainly used Kahoot!, WordArt, and Canva during their
courses. These findings are consistent with the course content plans the participants submitted at
the end of the course.

Contributions of Web 2.0 Tools to Social Studies Education

For the fourth research question, the contributions of Web 2.0 tools to the social studies course were
assessed and presented in Figure 6.
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Figure 6
Contributions of Web 2.0 Tools
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The participants consider the most significant contribution of Web 2.0 to social studies teaching as
"learning with fun." P23, a participant who believes that Web 2.0 tools make teaching fun, explained
her reasons: "The use of technology in teaching is useful for digitizing education and providing education in
line with the age of technology. [These tools] are handy and entertaining in the teaching stage. They are
instrumental in keeping students” attention on the course and maintaining their interest in it.” In addition
to P23, P2 specified these tools' facilitating and attention-grabbing characteristics, stating, “Since
social studies is a history-focused class, it is difficult to capture students’ attention and ensure their continuity.
Web 2.0 tools attract students” attention and make courses more fun and educational.” Shortly, these tools
help keep students' interests alive in teaching historical topics in social studies courses.

Additionally, the participants gave an example of the wide range of uses of Web 2.0 tools in social
studies teaching. P11, one of the preservice teachers, explains the possibilities offered by Web 2.0
tools as follows:

Since social studies encompass many disciplines, our content should be diverse. In our courses, we
sometimes present information from life, sometimes from history or geography. Of course, these
are abstract topics and concepts. For students not to get bored with these topics, it is necessary to
make the courses attractive and entertaining. I can say that even I get bored with ordinary
presentations. However,

As the participant says in the quote, teaching becomes attractive and fun when Web 2.0 tools are
effectively used. Simultaneously, the participant's statement about courses being boring when Web
2.0 tools are inadequate is a critical detail from the student's perspective. Social studies contain
hundreds of concepts. Another important point mentioned by P11 is to address and concretize these
concepts by reducing them to the students' level using fun and engaging activities like Web 2.0 tools.

Noting that Web 2.0 tools enable permanent learning, P5 summarized: "I saw that these tools
attracted students' attention and students had fun, so learning became more permanent."
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Additionally, some participants mentioned the contribution of Web 2.0 tools to active participation,

saying:
"Keeping students' attention, facilitating learning, increasing participation in the course" (P6).

"Students are actively participating in class. We gained experience by using Web 2.0 tools, and my

"

teaching became active. "(P9)

Preservice teachers highlighted an essential contribution of Web 2.0 tools related to measurement
and evaluation. One of the participants, P16, described his experience on this topic: ‘I have seen that
these tools are very effective in teaching concepts. We often used them as feedback in the measurement and
evaluation stage and got good feedback.” Finally, P25 mentioned the various contributions of these tools,
"I think they have many benefits and help students learn through experience by making them more active in
terms of skills and attainments.”

The results showed that the contributions of Web 2.0 tools are consistent with the teaching principles
and closely related to the preservice teachers' perceptions of Web 2.0 tools mentioned in the first title
of Findings.

Limitations of Web 2.0 Tools

Finally, the research question asked the preservice teachers to interpret the limited or disadvantaged
aspects of Web 2.0 tools, and the answers given are classified and presented in Figure 7:

Figure 7

Limitations of Web 2.0 Tools

More than half of the participants (15) stated that Web 2.0 tools have no limited aspects. P13, a
preservice teacher who supports this view, said, “I did not see any limited aspects with them. Everyone
could easily adapt them to their attainments and plans.” However, the majority of the participants
mentioned some limitations. Among these limitations, cost, the English language, and the need for
technological materials were highlighted. The prospective teachers' opinions on these limitations are
presented below.

625



flker Dere * Nuriye Zeynep Kiral

"There are many Web 2.0 tools; I could not use them because most of them require a fee." (P10)

"We cannot use Web 2.0 tools in places where there is no access to the Internet or if there is no tool
to connect to the Internet." (P16)

"For tools without a Turkish translation, using them can be difficult." (P17)

"As the teaching time in schools is limited, the activities cannot be completed during the teaching
time." (P19)

As can be seen, participants point out that limitations such as intense topics, limited time, and
internet access limit the opportunities for using Web 2.0 tools. Furthermore, P4, one of the preservice
teachers, explains in detail the difficulties he had while using Web 2.0 tools:

As users were prompted to become members when discovering Web 2.0 tools, I forgot which email
or password I entered. I tried to learn each tool because I use Web 2.0 tools all the time. After I
became a member, it was not easy to find the forms or to learn how to create a design for the first
time because each website has its design. These intense endeavors lead to wasting time.

P4 went through processes such as creating, discovering, and recognizing the features of use each
time he used Web 2.0 tools. Finally, P24 explained the limitations of Web 2.0 tools she observed in
classroom management: “These tools are weak in classroom management. When students see fun activities,
the class engages in a playful mood. Sometimes, I use the reward option as they make classroom management
difficult.” As seen from the quote, the P24 pointed out that students can perceive Web 2.0 tools as
purely entertainment tools. To overcome the limitations mentioned here, participants frequently
asked questions of the researchers, and the researchers suggested some alternatives to these
limitations.

Conclusions and Discussions

This study sought answers to five research questions. In the first research question, the researchers
investigated how preservice teachers perceive Web 2.0 tools. The results show that when they
mentioned Web 2.0 tools, they thought of "educational technologies," "attraction," and "creates
activities." As in the studies of Tath et al. (2019) and Aydogmus and Arslantas (2020), participants
emphasized the characteristics of Web 2.0 tools to create an entertaining environment. When
explaining the participants' perceptions about Web 2.0 tools, the remarkable result is that they prefer
to mention their qualifications of Web 2.0 tools and their contribution to the teaching process instead
of metaphors. The fact that participants explained Web 2.0 tools in terms of these qualities and did
not use metaphors can be associated with the fact that the questions asked were not expressed in

terms of metaphors, and they found it challenging to compare Web 2.0 tools with anything else.

The researchers examined how preservice teachers explored Web 2.0 tools in the second research
question. The results show that the participants explored Web 2.0 tools from academics at their
university. In this respect, a teacher-training program is more effective than individual research.
This result reflects the pioneering role of scholars and their quality, knowledge, and innovative
practices in integrating preservice teachers with technology. Nowadays, almost all university
students have been born and grown up in digital technologies. Therefore, the result shows once
again the importance of improving the applications of institutions that train teachers in terms of
updated curricula, strategies, methods, and techniques (Alkhatatneh, 2022) and the development of
their beliefs in the use of technology (Sadaf et al., 2012a).
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In response to the third research question, the researchers found that preservice teachers mainly

used Web 2.0 tools during the measurement and evaluation stage in their teaching performances. In
this context, trainees benefited from Web 2.0 tools to get feedback on the course. Additionally, some
preservice teachers preferred these tools in the stages of introduction to teaching, teaching, learning,
and arousing attention. Furthermore, it was found that most participants benefited from Web 2.0
tools in all phases of the course and transferred what they learned to other classes.

Based on these results, which Web 2.0 tools they use were investigated. The research results show
that participants use similar tools, while some participants with more research discovered new tools.
The document on Web 2.0 tools provided by the academic who taught the course could influence it
because this document mainly highlighted these tools. In addition, participants have seen
instruments such as Kahoot!, Wordart, Canva, Wordwall, and Bubbl.us being used in the courses
they have attended. The fact that preservice teachers do not explore these tools themselves and tend
to use familiar and simple tools may be a reason for this situation. Moreover, the fact that the
participants are willing to use Web 2.0 tools means that none have a negative opinion. In contrast,
they mention the pedagogical contributions of Web 2.0 tools, indicating that they intend to integrate
them into their professional teaching (Sadaf et al., 2012b).

Regarding the fourth research question, the researchers investigated the preservice teachers'
opinions on the contribution of Web 2.0 to social studies teaching. The participants stated that Web
2.0 tools contribute to learning, facilitate education, enable permanent learning, and attract attention
by making social studies teaching fun. Some participants said they were bored with the ordinary
presentations by their classmates. Moreover, Web 2.0 tools keep courses from becoming
monotonous and appeal to all types of intelligence classified in the theory of multiple intelligences.
Moreover, when teachers engage students in ways they understand, permanent learning can be
ensured as students' interest in the course increases. These results are parallel with many studies in
the literature. Many studies highlighted that Web 2.0 tools positively influence students' course
motivation and academic performance, attract attention, and make learning more enjoyable (Azid
et al.,, 2022; Dere & Akkaya, 2022; Kayar, 2019; Perikos et al., 2015).

Additionally, Web 2.0 tools significantly contribute to social studies teaching, such as using
technological materials, active participation, measurement and evaluation, concretization, and
learning through experience. The results showed that the contributions of Web 2.0 tools are
consistent with the teaching principles and closely related to the preservice teachers' perceptions of
Web 2.0 tools mentioned in the first section of Findings. This result suggests that the contributions
of Web 2.0 tools shape preservice teachers' perceptions.

For the last research question, the researchers investigated the opinions of preservice teachers about
the limitations of Web 2.0 tools. According to the results, most preservice teachers (15) mentioned
no limitations to Web 2.0 tools. However, some think Web 2.0 tools have limitations because they
require a long period of use, are costly, require technological materials, are in English, have complex
interfaces, have systematic errors, and cause problems in classroom management. The preservice
teachers who participated in Ozpinar's (2020) study also saw the need for Internet and technological
materials for Web 2.0 as a significant limitation. Simultaneously, Grosseck (2009), in his research
evaluating the use of Web 2.0 in higher education as a disadvantage, presented the need for a high-
quality Internet connection for Web 2.0 tools. In addition, some studies mention the disadvantages
of Web 2.0 tools, such as that they are in English and must be paid for (Giirsoy & Orhan-Goksun,
2019; Tiinkler, 2021) and classroom management (Tatl1 et al., 2019).
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Despite these findings, the preservice teachers may easily overcome most of the limitations of Web
2.0 tools. In addition to the paid versions of many Web 2.0 tools, there are also free versions for
testing. Preservice teachers can benefit from these free trial versions. They state that many tools are
challenging because they are programmed in foreign languages. This difficulty can be solved with
the "Instant Translate" plug-in in the web browser. However, paid memberships and the need for
technological tools can be significant problems for preservice teachers. Nevertheless, it can be said
that their efforts can solve most of these limitations.

Suggestions

The study results show that preservice teachers are unaware of Web 2.0 tools unless they are
encouraged to do so by academics at the university and do not make enough effort to conduct their
search. For this reason, an educational technology course that introduces Web 2.0 tools is essential
for integrating technology into the classroom. Preservice teachers take courses on educational
technologies as compulsory courses. However, only a limited number of Web 2.0 tools (such as
Kahoot! and Canva) are introduced in these courses. More tools should be used in educational
technology courses. On the presentations and projects that the preservice teachers have prepared
with the help of Web 2.0 tools, they can receive feedback from academics and peers. These practices
will enable them to identify their weaknesses and strengths concerning Web 2.0 tools. These
experiences will encourage preservice teachers to integrate Web 2.0 tools into their professional lives
in the future.

Moreover, all participants expressed their reasons for using Web 2.0 tools in the following years.
However, if future teachers do not know how to use the technology beforehand, they cannot be
expected to contribute to integrating technology into education. Moreover, the use of ChatGPT in
education is being discussed; it is urgent to quickly incorporate Web 2.0 tools into courses, increase
student participation, and use higher-level technological tools. We can even call it an "emergency
action plan" because the classes that cannot catch up with technology and are taught only with
PowerPoint have become almost meaningless for the new generation. "How much technology and
what level of technological knowledge is sufficient?" Although we cannot answer the question,
saying "courses more integrated into technology" would not be wrong.

The researchers conducted the study only with (senior) preservice social studies teachers in their
final year. New research may include preservice teachers from other disciplines who have taken
courses in educational technology. However, the comparisons in such a study might be incomplete
because the teaching objectives of the social science and science courses and the required Web 2.0
tools are different. This makes a comparison with the use of limited tools possible. From another
viewpoint, this research can be seen as an essential feature. Since only preservice social studies
teachers were included, all statements and discussions relate directly to this area.
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MAKALE BILGISi

Bu ¢alismada sosyal bilgiler 6gretmen adaylarinin Web 2.0 araglarinin kullanimina
iliskin algilar1 ve deneyimleri incelenmektedir. Arastirmada ¢alismanin amacina
ulasmak i¢in durum galismasi modeli kullanilmistir. Calisma grubu “Sosyal
Bilgiler Ogretimi II” dersini alan 25 sosyal bilgiler 6gretmen adayindan
olusmustur. Veriler, ii¢ veri kaynagindan toplanmistir: Yapilandirilmis goriisme
formu, yapilandirilmamis gozlemler ve belgeler. Verilerin analizinde icerik analizi
yontemi kullanilmistir. Arastirma sonuglari, katilimcilarm Web 2.0 araglarmi
tiniversitelerindeki akademisyenlerden ogrendiklerini ve Ogretim
performanslarmin  6lgme ve degerlendirme olarak
kullandiklarini gostermektedir. Ayrica arastirmacilar, katilimcilarin benzer Web
2.0 araglarmi kullandiklarini ve bazilariin daha fazla arastirmayla yeni 6gretim

asamasinda agirhikh

araglar1 kesfettiklerini gozlemlemistir. Bunlarin disinda katilimcilar Web 2.0
araclarinin  ogrenmeye katki sagladigini, Ogretmeyi kolaylastirdigini, kalici
O0grenmeyi sagladigini, sosyal bilgiler 6gretimini eglenceli hale getirerek dikkat
cektigini belirtmiglerdir. Son olarak ¢ogu 6gretmen aday1r Web 2.0 araglarinin
herhangi bir sinirhligindan bahsetmezken, bazilar: araglarin bazi sinirli yonlerine
deginmistir. Web 2.0 araglarinin sosyal bilgiler derslerini gelistirmek i¢in gerekli
oldugu ve sosyal bilgiler 6gretmen yetistirme programlarinin bir parcasi olmasi
gerektigi sonucuna varilmistir.
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Giris

Giintimiizde teknolojinin olmadig1 herhangi bir alan hayal etmek miimkiin degildir. Dogal olarak
egitim faaliyetleri giderek dijitallesmektedir. Bu kosullar altinda nitelikli insan yetistirme sistemini
uygulayan O0gretmenlerin teknolojik degisim ve gelismelere uyum saglamalar1 beklenmektedir.
Bundan dolay1 6gretmen yetistiren kurumlarin miifredat, strateji, yontem ve teknikler acisindan
kendilerini gelistirmeleri gerekmektedir (Alkhatatneh, 2022). Giintimiiz ¢ocuklarinin ¢ogu dijital
yerlidir ve onlarin beklentileri dijital gogmenlerden farklidir. Dijital yerliler, dijital diinyanin iginde
dogan, biiyiiyen ve dijital dili ana dili gibi konusan kisileri ifade etmektedir. Tam tersine dijital
gogmenler, dijital diinyanin iginde dogmamis, hayatlarmin belli bir déoneminden sonra dijital
diinyayla tamismiglardir (Prensky, 2001). Dolayisiyla oOgretmenlerin dijital yerlilere hitap
edebilmeleri, onlarla iletisim kurabilmeleri, heyecan verici materyaller kullanabilmeleri ve onlara
farkli beceriler 6gretebilmeleri teknolojiyi yakindan takip etmelerine bagldir (Cetin ve Isgi, 2022).

Teknolojinin egitimde (6zellikle 6gretmen egitiminde) kullanimi, teknoloji entegrasyonu ve 6gretim
teknolojilerinin kullanimi arastirmacilarin uzun yillardir tizerinde ¢alistig1 konulardan biridir. Bu
konulardaki mevcut yiizlerce calismay: listelemek miimkiin olmadigindan, arastirmanin odak
noktasi olan 6gretmen ve 6gretmen adaylari ile arastirmaya 6gretim teknolojileri ve Web 2.0 araglari
tizerinden yaklasmak faydali olacaktir. Farkli disiplinlerden 6gretmen ve 6gretmen adaylariyla
yuriitillen ¢alismalarda katihmcilarin deneyimleri, yeterlilikleri, inanglari, tutumlari, niyetleri,
metaforlar1 ve algilar1 arastirilmistir. Bu ¢alismada sosyal bilgiler 6gretmen adaylarma Web 2.0
araglar1 tanitildiktan sonra onlardan bu araglar1 smifta gerceklestirecekleri Ogretim
performanslarinda kullanmalar1 istenmistir. Bu baglamda c¢alisma, sosyal bilgiler 6gretmen
adaylarmin Web 2.0 araglarinin kullanimina iliskin perspektiflerini incelemeyi amaglamaktadir. Bu
amaca bagl olarak arastirmacilar asagidaki arastirma sorularina cevap aramiglardir:

—_

Sosyal bilgiler 6gretmen adaylarmin Web 2.0 araglarina iligskin algilar1 nasildir?
2. Sosyal bilgiler 6gretmen adaylar1 Web 2.0 araglarini nasil kesfetmislerdir?

3. Sosyal bilgiler 6gretmen adaylar1 ders anlatim performanslarinda Web 2.0 araglarini hangi
asamalarda kullanmiglardir?

4. Sosyal bilgiler 6gretmen adaylar1t Web 2.0 araglarinin sosyal bilgiler 6gretimine katkilar
hakkinda ne diisiinmektedir?

5. Sosyal bilgiler 6gretmen adaylar1 Web 2.0 araglarinin siurhliklar1 konusunda ne
diisiinmektedir?

Ogretmen egitimi programinda yetisen sosyal bilgiler 6gretmen adaylarinin Web 2.0 araclarma
iliskin perspektiflerini belirlemek, gelecegin Ogretmenlerinin 6gretim teknolojilerini kullanma
potansiyelini ve egilimlerini ortaya koyarak alana katki saglayacaktir.

Literatiir Taramasi

Hayatimiza bir¢ok yenilikleri getiren internet, dijital ¢cagin lokomotifi olmustur. Bunlardan biri,
siradan insanlarin katkida bulunabilecegi, paylasabilecegi ve igerige yorum yapabilecegi bir bilgi
kaynagindan daha fazlasi olan Web kavramidir (Blank ve Reisdorf, 2012). Daha sonraki zamanlarda,
bir sonraki Web asamasi olan Web 2.0, O'Reilly ve MediaLive International ortakliginda
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gerceklestirilen bir konferanstaki beyin firtinas: oturumu sirasinda ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bu tartismalarin
ardindan O'Reilly, 2004 yilinda "Web 2.0 Konferansi"n1 diizenlemistir (O'Reilly, 2005). Boylece Web
kavrami, bu konferanstan sonra yeni bir boyut kazanmis ve Web 2.0, “salt okunur” Web’den

“okunabilir-yazilabilir” Web olarak ayrismistir (Albion, 2008). Web 2.0 teknolojileri, insanlara igerik
olusturma ve onlar1 bagkalariyla paylasma konusunda yeni firsatlar sunmustur. Sosyal medya
olarak da adlandirilan Web 2.0, goriintii ve ses paylasimma ve cevrimici sosyal aglarin
olusturulmasma imkan veren araglar1 kapsamaktadir (Bennet ve digerleri, 2012). Bu araglar, artik
giintimiizde o kadar popiiler ve kagmilmazdir ki, adeta insanlarm giinliik kisisel veya mesleki
hayatlarinin 6nemli bir pargasi haline gelmistir (Baro ve digerleri, 2013; Soomro ve digerleri, 2015).
Bu gelismelere paralel olarak Web 2.0 araglar: egitim faaliyetlerinde de kullanilmaya baglamistir.

Egitimde Web 2.0 Araglar

Ogretim teknolojileri 6grencilerin akademik performanslarini olumlu yénde etkilemektedir (Can ve
Usta, 2021; Yagci, 2017). Bu teknolojiler, 6grenciler igin siirekli 6grenmeyi desteklemekte, coklu zeka
kurami igermekte, motivasyon ve konsantrasyonu artirmakta ve gorsel-isitsel igerik yoluyla
somutlastirmaktadir. Ayni1 zamanda bu araclar, pasif 6grencileri aktif hale getirip, 6grenci merkezli,
zamandan ve ortamdan bagimsiz, ¢oklu ortamlarda 6grenmeyi saglamaktadir (Camnalbur, 2008;
Engin ve digerleri, 2010; Giiven ve Siiliin, 2012; Hiicuptan, 2006; Yagci, 2017). Ogretim teknolojileri;
ogretmenlerin bir¢ok konuyu uyarlayabilmesine (Arslan, 2006), dersin ilgi ¢ekici hale gelmesine,
smif yonetimini kolaylastirmasina, 6lgme ve degerlendirme siirecinde hizli geri bildirim
sunulmasina olanak vermektedir.

Web 2.0 araglari, 6grencinin 6grenmeye aktif katilimini savunan yapilandirmaci egitim felsefesiyle
tutarli bir 6grenme ortami olusturulmasina yardimci olmaktadir. Geleneksel dogrudan dgretim ve
ezberci 6grenmenin aksine Web 2.0 araglari, 6grencilerin igerigi yorumlamalarma ve ogrenme
deneyimlerini yapilandirmalarina olanak tanir (Enonbun, 2010). Ayrica bu araglar 6grencilerin
igbirligi yapmasma, tartismasina, bilgi paylasmasina, etkilesimde bulunmasma ve dijjital
okuryazarlik becerilerini gelistirmesine olanak tanimaktadir (Hao ve Lee, 2017). Bu sekilde
ogrencilerin yaraticilik, iletisim, isbirligi gibi 21. Yiizy1l Yetkinliklerinde yer alan “Ogrenme ve
Yenilik Becerileri’ni gelistirmesine de destek olmak miimkiindiir (Partnership for 21st Century
Skills, 2004).

Ogrencilerin egitim-6gretim etkinliklerinde hoslanmadiklar1 6lcme ve degerlendirme siireci
(Kivunja, 2015) Web 2.0 araglariyla daha eglenceli hale getirilebilir. Bu araglar ayn1 zamanda
Howard Gardner'in (1983) Coklu Zeka Kurami'nda simiflandirdig: farkli duyulara ve zeka tiirlerine
de hitap etmektedir. Bu anlamda bircok Web 2.0 arac isbirligine dayali bir 6grenme ortami
olusturabilmektedir. Ornegin; 6grencilerin ¢oklu duyularmi harekete gegiren Web 2.0 araclar
gorsel, dilsel ve ritmik zekaya yonelik 6grenmeyi desteklemektedir. Ayrica 6gretim ile 6lgme ve
degerlendirme siireglerinde Web 2.0 araglariyla zenginlestirilmis etkinlikler; dlgme faaliyetleri
mantiksal zekdya; dijital haritalar gorsel ve dogaci zekaya, smif igi aktiviteler igsel, sosyal ve
kinestetik zekaya hitap etmektedir.

Web 2.0 araglar1 egitim faaliyetlerinde gesitli amaglarla kullanilmaktadir (Dere ve Demirci, 2021).
Araglar1  kullanim amaglarma ve islevlerine gore simiflandirmanin yararh olacagini
diistindtigtimiizden araglar1 su sekilde gruplandirdik:

e  Sunum hazirlama araglari: PowerPoint, Prezi, Moovly, Emaze, Biteable, Doratoon
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e Animasyonun hazirlanma araglari: Powtoon, Plotagon, Voki, Vyond, Wideo, Explania,
Toontastic, Tellagami, Animaker, Renderforest, BrainPop

e Karikatiir hazirlama araclari: Make Beliefs Comix, ToonyTool, Storyboard, Pixton,
SlimeBox, Creaza

e Zihin haritalart hazirlama araglari: Bubbl.us, Popplet, Wise Mapping, SpiderScribe,
Goconqr, MindManager, MindMeister, Miro, Mindmap Maker, Coggle.it, Creately,
Gramener Comicgen, Gliffy, Mindomo, Cacoo

e Sanal sergi araclari: Artsteps and Artspaces

e Sanal gezi araclar: Google Earth, Google Maps, Thinklink, Tour Creator, Klapy, Theasys,
NASA WorldWind, Marble, Earth 3D Map

e Sanal sumif olusturma araglari: Google Classroom, Beyaz Pano, Edmodo, ClassDojo,
Flipgrid, EduClipper

e Sanal kitap olusturma araglari: StoryJumper, WriteReader, Canva, FlipSnack, Creaza,
VistaCreate, Visme

. Olgme ve degerlendirme araglari: Kahoot!, Mentimeter, Socrative, Quizizz, Quizalize,
Gimkit, Plickers, Learning Apps, Opinion Stage, Quizlet, Synap.ac, Testmoz

Yukarida baz tiirlerine yer verilen Web 2.0 araglar1 hem dersleri daha aktif ve eglenceli hale
getirmek i¢in hem de egitim tiim kademelerinde ve 6gretmen egitiminde kullanilmaktadir.

Ogretmen Egitiminde Teknoloji Kullanimi

Egitim teknolojilerinin ve Web 2.0 araglarimin okullarda etkin bir sekilde kullanilabilmesinde 6nemli
sorumluluklardan biri de 6gretmen yetistirme programlarina diismektedir. Yeni nesil, diger adiyla
dijital yerliler, hi¢ kullanmadiklar1 teknolojik araglar1 bile yatkinliklar1 nedeniyle hizlica 6grenip
kullanabilmektedir. Dahasi, 6gretmenlerden Ogrencilere dijital beceriler kazandirmalar:
beklenmektedir. Ogretmen adaylarinin egitim teknolojilerinde yetkin olmasi icin (Boulton ve
Hramiak, 2014), 0gretmen yetistiren kurumlarin uygulamalarini miifredat, strateji, yontem ve
teknikler acisindan giincellemeleri gerekmektedir (Alkhatatneh, 2022). Egitim teknolojilerinin
Ogretmen yetistirme programlarinda kullanilmasi, Ogretimin Kkalitesine de yansiyacaktir
(Ratheeswari, 2018). Universitede okuyan &grenciler de hayatlarmin énemli bir pargasi olan
teknolojiyi siniflarinda gormek istemektedir (Newland ve Byles, 2014).

Eger sosyal bilgiler 6gretmen adaylarinin meslek hayatlarinda teknolojiyi derslerine entegre etmesi
bekleniyorsa, uygun teknolojileri tiniversite smiflarinda gormelidir. Bunun igin onlar1 egiten
akademisyenlerin teknoloji entegrasyonunda gerekli yontemleri ve teknikleri etkin bir sekilde
kullanmas: gerekmektedir. Web 2.0 aracglar1 smifa etkili bir sekilde entegre edildiginde, 6gretmen
adaylar1 6gretmen merkezli pedagojiden uzaklagilarak 6grenci merkezli pedagojiye gecilir. Boylece
bu araglar, is birligini ve iist diizey diisiinme becerilerini gelistirir (Adcock ve Bolick, 2011).
Ogretmen adaylarinin gelecekte kendi siniflarinda bu firsatlardan faydalanmasi igin 6gretmen
yetistirme programlarinin onlarin teknoloji kullanimi konusundaki inanglarinin da desteklenmesi
gerekmektedir. Bu asamada adaylar, 6rnek ders igerikleri hazirladiktan sonra akademisyenlerden
ve akranlarindan aldigr geri Dbildirimler teknoloji kullanimi konusundaki inanglar
gelistirilebilmektedir (Sadaf ve digerleri, 2012a). Ancak tiim bu gelismeler i¢in 6gretmen yetistiren
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akademisyenlerin egitim teknolojileri konusunda kendilerini donanimli hale getirmesi onemlidir.

Bu sartlar saglandiginda 6gretmen adaylarina egitim teknolojilerini ve 6zellikle Web 2.0 araglarini
nasil dogru bir sekilde kullanabilecekleri 6gretilebilir.

Egitimin gesitli diizey ve dallarinda dijitallesen egitime, teknoloji entegrasyonuna ve Web 2.0
araglarina katki saglayan teknolojinin kullanimi, arastirmacilarin uzun yillardir iizerinde galistig1
bir konudur. Farkli disiplinlerden 6gretmenlerle yiiriitiilen ¢alismalarmn ilk grubu, katilimcilarin
deneyimlerini, yeterliliklerini, inanglarmi, tutumlarini ve algilarini arastirmistir (Almekhlafi ve
Abulibdeh, 2018; Alkhayat ve digerleri, 2020; Caliskan ve digerleri, 2019; Eytip, 2022; Twillert ve
digerleri, 2020; Yaylak, 2020; Yildirim, 2023). Benzer sekilde 6grenciler ve 6gretmen adaylariyla
yapilan ¢alismalarda da katilimcilarin kullanici ve kabul edilebilirlik durumlari, tutumlari, bakis
acilari, niyetleri, 6z-yeterlik algilari, deneyimleri ve metaforlar: ele alinmistir (Adcock ve Bolick,
2011; Aydogmus ve Arslantas, 2020; Baltaci-Goktalay ve Ozdilek, 2010; Giirsoy ve Orhan-Goksun,
2019; Kale, 2014; O'Connell ve Dyment, 2016; Ozpmar, 2020; Pan ve Franklin, 2011; Sadaf ve
digerleri, 2012a, 2012b, 2016; Tatl1 ve digerleri, 2019; Teo ve digerleri, 2019; Tiinkler, 2021). Bizim
calismamiza en yakin arastirma Celik (2020) tarafindan yiiriitiilmiigtiir. {lgili arastirmada grup
calismasi igcinde Web 2.0 araglarim1 kullanan sosyal bilgiler 6gretmen adaylarmin olumsuz
algilarmin siire¢ sonunda olumlu yonde degistigi tespit etmistir. Diger calismalar incelendikten
sonra bu arastirma, sosyal bilgiler 6gretmen adaylarimin Web 2.0 araglarinin kullanimina iligskin
perspektiflerini degerlendirmek igin tasarlanmigtir. Ogretmen yetistirme programinda egitim alan
sosyal bilgiler 6gretmen adaylarmim Web 2.0 araglarina iligskin algilar1 ve kullanim deneyimlerinin
belirlenmesi, gelecegin 6gretmenlerinin 6gretim teknolojilerini benimseme potansiyellerinin ve
kullanma niyetlerini ortaya koyacaktir. Bu da 6gretmen yetistirme egitiminde teknoloji kullanimina
iliskin mevcut literatiirii gliglendirecektir.

Materyaller ve Yontem

Arastirma Modeli

Bu calismada Web 2.0 araglarmmi kullanan sosyal bilgiler 6gretmen adaylarmnmn algilarmi ve
deneyimlerini incelemek igin nitel durum ¢alismasi deseni kullanilmistir. Durum ¢alismalarinda
karmasik, ¢ok yonlii olaylar, sartlar ve siiregler kanitlar araciligiyla agiklanir. Bu arastirma tiirtinde
bir durum veya siireg biitiinciil olarak detaylandirilir ve birden fazla bakis acis1 dahil edilebilir
(Neuman, 2014). Bu gerekgeyle Web 2.0 araglariyla 6gretim tecriibesi gesitli veri kaynaklariyla ¢ok
boyutlu olarak agiklanmustir.

Arastirma Siireci

Katilimcilara dersin ilk asamasinda cesitli Web 2.0 araglarini igeren bir dokiiman verilmistir. Bu
belgede 6gretmenler tarafindan yogun olarak kullanilan Kahoot!, MindMeister, Canva, Edmodo,
Padlet, Quizlet, Tagul, Biteable, Weebly, Clip Generator, SurveyMonkey, Picsart, Renderforest,
Jibjab, Thinglink, Animoto ve Photofunia gibi Web 2.0 araglar1 anlatilmaktadir. Egitim
uygulamalarinda en ¢ok kullanilan Web 2.0 araglarindan bazilar1 6gretmen adaylarina
gosterilmistir. Ancak arastirmacilar, adaylar1 bu araglarla smirlamamis, diledikleri araci
kullanabileceklerini sdylemislerdir. Katilimcilar internette arama yaparak farkli Web 2.0 araglarin:
bulmus ve kullanmuglardir. Ayrica her katilimci, 2018 Sosyal Bilgiler Dersi Ogretim Programidan
kazanimlar ve bunlar1 6gretecekleri bir yontem veya teknigi se¢mistir. Daha sonra her hafta {ig
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katilimci, 6gretmen roliinii iistlenerek sectigi konuyu farkli yontem, teknik ve Web 2.0 araglarin
kullanarak anlatmigtir. Dersteki diger 6grenciler ise 6grenci roliine girerek dersi dinlemis ve sorular
sormuglardir. Her ders sonunda kullanilan Web 2.0 araclarmin uygunlugu ve kullanimi
tartistlmistir (Sekil 1).

Sekil 1

Aragtirma Siireci

orlsl Belgelerin kullaniimasi
Uzman gorusu .
o (PowerPoint dosyalari)

Calisma Grubu

Aragtirmaya "Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretimi II" dersine kayith 25 sosyal bilgiler 6gretmen aday1 katilmustur.
Bu derste sosyal bilgiler 6gretmen adaylarina ogretim yontem, teknik, materyal ve egitim
teknolojileri 6gretilmistir. Bundan dolay1 katilimcilar kolay ulasilabilir 6rnekleme yontemiyle
(goniillii olarak) segilmis ve onlardan bilgilendirilmis onam alinmistir. Yaslar1 20-22 arasinda
degisen 6gretmen adaylarinin gergek isimleri yerine “O1, 02, O3” gibi kodlar kullamilmistir.

Veri Toplama Siireci

Aragtirma 6ncesinde Tekirdag Namik Kemal Universitesi Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler Bilimsel
Aragtirma ve Yaym Etigi Kurulu'ndan arastirmanin etik agidan uygun olduguna dair karar
almmistir (T2023-1759 sayili, 2023-12-01 tarihli). Durum c¢alismasi modeline uygun olarak
yapilandirilmis goriisme formu, yapilandirilmamis gozlemler ve dokiimanlar olmak {izere ii¢ veri
kaynagindan veri toplanmistir. Yapilandirilmis goriisme formunda arastirma sorularina cevap
bulmak i¢in hazirlanmis bes agik uglu soru yer almistir. Daha sonra arastirmacilar sorulari test etmek
i¢in iki 6gretmen adayiyla goriisme gerceklestirmistir. Goriismeler incelendikten sonra sorulara son
sekli verilmistir. Ardindan arastirmanin birinci yazari goriisme sorularin1 Google Dokiimanlar
araciligiyla katihmcilara gondermistir. Ayrica Onyargiyr onlemek ve verileri anonim olarak
toplamak ic¢in hi¢ kimsenin goriisme formuna adini yazmamasi istenmistir. Arastirmacilar
anlayamadiklar1 veya daha fazla agiklamaya ihtiya¢ duyduklar: durumlarda goniillii 6grencilere e-
posta yoluyla daha fazla soru sormus ve veri doyumuna ulasmaya ¢alismislardir. Bunlarin yaninda
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arastirmacilar, katilimcilarin ders boyunca Web 2.0 araglarim1 kullanma performanslarina iligkin
gozlem notlar1 almistir. Son olarak donem sonunda 6gretmen adaylarinin hazirladig1 PowerPoint
sunumlar1 toplanmaigtir.

Veri Analizi

Nitel bir vaka ¢alismasinin sorulari, vakay1 ve verilerden ¢ikarilan temalar1 tanimlayabilir. Ele alinan
vakay1 ve arastirma sorularini tanimlamak ve agiklamak igin igerik analizi yontemi tercih edilmistir
(Creswell ve Creswell, 2023). Igerik analizinde Krippendorff'un (2018) énerdigi gibi yapilandirilmig
gortisme verileri Google Dokiimanlar'dan Excel elektronik tablo dosyasi olarak indirilmis ve bunlar
arastirma sorular1 baglaminda okunmus, kodlanmis ve analiz edilmistir. Daha sonra 6grencilerin
hazirladig1 PowerPoint sunumlar1 degerlendirilmistir. Son asamada {i¢ grup veri karsilastirilip
yorumlanmistir. Sonuglar sekiller igerisinde sunulmus ve goriislerin sikligin1 gostermek igin
frekanslardan yararlanilmisgtir.

Aragtirmanin giivenirligini ve gegerliligini saglamak i¢in gortismeler, gozlemler ve dokiiman analizi
dahil olmak tiizere birden fazla kaynaktan veri toplamay1 gerektiren {icgenleme yontemi
kullanilmistir (Creswell ve Creswell, 2023). Bu dogrultuda bulgularmn karsilikli olarak dogrulanmas:
amactyla goriismelerden, gozlemlerden ve PowerPoint sunularindan veriler toplanmistir.
Gortismelerden elde edilen verileri dogrulamak igin gozlem notlarindan ve PowerPoint
sunumlarindan yararlanilmistir. Ornegin; bir gériismede bir katiima sunlar1 sdylemistir: "Kahoot'u
kullandim ve 6grenciler onu ¢ok begendiler." Bu durumda arastirmacilar, kendi notlarini kontrol
ederek bu bilgilerin dogrulugunu teyit etmistir. Yine PowerPoint sunumlarma bakarak
katilimcilarin hangi Web 2.0 araglarini kullandiklar1 kontrol edilmis ve dogrulanmistir (bkz. Sekil
5). Bu sayede bazi Ogretmen adaylarmnin hatirlamadigr veya fazladan soOyledigi araglar
belirlenmistir. Ayrica iki alan uzmani goriisme sorularini ve veri analizini inceleyerek geri
bildirimde bulunmustur. Son olarak katiimcilarin dogrudan ifadeleri (alintilar) bulgular:
dogrulamak igin kullanilmisgtir.

Bulgular

Ogretmen Adaylarinin Web 2.0 Araclar1 Algilart

Oncelikle katilimcilara Web 2.0 araglar1 denildiginde akillarina nelerin geldigi sorulmustur. Verilen
cevaplar kategorize edilmis ve Sekil 2'de gosterilmistir.
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Sekil 2
Katilimcilarin Web 2.0 Araglar: Algilar

Eglenceli
ders igleme

Ogretmeyi :
kolaylagtirmak Etkin
ogrenme

Sekil 2'de goriildiigii gibi katihmcilar, Web 2.0 araglarini daha gok “egitim teknolojileri” ve “dikkat
cekme” nitelikleriyle 6zdeglestirmektedir. Adaylardan O2, Web 2.0 araglari denilince zihninde
canlananlar1 su sekilde betimlemistir: “Konuyu bilmeden dnce aklima yazilim tiirleri ile ilgili bir sey
oldugu geliyordu, egitim ile pek bagdastirma yapamiyordum fakat 6grenmeye baslayinca igerikleri incelemeye
basladikca egitimi destekleyen en dnemli unsurlardan biri oldugunu fark ettim.” Ifadeden de anlasildig
gibi O2, Web 2.0 araglarimi tanidikga egitim teknolojilerinin énemli pargalaridan biri oldugunu
anlamistir.

Web 2.0 araglariin dgretim siirecine sundugu olanaklara odaklanan adaylardan O1, dikkat
cekiciligine su sekilde deginmistir: “Web 2.0 araglar: denilince aklima cesit cesit tasarimlar, renkli renkli
dersler geliyor. Web 2.0 araclarini tanimazken olusturmus oldugum ders sunularinin renksiz oldugunu fark
ettim. Web 2.0 araglar: ile tamistiktan sonra Word'de ya da PowerPoint’te kavram haritas: bile hazirlamak
istemedim.” Goriildiigii gibi aday, Web 2.0 araglarinin sunumlara farkli bir boyut kattigini ve eski
yontemlerin siradan geldigini belirtmektedir. Ayrica O15, Web 2.0 araglarinin en belirgin
ozelliklerini su sekilde agiklamistir: “Derste dgretmenin dersi eglenceli gecirmek, 6grencilerin katilimin
artirmak, dikkat cekmek gibi amaclar icin kullandig1 araclardir.” Goriildiigii gibi O1’den farkli olarak O15,
Web 2.0 araglarinin eglenceli ders isleme ve 6grenci katilimi1 konusundaki roliine vurgu yapmustir.

Diger adaylarin Web 2.0 araglar1 konusundaki algilarindan baz1 ornekleri su sekilde siralamak
miimkiindiir:

“QOgrencilere etkinlik diizenlemek icin kullanilan bir uygulama” (O7)

“Dersin igleniginde kullarulan djjital etkinlikler” (O11)

“Ders anlatim sirasinda etkili 6grenme icin kullanilan araglar” (O14)

“Derslerde kullanabilecegimiz etkinlikleri hazirlamada kullanilan uygulamalar” (O19)

“QOgretim gergeklestirilirken internet ortamindaki bazi uygulamalarin kullanilmasi” (024)

Alintilarda sunuldugu gibi 6gretmen adaylar;, Web 2.0 araglarmi ogretim siirecinde 6gretmenin
faydalanilabilecegi cesitli etkinlik ve uygulamalarin yapilmasma olanak saglayan araclar olarak

636



"Siradan Sunumlarda Ben Bile Sikiliyorum': Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretmen Adaylariin Web 2.0 Araglarina
Bakis Acilar

algilamaktadir. Bunlarin yaninda Web 2.0 araglariin 6gretim siirecini kolaylastirict yoniine vurgu
yapan 023, sunlar1 sdylemistir: “Egitim ve 63retimin dijital egitim platformlarinda gerceklestirilmesidir.
Derslerin daha kolay 63renilmesinde yardimcidir.” Son olarak O8 ve O18, Web 2.0 araglar1 denilince
akillarina “6lgme ve degerlendirme”nin geldigini ifade etmistir.

Web 2.0 Araglarini Kesfetme Yollar1

Ikinci arastirma sorusunda, Sekil 3'te gosterildigi gibi, 9gretmen adaylarmim Web 2.0 araglarini nasil
ogrendikleri incelenmistir.

Sekil 3

Kesfetme Yollar

Kesfetme Yollari

Akademisyen
onerisi

Universite Odevler
dersleri

Katilimcilar, Web 2.0 araglarim1 ¢ogunlukla iiniversitede aldiklari derslerde Ogrenmislerdir.
Ogretmen adaylarindan O3, dgrenme siirecini soyle Ozetlemistir: “Universitedeki [akademik]
damgmanmun  katkilar1 ile 63rendim, girdigi derslerde bu araglari mnerede, nasi, hangi amacla
kullamlabilece§imizi 6gretti.” Benzer sekilde O25, “Ilk olarak iiniversitede derste hocanin édev vermesiyle
kesfettim. Devaminda ise daha kapsamli olarak Sosyal Bilgiler derslerinde kullandim.” diyerek Web 2.0
araglarini lisans egitimi sirasinda aldig1 derslerden dgrendigine dikkat gekmistir. Son olarak O14, bu
araglarla ilk olarak nasil tamistigini sdyle anlatmustir: “Universite dersinde hocamizin dlgme ve

degerlendirme asamasinda Kahoot'u kullanmas ile 6rendim.”

Adaylarmn bazilari, tiniversite derslerinin yani sira bazi akademisyenlerin tavsiyesiyle hazirlanan
ddev siirecinde bu araglarla tamismistir. Adaylardan O20, tecriibesini su sekilde anlatmistir. “Web
2.0 araclarint iiniversite ikinci sinifa gelene kadar kimseden duymamis ve gormemistim. Universitede bir
hocamin Web 2.0 araglarini kullanarak etkinlik hazirlamamizi istedigi zaman tamstim.” Bunlarin haricinde
Web 2.0 araclarini sosyal medyadan kesfeden 022, bu siireci séyle 6zetlemistir: “Instagram’da popiiler
hocalarin sayfasinda gormeye baslayarak kesfettim, sonrasinda bir hocamiz sayesinde 0grenmeye basladim.”

Buraya kadar sunulan alintilar, 6gretmen adaylarmm Web 2.0 araglarini tiniversitedeki dersler ve
akademisyenlerin tavsiyesiyle hazirladig1 6devler araciigiyla tanidigini gostermektedir. Ayrica
katilimcilar, arastirmacilara araglarin tamamini yakinini tiniversitedeki derslerde 6grendiklerini sik
sik soylemislerdir.
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Ogretmen Adaylarinin Web 2.0 Araclarini Kullanim Asamalari ve Amaglar

Ugiinci aragtirma sorusunda katiimcilarin ders anlatimlari sirasinda Web 2.0 araglarimi hangi
asamalarda kullandiklar1 incelenmis ve Sekil 4’te sunulmustur.

Sekil 4

Kullanmim Asamalari

Olcme ve
12 degerlendirme

6 Giris

Ogretme ve
B 68renme siireci

2 Dikkat cekme

Sekil 4'te goriildiigii gibi, 6gretmen adaylarin neredeyse yarist (12), Web 2.0 araglarini “Olgme ve
Degerlendirme” yapmak icin kullanmistir. Web 2.0 araglarmi bu amagla kullanan O16, sunlari
soylemistir: “Ol¢me ve degerlendirme asamasinda kullamyorum. Anlattigim dersin dogru anlasilp
anlagilmadigint anlamak amaciyla 6grencilerden geri doniit almak amaciyla kullaniyorum.” O16, 6gretim
siirecinin onemli pargalarindan biri olan geri doniitleri almak igin Web 2.0 araglarini tercih etmistir.
Cesitli Web 2.0 araclari kullanan O15, tecriibesini su sekilde aktarmistir: “Derse giriste ogrencilerin
dikkatini cekmek icin kelime bulutundan yaptigim sekli 6grencilere gosterdim. Ogretim siirecinde Bubbl.us
uygulamasini kullanarak resim ve agiklamalar: tablolarda birlestirdim. Ders sonunda ol¢me ve degerlendirme
asamasinda Kahoot uygulamasimi kullanarak 6grencilere test hazirladim.” Goriildiigii gibi O15, lgme ve
degerlendirme icin “Kahoot” ve kavram haritas: olusturmak i¢in “Bubbl.us” araglarini kullandigina
dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Bunlarin yaninda 014, O21 ve 024, “Canva”y1 gesitli afisler ve gorseller
hazirlamak igin tercih ettigine vurgu yapmistir. Farkli olarak O21, “Wordwall ile cesitli etkinliklerle
eglenceli degerlendirme siireci olusturdum.” diyerek Wordwall adli aracinin etkinlik hazirlama
konusunda fonksiyonuna deginmistir. Bu bulgular, adaylarin ders anlatim performanslar: sirasinda
arastirmacilarin gozlem notlariyla da uyumludur. Adaylar, Web 2.0 araglarini ders performanslar:
en ¢ok O0l¢me ve degerlendirme asamasida kullanmiglardir.

Bircok Web 2.0 aracin1 (Mindmeister, Gliffy, Wordwall, Kahoot!, and Learning Apps) birlikte
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kullanan O12, tecriibesini su sekilde anlatmistir:

Ogretim siirecinde kavram &gretimi esnasinda 6grencilerin dikkatini gekmesi ve 6zelliklerin akilda
kalicihgim saglamak igin Mindmeister ya da Gliffy gibi araglar ile haritalar olusturuyorum. Olgme
kisminda ise sorularin 6grencilere eglenceli gelmesi ve akilda kalicilig1 artirmak amaciyla, tabi ki
bunlarin yaninda merak duygusu ile 6grencinin aktif katilimini saglamak amaci ile Wordwall,
Kahoot, Learning Apps gibi araglar ile de test, dogru-yanlis ve bosluk doldurma seklinde 6l¢me
degerlendirme olusturuyorum.

Goriildiigii gibi O12, Web 2.0 araglarini dersin tiim agamalarina yayarak cesitli amaglari
gerceklestirmek igin kullanmistir. Bu Ornek, adayin ayni zamanda Web 2.0 araglarinin
fonksiyonlarindan etkili bir sekilde faydalandigini gstermektedir. Son olarak O20, bu araglari tercih
etme gerekgelerini somut drneklerle soyle agiklamistir: “WordArt1 genellikle dersin girisinde kullandik
agrencilerin kelime bilgisini olgmek amaciyla, Kahoot, Wordwall gibi araglar olgme degerlendirme olarak,
Mindmeister kavram d3retimlerinde kullandigimiz araglar. Bunlar disinda sanal tur gezilerini de
kullaniyoruz miize egitiminde.” Alintidaki agiklamalar, adayin tiim asamalarda verimli bir sekilde
Web 2.0 araglarindan faydalandigini ve 6grendiklerini baska derslere de transfer edebildigini
gostermektedir.

Ogretmen adaylarmin 6gretim siireclerinde kullandiklar: tiim araglar Sekil 5'te sunulmustur:

Sekil 5
Kullanilan Web 2.0 Araclar
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Sekil 5’e gore 6gretmen adaylari, ders anlatim performanslari sirasinda en cok Kahoot, WordArt ve
Canva kullanmiglardir. Bu bulgular, adaylarin ders sonunda gonderdikleri ders planlarindaki
iceriklerle uyumludur.

Web 2.0 Araglarinin Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretimine Katkilart

Dordiincii aragtirma sorusunda adaylarin Web 2.0 araglarmin sosyal bilgiler 6gretimine katkilar
degerlendirilmis ve Sekil 6’da sunulmustur.
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Sekil 6
Web 2.0 Araglarimin Katkilar

Yasayarak . .
e Eglenceli
6grenme

ders

Ogretimi
olaylastirma

degerlendirme
Dikkat cekme

Somutlastirma

eknolojik
materyal

kullanma

Katilimcilar, Web 2.0 araglarmin sosyal bilgiler 6gretimine sundugu en 6nemli katkiy1 “eglenerek
0grenme”ye firsat vermesi olarak gormektedir. Web 2.0 araglariin dersleri eglenceli hale getirdigini
diisiinen adaylardan O23, gerekgelerini su sekilde aciklamistir: “Egitim ve dgretimde teknolojinin
kullanilmasi, egitimin dijitallesmesi ve teknoloji cagina uygun bir egitim verilmesinde faydalidir. [Bu araclar]
dersin 6gretim asamasinda hem cok kullanisli hem de e§lenceli olmaktadir. Ogrencilerin dikkatlerini derse
cekmek wve ilgilerini derste tutmak icin cok kullamighdir.” 023’e ek olarak bu araclarin Ogretim
kolaylastirmasina ve ilgi gekiciligine dikkat ceken O2, sunlar1 belirtmistir: “Sosyal bilgiler dersi tarih
agwrlikl bir ders oldugu icin dgrencilerin derse dikkatini toplamak ve siirekliliini saglamak zordur. Web 2.0
araglar1 ile 6grencilerin dikkatini cekmek ve daha dersin daha eglenceli ve 0gretici olmasinm saglamaktadir.”
Kisacasi, bu araglar sosyal bilgiler derslerinde tarihi konularin 6gretiminde 6grencilerin ilgisini canh
tutmaya yardimci olmaktadir.

Bunlarin yaninda adaylar, Web 2.0 araglarinin sosyal bilgiler egitimindeki genis bir kullanim
yelpazesine &rnek vermislerdir. Ogretmen adaylarindan O11, Web 2.0 araglarinin sundugu
olanaklar1 su sekilde aciklamaktadir:

Sosyal bilgiler dersi bir¢ok disiplini igerisinde barindirdig i¢in olusturacagimiz igeriklerin de gesitli
olmas: gerekmektedir. Derslerimizde kimi zaman hayatin igerisinden bilgiler sunarken, kimi
zaman da tarihten bilgiler sunuyoruz ya da cografyadan bilgiler sunuyoruz. Tabi ki bunlar, soyut
konu ve kavramlardir. Ogrencilerin bu alanlarda sikilmamasi adina dersi dikkat gekici ve eglenceli
hale getirmektedir. Stradan sunumlarda ben bile sikiliyorum diyebilirim.

Alintida adayin ifade ettigi gibi Web 2.0 araglar: etkin kullanildiginda, ders anlatimini dikkat ¢ekici
ve eglenceli kilmaktadir. Ayn1 zamanda 6grenci goziiyle degerlendirme yaparak Web 2.0 araglarmin
yetersiz oldugu ders anlatimlarindan sikildigini ifade etmesi bu konuda 6nemli bir detay daha
sunmaktadir. Sosyal bilgiler, sosyal bilimlerin bilgilerini 6gretmeyi amagladig igin ytizlerce kavram
icermektedir. Bu kavramlar1 6grencilerin seviyesine indirgeyerek ele almak ve somutlastirmak igin
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Web 2.0 araglar gibi ilgi cekici ve renkli etkinliklere bagvurulmasi, O11’in degindigi diger énemli
noktalar olarak kaydedilmistir.

Web 2.0 araglarinin kalic1 6grenmeyi sagladigina dikkat ceken O5, “Ogrencilerin ilgisini cektigini ve
eglendiklerini bu sekilde 6grenmenin daha cok akilda kaldigini gordiim.” diyerek durumu Gzetlemistir.
Bunun yaninda Web 2.0 araglarmin aktif katilim konusundaki katkisina deginen adaylar, sunlar:
sOylemistir:

“QOgrencilerin dikkatini canli tutmak, 6grenmeyi kolaylastirmak, derse katilimi arttirmak” (O6)

“Ogrenciler derse aktif katiim sagliyorlar. Web 2.0 araglar1 kullamirken tecriibe edindik, ders
anlatimim canlilik kazand1.” (O9)

Ogretmen adaylarimin Web 2.0 araglar1 konusunda altin1 ¢izdigi temel katki, olgme ve
degerlendirmeyle ilgilidir. Adaylardan O16, bu konudaki tecriibesini su sekilde aktarmigtir: “Baz:
yogun anlatimlarda kavram Ogretimi agisindan oldukca etkili oldugunu gordiim. Olcme degerlendirme
asamasinda geri doniit olarak siklikla kullandik ve giizel doniisler aldik.” Son olarak 025, Web 2.0
aracglarmin gesitli katkilarina su sekilde deginmistir: “Bence bir¢ok faydas: var. Deger, beceri ve kazanim
agisindan 68renciyi daha aktif kilarak, yaparak yasayarak 6grenmesine yardimct olmaktadir.”

Burada deginilen Web 2.0 araglarinin katkilarin hem 6gretim ilkeleriyle uyumlu hem de dogrudan
Bulgularmn ilk baghiginda ele alman adaylarin Web 2.0 araglar algilariyla yakindan ilgili oldugu
goriilmektedir.

Web 2.0 Araglarinin Sinirliliklar:

Son arastirma sorusunda adaylarin Web 2.0 araglarmnin smirli veya dezavantajli yonlerini
yorumlamalari istenmis ve verilen cevaplar siniflanarak Sekil 7’de sunulmustur.

Sekil 7
Web 2.0 Araclarinin Sinirliliklar

Katilimcilarin yaridan fazlasi (15), Web 2.0 araglari i¢in herhangi bir sinirli yoniiniin olmadigimi dile
getirmektedir. Bu goriisii destekleyen 6gretmen adaylarindan O13, sunlar1 sdylemistir: “Herhangi
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bir stnirly yoniinii gormedim. Herkes rahatlikla kazanimlarina ve planlarina uyarlayabiliyordu.” Buna karsin
adaylarin 6nemli bir kismi, bazi sinirliliklara deginmistir. Ancak bu smirhiliklar arasinda uzun
zaman gerektirmesi, {icretli olmasi, Ingilizce olmasi ve teknolojik arag gerektirmesi gibi durumlar
on plana ¢gikmaktadir. Bu sinirhiliklara iliskin adaylarin goriisleri asagida sunulmustur.

“Cok sayida web 2.0 araci olmasina ragmen ¢ogu iicretli oldugu icin kullanamadim.” (O10)

“Sanal ortamda oldugu igin internete erisimin olmadig1 yerlerde ya da internete
baglanabilecegimiz bir arag olmadig1 zaman Web 2.0 araglarini kullanamiyoruz.” (O16)

“Tiirkge gevirisi olmayan araglarda kullanim zorlasabiliyor.” (017)

“Okullarda ders siiresi kisith oldugu icin uzun siiren etkinlikleri yetistirme sikintis1 olabiliyor.”
(019)

Gortldigti gibi adaylar, konu yogunlugu, smrli zaman ve internet erisim imkanlar1 gibi
siirhiliklarin Web 2.0 araglarmin kullanim firsatlarimi azalttigina dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Bunlarin
disinda dgretmen adaylarindan O4, Web 2.0 araglar1 kullanirken yasadig1 zorluklari detayl bir
sekilde soyle agiklamaktadir:

Web 2.0 araglarini kesfederken iiyelik istedigi i¢in hangi siteye hangi e-posta ya da sifre ile giris
yaptigimi unuttum. Siirekli web 2.0 araci kullandigim igin her araci kesfetmeye cahistim. Uye
olduktan sonra her site kendine 6zgii bir tasarimda oldugu icin sekillerin yerini bulmak ya da ilk
seferde nasil bir tasarim olusturacagimi bilmemek zaman kaybina yol agt1.

Gortildiigi gibi 04, Web 2.0 araclarimi kullanmak icin her seferinde tiyelik olusturma, kesfetme ve
kullanim 6zelliklerini tanima gibi siireglerden gegmistir. Son olarak 024, Web 2.0 araglarimin sinif
yonetimi konusunda gozlemledigi sinirliligr su sekilde agiklamstir: “Sinif yonetimi konusunda zayif
kalryor, 6grenciler eglenceli etkinlikleri goriince ders oyun havasinda geciyor... Stmif yonetimini zorlagtirdig
icin bazen kullandigimda 0diil vererek 63rencilerin odaklanmalarim saglamay: diisiiniiyorum.” Alintida yer
verildigi gibi 024, Web 2.0 araglarmin &grenciler tarafindan salt bir eglence araci olarak
algilanabildigine dikkat ¢ekmistir. Son olarak uygulama stirecinde burada deginilen smirhiliklar
asmak icin adaylar arastirmacilara sik sik soru sormuslardir. Arastirmacilar da bu siurhliklara
yonelik alternatifler onermislerdir.

Sonug ve Tartisma

Bu calismada beg arastirma sorusuna cevap aranmustir. Birinci arastirma sorusunda arastirmacilar,
O0gretmen adaylarinin Web 2.0 araglarini nasil algiladiklarini incelemislerdir. Ulasilan sonuglar, Web
2.0 araglar1 denilince akillarina daha c¢ok “egitim teknolojileri”, “dikkat ¢ekme” ve “etkinlik
olusturma” geldigini gostermistir. Baz1 adaylar ise, tipki Tatli ve digerleri (2019) ile Aydogmus ve
Arslantag'in (2020) calismasindaki katihmcilar gibi, Web 2.0 araglarmin eglenceli bir ortam
olusturma Ozelligine dikkat ¢ekmislerdir. Buradaki dikkat cekici sonug, adaylarm Web 2.0
araglariyla ilgili algilarini agiklarken, herhangi bir metafor tercih etmek yerine daha ¢ok bu araglarin
niteliklerine ve Ogretim siirecine katkilarina deginmeleridir. Adaylarin Web 2.0 araclarmi bu
ozelliklerle kodlamasi ve metafor kullanmamasi, hem sorulan sorularin metafor formunda
olmamasi hem de Web 2.0 araclarini bir seye benzeterek aciklamanin onlara zor gelmesiyle
aciklanabilir.

fkinci arastirma sorusunda arastirmacilar, 6gretmen adaylarmin Web 2.0 araglarini nasil
kesfettiklerini sorgulamislardir. Elde edilen sonuglar, adaylarin Web 2.0 araglarini iiniversitedeki
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akademisyenlerden Ogrendiklerini gostermektedir. Bu yoOniiyle bireysel arastirmadan ziyade

adaylarin aldig1 egitimin araclar1 tanimalarinda 6nemli bir yere sahip oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu
durum, akademisyenin niteliginin, bilgi birikiminin ve yenilik¢ci uygulamalarinin o6gretmen
adaylarmin teknolojiye entegrasyonundaki oncii roliinii yansitmaktadir. Giiniimiizde tiniversitede
egitim alan neredeyse tiim 6grenciler, dijital yerli olarak dogmakta ve biiyiimektedir. Dolayisiyla
cikan sonug, 6gretmen yetistiren kurumlarin uygulamalarini miifredat, strateji, yontem ve teknikler
agisindan giincellemelerinin (Alkhatatneh, 2022) gerekgelerini ve adaylarin teknoloji kullanimi
konusunda onlarin inanglarim gelistirmesinin (Sadaf ve digerleri, 2012a) ne kadar 6nemli oldugunu
bir kez daha ortaya koymaktadir.

Uciincii arastirma sorusunda arastirmacilar, ogretmen adaylariin ders anlatim performanslari
sirasinda Web 2.0 araglarin1 en ¢ok Olgme ve degerlendirme asamasinda kullandiklarini tespit
etmiglerdir. Bu kapsamda adaylar, dersle ilgili geri bildirim almak i¢cin Web 2.0 araglarindan
faydalanmiglardir. Bunun yaninda bazi adaylar, bu araglar1 derse giris, 6gretim ve 6grenme siireci
ve dikkat cekme asamalarinda tercih etmislerdir. Ayrica adaylarmn ¢ogunun dersin tiim
asamalarinda verimli bir sekilde Web 2.0 araglarindan faydalandiklar: ve ogrendiklerini baska
derslere de transfer edebildikleri goriilmiistiir.

Bu sonuglara bagl olarak adaylarin hangi Web 2.0 araglarini kullandiklari incelenmistir. inceleme
sonuglari, adaylarin birbirine benzer araglar kullandiklarini, buna karsin bazi adaylarin daha fazla
arastirmayla yeni araglar kesfettiklerine isaret etmektedir. Bu kullanimda dersi veren
akademisyenin paylastigt Web 2.0 araglar1 dokiimaninin etkisi olabilir. Ciinkii ilgili dokiimanda bu
araglar tizerinde genis bir sekilde durulmustur. Bunun yaninda adaylar, aldiklar: diger derslerde
daha ¢ok Kahoot, WordArt, Canva, Wordwall, Bubbl.us gibi araglarm kullanildigin1 gérmiislerdir.
Ogretmen adaylarmin bu araglar1 kendilerinin arastirmamalari, bilinen ve basit araglara
yonelmeleri, bu durumun sebepleri arasinda sayilabilir. Bunlara ek olarak adaylarin Web 2.0
araglarinin kullanimi konusunda istekli olmalari, hi¢birinin olumsuz bir goriis belirtmemeleri;
aksine Web 2.0 araglarinin pedagojik katkilarin bahsetmeleri, onlarin meslek hayatlarinda bu
araclar1 derslerine entegre etmeye niyetli olduklarina isaret etmektedir (Sadaf ve digerleri, 2012b).

Dordiincii arastirma sorusunda arastirmacilar, Web 2.0 araglarinin sosyal bilgiler 6gretimine
katkilar1 hakkindaki adaylarmn goriislerini incelemislerdir. Ogretmen adaylari, Web 2.0 araglarinin
sosyal bilgiler derslerine eglenerek 6grenme, 6gretimi kolaylastirma, kalic1 6grenme ve ilgi cekme
konusunda katk:i sagladig: ifade etmislerdir. Zaten bazi adaylar, akranlarinin ders anlatimlar:
sirasinda sade sunumlarda kendilerinin bile sikildiklarmi dile getirmistir. Bunun yaninda dersleri
monotonluktan kurtaran ve eglenceli hale getiren Web 2.0 araglari, Coklu Zeka Kuraminda
siniflanan tiim zeka alanlarma hitap etmektedir. Ayrica 6gretmen Ogrencilerin anladig1 dilden
konustugunda 6grencinin derse olan ilgisi arttig icin kalic1 6grenme da saglanabilmektedir. Bu
sonuglar, literatiirdeki bircok ¢alismayla paralellik gostermektedir. Bir¢ok arastirmada Web 2.0
araclarmin 6grencilerin ders motivasyonunu ve akademik performansimi olumlu yonde etkiledigi,
dikkat ¢ektigi ve 0grenmeyi daha keyifli hale getirdigi vurgulanmistir (Azid ve digerleri, 2022; Dere
ve Akkaya, 2022; Kayar, 2019; Perikos ve digerleri, 2015).

Bunlarm disinda Web 2.0 araglarinin sosyal bilgiler derslerine teknolojik materyal kullanma, aktif
katihm, olgme ve degerlendirme, somutlastirma ve yaparak yasayarak ogrenme gibi onemli
katkilar1 bulunmaktadir. Ulasilan sonuglar, Web 2.0 araglarinin katkilarinin hem 6gretim ilkeleriyle
uyumlu hem de dogrudan Bulgularin ilk baghginda ele alinan adaylarin Web 2.0 araglari algilariyla
yakindan ilgili oldugunu gostermistir. Bu sonug, Web 2.0 araglarinin katkilarinin adaylarinin
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algilarini bicimlendirdigine isaret etmektedir.

Son arastirma sorusunda arastirmacilar, 6gretmen adaylarina Web 2.0 araglarinin smirliliklarimni
hakkindaki gortislerini incelemislerdir. Elde edilen sonuglara gore 6gretmen adaylarinin ¢ogu (15),
Web 2.0 araglarinin herhangi bir smirliligindan bahsetmemislerdir. Ancak bazi adaylar, Web 2.0
araglarinin uzun zaman gerektirmesi, iicretli olmasi, teknolojik ara¢ gerektirmesi, Ingilizce olmasi,
karmagik ara yiizler, sistemsel hatalar ve sif yonetimi konularinda smirliliklar barindirdig:
diistinmektedir. Benzer sekilde Ozpmar (2020) tarafindan yapilan galismaya katilan &gretmen
adaylari, Web 2.0 araglari igin internet ve teknolojik arag gerektirmesini, onemli bir sinirlilik olarak
degerlendirmislerdir. Ayni1 zamanda Grosseck (2009) da yiiksekogretimde Web 2.0 kullanimini
degerlendirdigi ¢alismasinda, Web 2.0 araglar1 igin kaliteli bir internet baglantisinin gerekliligini
dezavantaj olarak sunmustur. Ayrica bazi aragtirmalarda, Web 2.0 uygulamalarinin Ingilizce ve
ticretli olmasi (Glirsoy & Orhan-Goksun, 2019; Tiinkler, 2021) ve simif yonetiminde zorluklar (Tath
ve digerleri, 2019) gibi dezavantajlarina deginilmistir.

Bu sonuglara ragmen Web 2.0 araglarmin smirhiliklarinim ¢ogu kolayca asilabilir. Bircok Web 2.0
aracinin {icretli versiyonlarinin yaninda deneme amacl {icretsiz versiyonlar1 da bulunmaktadir.
Ogretmen adaylari bu deneme siiriimlerinden {icretsiz faydalanabilirler. Ogretmen adaylar1 birgok
aracin yabanci dilde olmalarindan dolayr bu araclar1 kullanmada giicliik yasadiklarimi ifade
etmektedirler. Yine bu giiglitk web tarayicisinda “Instant Translate” eklentisinden faydalanilarak
¢oziilebilmektedir. Bunlara ragmen ficretli tyelikler ve teknolojik arag¢ ihtiyaci, adaylar igin
gercekten Onemli bir problem olabilir. Sonug olarak bu smurhiliklarin biiyiik ¢ogunlugunun
adaylarin ¢abalariyla ¢oziilebilir nitelikte soylemek miimkiindiir.

Oneriler

Arastirma sonuglar;, 6gretmen adaylarinin {iniversitede akademisyenler tarafindan tesvik
edilmedikce Web 2.0 araglarindan haberdar olmadiklarini ve kendi kendilerine arastirma cabasina
yeterince girmediklerini gostermektedir. Bunun igin 6gretmen adaylarina sunulacak Web 2.0
araglarini iceren egitim teknolojileri dersi, egitimde teknoloji entegrasyonu igin ciddi onem
tasimaktadir. Aslinda adaylar, egitim teknolojileri derslerini zorunlu ders olarak almaktadir. Ancak
bu derslerde sinirh sayida Web 2.0 arac1 (Kahoot, Canva gibi) tanidiklarini ifade etmislerdir. Egitim
teknolojileri derslerinde daha fazla aragla uygulamalar yapilmas: gerektigi aciktir. Adaylarin Web
2.0 araglaryla hazirladiklar1 sunulara ve projelere akademisyenler ve akranlari tarafindan geri
bildirimler verilebilir. Boylece adaylar, kendilerinin Web 2.0 araglar1 konusundaki zayif ve giiglii
yonlerini gorebilirler. Bu deneyimler, adaylarm ilerleyen meslek yasamlarinda Web 2.0 araglar:
dersleriyle biitiinlestirmesi tesvik edici olacaktir. Kald1 ki katihmcilari tamami, Web 2.0 araglarini
ilerleyen yillarda derslerinde kullanmaya niyetli olduklarni gerekgeleriyle birlikte dile
getirmislerdir. Buna ragmen gelecegin 6gretmenlerine teknolojiyi nasil kullanabilecekleri goreve
baslamadan 6gretilemezse, onlarin egitimde teknoloji entegrasyonuna katki saglamasi beklenemez.
Ayrica ChatGPT'nin egitimde kullanimi da tartisiliyor; Web 2.0 araglarinin hizla derslere entegre
edilmesi, 6grenci katiliminin arttirilmasi ve ist diizey teknolojik araglarin kullanilmasi acildir. Hatta
buna "acil eylem plani" bile diyebiliriz ¢iinkii teknolojiye yetisemeyen ve sadece PowerPoint ile
islenen dersler yeni nesil i¢in neredeyse anlamsiz hale gelmistir. "Ne kadar teknoloji ve ne diizeyde
teknolojik bilgi yeterli?" Her ne kadar bu sorunun cevabini veremesek de "teknolojiyle daha entegre
dersler" demek yanlis olmaz.
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Arastirmacilar, ¢alismay1 sadece bir iiniversite son simif sosyal bilgiler 6gretmen adaylariyla

yuriitmistiir. Yeni aragtirmacilar, egitim teknolojileri derslerini almis diger branslardan adaylar:
dahil ederek arastirma yapabilirler. Ancak bu tiir arastirmada sosyal bilgiler ile fen bilimleri
alanlarinin O0gretim amaglari ve ihtiya¢ duydugu Web 2.0 araglar1 farklihk gosterecegi igin
karsilastirmalar eksik kalabilir. Bu da sinirli araglarin kullanimiyla karsilastirmaya imkan verecektir.
Bu arastirmanin yalnizca sosyal bilgiler 6gretmen adaylariyla yapilmasi, farkli bir perspektiften
bakildiginda giiclii bir nitelik olarak kabul edilebilir. Arastirmada yalnizca sosyal bilgiler 6gretmen
adaylar yer aldig1 icin tiim konusmalar ve tartismalar, dogrudan alanla ilgili olabilmistir.

Etik Kurul Onay1: Tekirdag Namik Kemal Universitesi Sosyal ve Begeri Bilimler Bilimsel Aragtirma ve Yayin
Etigi Kurulu, 01.12.2023 tarih ve T2023-1759 sayili toplantisinda, s6z konusu ¢alismanin etik agidan uygun
olduguna mevcudun oybirligiyle karar verilmistir.

Arastirmacilarin Katki Orani: Calismaya yazarlar esit olarak katki sunmuslardir.

Catisma Beyani: Yazarlar potansiyel bir ¢ikar catismasi olmadigini beyan ederler.
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