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ABSTRACT: The aim of this research is to reveal the features of a Web 2.0 tool for measurement and evaluation
that will be developed for primary education teachers, in line with the opinions of experts from the Department of
Computer Education and Instructional Technology (CEIT) and Primary Education (PE). Case study is one of the
qualitative research methods used in this research. Participants consisted of 20 (CEIT: 10, PE: 10) field experts, with
professional experiences ranging from 1 to 27 years. The opinions of the field experts were received through semi-
structured interviews. The findings obtained in the research were evaluated in general. It has been determined that the
measurement and evaluation Web 2.0 tool to be developed for the use of primary education teachers, should not only
have a question/answer design with multimedia support, but also include awards/competition and teamwork’
interaction in order to be preferred by students. Additionally, it should provide ease of use and be supported by
stakeholders in order to be preferred by teachers. It is recommended that the specified Web 2.0 tool should include
outcome-based and graphical-based reporting features. Especially in the Covid-19 pandemic, in order for parents to
support their child and follow the student’s progress, it is recommended that a detailed statistical development report
be included in the parent interface limited to their children only.

Keywords: Measurement and evaluation, needs analysis, Web 2.0 tool.

OZ: Arastirmanin amaci, Bilgisayar ve Ogretim Teknolojileri Egitimi Béliimii (BOTE) ve Temel Egitim alan
uzmanlarinin gorisleri dogrultusunda smif dgretmenleri igin gelistirilecek bir Web 2.0 6lgme ve degerlendirme
aracinin &zelliklerini ortaya koymaktir. Bu arastirmada durum g¢alismast yontemi kullanilmigtir. Katilimeilar, mesleki
deneyimleri 1 ile 27 yil arasinda degisen 10 BOTE ve 10 Temel Egitim Boliimii olmak iizere 20 alan uzmanindan
olusmaktadir. Alan uzmanlarinin goriisleri yar1 yapilandirilmis gériismeler yoluyla almmustir. Aragtirmada elde edilen
bulgular genel olarak degerlendirildiginde siif 6gretmenlerinin kullanimina yonelik gelistirilecek olan dlgme ve
degerlendirme Web 2.0 aracinin 6grenciler tarafindan tercih edilmesi i¢in kullanimi kolay bir arayiize ve multimedya
destekli soru/cevap tasarimina sahip olmasi, 6diil/yarisma ve takim calismasi etkilesimini igermesi gerektigi
belirlenmistir. Ogretmenler tarafindan tercih edilmesi igin ise kullanim kolaylig1 saglanmah, MEB ve paydaslar
tarafindan desteklenmesi belirtilmistir. Gelistirilecek olan 6lgme ve degerlendirme Web 2.0 aracinin sonuca dayali ve
grafik tabanl raporlama &zelliklerini igermesi onerilmigtir. Ozellikle Covid-19 pandemi siirecinde velilerin
Ogrencilere destek olabilmeleri ve grencinin gelisimini takip edebilmeleri igin veli arayiiziine yer verilmesi ve bu
araylizde sadece kendi ¢ocuklari ile sinirli olarak detayl: istatistiksel gelisim raporunun yer almasi dnerilmektedir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Olgme ve degerlendirme, ihtiyac tespiti, Web 2.0 araci.
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Serious changes have been experienced in all areas of life, especially in health
and education, since the COVID-19 outbreak was declared as a “pandemic” by the
World Health Organization on March 11, 2020 (WHO, 2020). Many countries have had
to suspend face-to-face education. Globally, at least 1.5 billion students are affected by
the COVID-19 pandemic (UNESCO, 2020a; UNICEF, 2020). Approximately 25
million students’ training has been carried out in Turkey with distance education
(UNESCO, 2020b). Primary and secondary level educational activities have been
carried out through national television broadcasts and the Education Information
Network (EIN) (Ozer, 2020). This distance learning process is considered “emergency
distance education” (Eken et al., 2020; Hodges et al., 2020; Tath et al., 2021).

Emergency distance education can be defined as an effort to continue education
with available opportunities until the crisis disappears (Hodges et al., 2020). One of the
most important problems in this process is how to conduct measurement and evaluation
(ME) activities with distance learning (Bozkurt et al., 2020). Due to the continuing
effects of the pandemic, the students passed the class without conducting ME activities,
as in many countries (Karadag, 2020). ME activities which provide feedback about the
educational process are extremely important in determining the effectiveness. However,
process-oriented feedback or ME approaches could not be used sufficiently in the
pandemic (Bozkurt, 2020; Can, 2020). In this context, giving feedback to students,
families and teachers is of great importance in evaluating its effectiveness during the
emergency distance education process (Bozkurt, 2020; Keskin & Kaya, 2020). Teachers
mostly use digital documents (slides, essays, books, etc.), z books, videos, etc., in the
emergency distance education process. Although they use teaching materials (Bakioglu
& Cevik, 2020; Burke & Dempsey, 2020), it is stated that they do not have the
necessary skills, especially for ME (Adigiizel, 2020; Durak & Seferoglu, 2017). The
most fundamental reasons for teachers’ technology usage inability are shown as
deficiencies in technical support and their inadequacy in information and technology
literacy (Elmahdi et al., 2018). Despite teachers’ shortcomings, students who are 21st-
century learners use technology more effectively (Karaoglan-Yilmaz & Binay-
Eyiiboglu, 2018; Pamuk et al., 2012; Prensky, 2010).

The gap in technology usage skills between teachers and students can be reduced
with the Web 2.0 tools that allow computer users to design and develop their own
interactive tools (Tatli, 2019). Web 2.0 tools offer users the opportunity to access,
process and share information in different formats. Also, Web 2.0 tools are easy to
create interactive content and rapid feedback, especially in the distance education
process (Almazon et al., 2011; Inal & Arslanbas, 2021). While learning-teaching
environments are transferred to the digital platform in the distance education process,
ME activities are mostly carried out with paper and pencil (Brader et al., 2014; Chiheb
et al., 2011; Siiral & Girmen, 2019). However, by using Web 2.0 tools, students can
answer questions online, receive instant feedback and perform activities by enjoying the
process (Tatl, 2019). Web 2.0 tools for ME activities support different question types,
such as game-based, multiple-choice, true/false, open-ended, gap-filling, puzzles.
Moreover, questions developed in these tools allow the use of multimedia elements,
such as text, sound, picture and video (Bower, 2015; Tatli, 2019). In the literature, it is
recommended that Web 2.0 tools be used for the ME process to support teachers’ and
students’ knowledge, experience and skills (Amoroso, 2005; Bakar & Avan, 2019;
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Elmahdi et al., 2018; Harvey, 2019; Siiral & Girmen, 2019; Tashi¢cay-Arslan, 2019;
Yurdugiil & Bayrak, 2014). In the education process, formative evaluation is important
in terms of determining the contribution of activities to the development of students and
monitoring the long-term development of students (Ministry of National Education
[MoNE], 2020). Therefore, Web 2.0 tools come to the forefront in terms of providing
feedback in the formative evaluation process (Celebi & Satirli, 2021; Celik, 2021;
Kayacan & Ulker, 2020; Ozpnar, 2020). The number of Web 2.0 tools that teachers and
students use for ME is increasing day by day, but a different feature of each tool stands
out (Albion, 2008; Kapuler, 2014; Orhan-Goksiin et al., 2018; Tatli, 2019).

There are many Web 2.0 tools that can be used for ME. However, a different
feature comes to the fore in each of them when these tools are examined. While some of
these tools have a structure that allows for the preparation of different types of questions
and the archiving of the prepared questions, some of them do not have the feature of
editing the developed content, Turkish language support, multimedia support for
feedback, free use and class-based analysis. Also, the features of student, teacher and
parent interfaces differ in these different Web 2.0 tools. Among these tools, such as
LearningApp and Wordwall stand out as they contain gamification elements in different
question types, while detailed analysis information about the results is provided to both
students and teachers in the Kubbu tool (Tatli, 2019). While some of the Web 2.0 tools
with different features offer Turkish language support (Surveymonkey, LearningApps,
Quizlet, Gradecam, Baambozle, Classflow, Microsoft Forms), most of them do not.
There are different paid (Surveymonkey, Quizmaker) and free (LearningApp,
Wordwall) versions of Web 2.0 tools. Most paid Web 2.0 tools offer limited time and
fewer activities to their users as a free version. In addition, very few Web 2.0 tools have
the ability to enrich the feedback with audio, visual and text (Quizizz). Apart from
these, there are also Web 2.0 tools that only include visual feedback (Bamboozle,
Clasflow, Classkick, Naiku, Quizalize). Considering the foreign language proficiency of
primary school students, the limited number of Web 2.0 tools with a native language
support appears as another limitation (Tath et al., 2019). Especially considering the
characteristics of today’s learners, providing written feedback to students who shorten
the sentences, prefer symbols and emoji to be faster is a major limitation (Cakir &
Topgu, 2005; Giinther, 2007). Another striking limitation is that all Web 2.0 tools do
not have the ability to create classes and archive student detailed data since the main
purpose of online ME tools is to collect data from large groups (Evans & Mathur,
2005). Although Web 2.0 tools (Kubbu, Kahoot) inform the student and teacher about
the outcome of the material, the parent is not included in this process. In most Web 2.0
tools developed for ME, materials are even sent to participants via links. Further, Web
2.0 tools (Quizizz, Socrative) that have the ability to create a class and assign students
to the class within the application are quite limited.

Given the features mentioned above for ME purposes, there is a need for
developing a new Web 2.0 tool for the primary school level, combining the advantages
of existing Web 2.0 tools and excluding the negative features. It was considered
appropriate to develop the Web 2.0 tool for this primary level, as it includes the
fundamental cognitive objectives of different disciplines such as Science, Social
Studies, Native Language, and Mathematics and it is also rich in developing materials
for each discipline. The primary school level forms the basis of the future education life,
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allows the use of different types of questions and basic lessons are shaped at this level,
it is important to develop a Web 2.0 tool for ME for this level. Based on this need, it is
aimed to reveal the features of the Web 2.0 tool that will be developed for primary
education teachers, in line with the opinions of experts from the Department of
Computer Education and Instructional Technology (CEIT) and Primary Education (PE).
In this context, PE and CEIT field experts were consulted on the features that should be
included in the design and feedback of the tool and their needs were required to increase
the tool efficiency and interface design. Within the scope of primary education level, it
was deemed appropriate to consult CEIT and PE field experts because of their
knowledge and experience on the features of Web 2.0 tools. In the determination of the
interviewed field experts, “the existence of a publication about Web 2.0 tools or the use
of different Web 2.0 tools in teaching processes” was taken as a criterion. Thus, it is
thought that this situation will contribute to obtaining more valid data by revealing the
features of the Web 2.0 tool to be developed.

Based on all this, it is aimed to reveal the features of a Web 2.0 tool for ME that
will be developed for PE teachers, in line with the opinions of CEIT and PE field
experts in the research. Within the scope of this purpose, the sub-problems of the
research are presented below.

In the Web 2.0 tool that will be developed for ME, according to field experts;
Which elements should be included in the design of the Web 2.0 tool?

How should the feedback be designed?

What should be considered in order to be preferred by students?

What should be considered in order to be preferred by teachers?

S A

Which student information should be included in the student, teachers and parent
interface?

Method

Research Design

Since it is aimed to reveal the features of a Web 2.0 tool for ME that will be
developed for PE teachers, in line with the opinions of CEIT and PE field experts, case
study was used in the research. Case study is a method in which one or more events,
settings, programs, social groups or other interconnected systems are examined in depth
(Yin, 2002). The most important advantage of this method is that it allows focusing on a
specific situation of a problem. The use of case studies was deemed appropriate because
it is a preferred method when asked what, how and why it differs from many research
methods (Aytagli, 2012).

Participants

The opinions of CEIT field experts were taken regarding the basic features and
design elements of the Web 2.0 tool for ME, which is planned to be used at the primary
school level. The opinions of PE field experts were also consulted about the Web 2.0
tool’ features for meeting the needs of PE teachers and its suitability for the
characteristics of primary school students. Field experts were selected by criterion
sampling. Criterion sampling is the inclusion of people, events, objects or situations
with the qualifications determined in relation to the problem (Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2015).
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Criterion sampling was found appropriate since “the existence of a publication about
Web 2.0 tools or the use of different Web 2.0 tools in teaching processes” was taken as
a criterion in determining the participants of the research. The distribution of the
participants according to their gender and professional experiences is given in Table 1.
As seen in Table 1, 10 CEIT (3 female, 7 male) and 10 PE (4 female, 6 male) field
experts with professional experiences ranging from 1 to 27 years were included in the
research.

Table 1
The Participants of the Research
Computer education and instructional technology field experts Primary education field experts
Code Gender Professional Code Gender Professional
experience experience
Bl Male 8 T1 Male 11
B2 Male 18 T2 Male 23
B3 Male 11 T3 Male 26
B4 Female 4 T4 Male 18
B5 Male 6 T5 Male 9
B6 Male 8 T6 Female 27
B7 Male 8 T7 Female 14
B8 Female 14 T8 Male 16
B9 Male 9 T9 Female 4
B10 Female 17 T10 Female 1

The data collection process of the research started with the determination of the
tools used by the field experts and the reasons for preferring these tools. Accordingly,
Web 2.0 tools used by field experts for ME are presented in Figure 1.

Figure 1
Web 2.0 Tools Used by Field Experts for ME
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*Field experts were allowed to provide more than one opinion.
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When Figure 1 is examined, it can be seen that field experts use a total of 22
different Web 2.0 tools for ME purposes. Among these tools, it is seen that they mostly
prefer Kahoot (f=13), Google Form (f=12), Surveymonkey (f=7), Learningapps (f=5),
Quizmaker (f=5). The factors affecting the preferences of the field experts in the Web
2.0 tools they use for ME are presented in Figure 2.

Figure 2

The Factors Affecting the Preferences of the Field Experts in the Web 2.0 Tools
They Use for ME

Multimedia

support

*Field experts were allowed to provide more than one opinion.

When Figure 2 is examined, the factors affecting the preferences of the field
experts in the Web 2.0 tools they use for ME purposes are categorized under two main
categories: “Design” (f=40) and “Feedback” (f=8). When examined specifically in the
design category, it is seen that the specified tool is mostly funny (f=15), usability (f=11)
and accessibility (f=8). While B5 expresses the preference of the tool because of its fun
as “... because it creates a fun environment for all ages ... ”, B6 explains its usefulness
as “... it is very easy to make changes and prepare on it”. Under the feedback category,
field experts indicate that they prefer the Web 2.0 tool, as it allows for instant
evaluation. B3 expressed this situation as “It provides a quick and effective assessment
in this process”.

Data Collection Tool

Within the scope of determining the features of the ME Web 2.0 tool to be
developed for PE teachers in the research, the opinions of the field experts of the CEIT
and the PE Teacher Department experts were received through semi-structured
interviews. In the process of creating the form used in online interviews, a question
pool was created by first examining the literature and a draft form was prepared. The
developed draft interview questions were submitted to the opinions of eight field
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experts (fceir=3, fprimary education=3, fmathematics education=1, fscience educaion=1) Within the scope
of the validity research. In order to examine the interview questions from a general
framework, it was tried to ensure the diversity of the field experts. According to expert
opinions, 3 questions were removed, 4 questions were combined, and probes were
added to 2 questions. Two experts were consulted to check the suitability of the
questions in terms of Turkish grammar and expression. The final form of the interview
questions was given within the framework of expert opinions (Appendix 1).

After the final form of the interview questions was given, a pilot application was
carried out with 3 field experts (not included in the participants). As a result of the pilot
application, it was seen that field experts wanted an explanation about the concept of
Web 2.0 for ME. For this reason, an information note about Web 2.0 tools has been
added to the interview form.

Data Collection Process

Online interviews were conducted with field experts using Zoom and Google
Meeting video conferencing platforms. While starting the interviews, the researcher
introduced herself and explained the purpose of the research. The researcher gave
information about the estimated duration (30-45 minutes) and content of the interview.
Interviews were conducted after the approval of the field experts was obtained. Each
interview lasted an average of 30-45 minutes. Only interview questions were asked to
the participants. During the interview, the questions were respectively projected onto
the screen via Zoom or Google Meeting platforms. Interviews were recorded. Later, the
interview records were transcribed and subjected to analysis.

Data Analysis

The data obtained from the interviews were subjected to content analysis. With
content analysis, it is aimed to reach the relationships and concepts that can explain the
data collected (Yildirnm & Simsek, 2011). In the content analysis, the data was coded.
The data obtained within the scope of coding were divided into sections, and
comparison and association were made between the data. The data were categorized by
means of codes. As part of the content analysis, the data were coded and categorized,
and themes were obtained. The data are organized by code and themes.

In qualitative research, the reliability of data analysis depends especially on the
coding process. For the reliability of the analysis of the interview data, the data obtained
were analyzed by two different coders. Analysis that was carried out independently of
each other was brought together and examined by two different encoders. Codes and
categories were clarified by comparing the codes and categories produced by two
researchers. The frequencies of the clarified codes and categories are presented using
figures. An equal number of field experts from departments of CEIT and PE were
selected to support transferability. The interviews were recorded and transcribed within
the knowledge of the participants, the transcribed contents were sent to the participants
and then their approval was obtained. Thus, the data could be validated. In the findings,
it was tried to ensure the trustworthiness of the data by quoting direct quotations from
the statements of the participants. Coding reliability was checked to determine the
consistency of the categories. The gqualitative data of the study were subjected to content
analysis by different researchers. As a result of the content analysis, the Kappa
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coefficient was calculated as 0.79 with the codes created by two different researchers.
Accordingly, it can be stated that the analysis is well-confirmed (Cohen, 1960; Landis
& Koch, 1977). In the quantitative data of the research, reliability was supported by
giving frequency values. It was presented to the reader by making direct quotations
from the teachers’ expressions to reflect the opinions of the field experts. In terms of
research ethics, while CEIT field experts were coded as B1, B2, ... B10, PE field
experts were coded as T1, T2, ... T10.

Findings
The data obtained from the semi-structured interviews conducted with field
experts within the scope of the research are presented in this section.

The Elements Included in the Design of the Web 2.0 Tool

The elements included in the design of the Web 2.0 tool to be developed for ME
are presented in Figure 3.

Figure 3

The Elements Included in the Design of the Web 2.0 Tool to Be Developed for
ME

g
a3
e o
235
SE
:
-]

Eame suppory
f=7

*Field experts were allowed to provide more than one opinion.

When Figure 3 is examined, the elements included in the design of the Web 2.0
tool for ME are “Feedback design” (f=27), “Question/answer design” (f=24), “Interface
design” (f=19) and “Interaction design”. It is seen that it is grouped under four
categories as “design” (f=9). When examined in terms of categories, in the field of
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feedback design being visual (f=8), T2 said, “... even though the student is literate
outside of the written language, the feedback should be given visually in my opinion”.
Under the Question / Answer design category, T5, one of the experts who received the
need for multimedia support (f=11), stated that “... there should be plenty of visuals, it
should be multimedia, both sound and video...”. Under the interface design category,
field experts stated that the tool should be easy to use (f=10) and visual design (f=7). To
explain the importance of ease-of-use, B2 said, “... you should not put too much
workload on the teacher. The easier it is, the easier it will be ...”, B8 stated the
importance of visual design as “... a more visually based interface can be designed

’

rather than a multi-text based interface that may contain more visual elements...".

The Features in the Feedback Design of the Web 2.0 Tool

The features in the feedback design of the Web 2.0 tool to be developed for ME
are presented in Figure 4.

Figure 4

The Features in the Feedback Design of the Web 2.0 Tool to Be Developed For
ME

*Field experts were allowed to provide more than one opinion.

When Figure 4 is examined, the features in the feedback design of the Web 2.0
tool to be developed for ME purposes are “Reporting” (f=42), “Feedback notice” (f=39),
“Reporting on usage” (f=16) and “Feedback format” (f=9). Under the reporting
category, B2 indicates the outcome based feedback (f=15) as “... what are the topics
that a student gives most wrong feedback can be given. It will also be very useful for
teachers. Therefore, students can see more clearly in which subject they have
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deficiencies... ”. T8 states that it should be graphic based reporting (f=12) as “... she
needs to see graphically, visually... in order to have information about the class...”.
Finally, B2 explained that the number of correct/incorrect numbers (f=11) should be
reported as “... feedback should be shared with the teacher, how accurately the given
questions are answered or where they are wrong ...”. Under the Feedback notice
category, there should be System messages (f=17), and B3 states that “... when a
student teacher creates activities on the system, he/she can send a warning message...” .
B8 states that there should be links (f=12) as “... such a homework was sent to your
child, or such an activity was delivered to parents, maybe links can be sent to parents
because it is difficult for young children to control over mobile phones ...”. Under the
reporting on usage category, T9 says that answering time (f=11) should be reported as
follows:

“... can be given in the time spent on each question. Because if the student spends too much time
on that question and the whole class spends too much time on that question, it may mean that the
question is difficult and selective, and it can be understood that it is distracting or not
understood. The duration of the student’s stay in that question can be given...”.

Finally, under the Feedback format category, it was stated by T8 that the
feedback should be Instant (f=6): “...she should definitely see what the correct answer
is instantly... “.

The Needs of Field Expert for Students’ Preference of the Web 2.0 Tool

The needs of field experts for students’ preference of the Web 2.0 tool to be
developed for ME are presented in Figure 5.

Figure 5

The Needs of Field Expert for Students’ Preference of the Web 2.0 Tool to Be
Developed for ME

Suitability of
development

Design

*Field experts were allowed to provide more than one opinion.
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When Figure 5 is examined, the needs of the field experts for students’
preference of the ME Web 2.0 tool are collected in three different categories as
“Interaction” (f=26), “Design” (f=8) and “Support” (f=5). Under the “Interaction”
category, B8 indicates that students should have Awards/competition (f=16) elements as
“... as the student progresses, there is a sapling for the student in the system”. Under
the Design category, field experts stated that it should be Suitability of development
level (f=2), Design suitability (f=2) and Ease of use (f=2). While B3 expresses the
importance of Suitability of development level as “... we need to provide them with very
simple, understandable, clear feedback...”, T3 explains that there should be design
conformity as “...the use of colors, the use of text buttons, the characters created with
lines are easier to read...”. T8 expresses the importance of the ease of use of the tool in
order to be preferred by the student as “... it should be easy to use...”. Finally, for
teacher support (f=5), B1, who takes importance for the student, states that “... if the
teacher uses it actively, the child will be very happy if he/she texts with his / her teacher

’

from there...”.

The Needs of Field Expert for PE Teachers’ Preference of the Web 2.0 Tool

The needs of field experts for PE teachers’ preference of the Web 2.0 tool to be
developed for ME are presented in Figure 6.

Figure 6

The Needs of Field Expert for PE Teachers’ Preference of the Web 2.0 Tool to
Be Developed for ME

Reward
\Scoring

*Field experts were allowed to provide more than one opinion.
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When Figure 6 is examined, the needs of the field experts for PE teachers’
preference of the ME Web 2.0 tool are collected under two categories as “Design”
(f=30) and “Support” (f=23). Under the design category, B5 states that the ease of use
(f=14) affects the use of teachers by saying, “... if he uses your platform in a simple way
compared to the measurement methods he uses in the classroom, his motivation will
increase...”. Under the Support category, it is stated that it is important to support By
MoNE (f=6), Reward/Scoring (f=6) and By stakeholders (f=6) for PE teachers to prefer
the ME Web 2.0 tool. B5, who took the importance of supporting the Ministry of
National Education (MoNE), says, “... A4 plus can be given to the teachers from the
MoNE wing. Awards may be given, but they may be in the form of the following course
... while B1 attaches the importance of rewards/scoring by expressing “For example,
when the teacher adds a question or when others like it, the teacher’s score may
increase ...”. Finally, B1 who gave importance of the support provided by the
stakeholders, states that “... for the teacher who will congratulate, encourage or be
honored by you, what he has done has worked or will receive positive feedback from
parents...”.

Student Information Stated by Field Experts to be Included in the Student,
Teacher and Parent Interface

Student information stated by field experts to be included in the student, teacher
and parent interface is presented in Figure 7.

Figure 7

Student Information Stated by Field Experts to Be Included in the Student,
Teacher and Parent Interface
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* Field experts are allowed to give more than one opinion.

When Figure 7 is examined, the student information stated by field experts to be
included in the student, teacher and parent interface are collected in two different
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categories as “Reporting on development” and “Reporting on usage”. In terms of
categories, field experts state that Outcome based reporting should be shared with
teachers (f=15), true/ false answers with students (f=16), and true/false answers with
parents. B2 expresses the importance of sharing outcome-based reporting with teacher
by saying, “... what are the topics that a student gives the most mistakes? It will also be
very useful for teachers. Therefore, students can see more clearly in which subject they
have deficiencies ...”. While B3 explains the importance of sharing the true/false
answers with the student as follows: “... the information that the student answered
correctly which guestions should be available”, T3 states that true\false answers should
be shared both with students and parents as “... it is absolutely necessary to send an
evaluation to the parents individually, which one did wrong...”.

Discussion and Conclusion

The current research aims to reveal the features of the Web 2.0 tool that will be
developed for PE teachers, in line with the opinions of experts from the department of
CEIT and PE. It is seen that field experts use Google Forms and Kahoot applications
more for ME purposes (Figure 1). Field experts also emphasize these tools’ features as
factors affecting their preferences. These detected Web 2.0 tools are preferred because
they are fun, useful and easily accessible (Figure 2). Multimedia support and instant
evaluation features of Web 2.0 tools used for ME are other dimensions that affect the
preference. Rapid analysis is at the forefront of online ME tools since the main purpose
of online ME tools is to collect data from large masses (Evans & Mathur, 2005). Thus,
it can be asserted that field experts prefer such Web 2.0 tools that have an instant
evaluation, multimedia support, usability, or accessibility features in order to facilitate
communication with students in the process and to use time effectively. On the other
hand, field experts may have chosen fun Web 2.0 tools to keep students active and
motivated (Zarzycka-Piskorz, 2016).

The field experts state that the interface should be easy and have a visual design
in the Web 2.0 tool to be developed for ME (Figure 3). It is thought that field experts
emphasize ease of use in interface design in order to facilitate access to information and
fulfill such requirements (Cho et al., 2009). Because it is known that intensive interface
designs can distract users from using the application (Seo & Woo, 2010). In other
words, too many links or content makes users uncertain about which link to choose and
why, which may lead to giving up using the application. Multimedia support and
entertainment/game support were emphasized in the question/answer design, while the
visual and voice feature highlighted in the feedback design. It can be said that the field
experts take into account the characteristics of today’s learners and talk about a design
that the student can respond to questions by recording his/her voice or drawing a picture
and uploading it to the system. Considering that today’s learners get bored quickly,
prefer pictures and graphics instead of writing, and be reluctant to write although they
know the answer (Hart, 2008), it is seen that field experts touch a necessary and very
important point in both feedback and question/answer design. Because educational
software is functional to the extent that it meets student needs and considers individual
differences (Martinez-Villasefior et al., 2014). As a matter of fact, providing different
answer options to each student through multimedia support will undoubtedly increase
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the quality of ME functionality and positively affect the academic success of students
(Altinisik & Orhan, 2002; Bulus-Kirikkaya et al., 2016).

Award/competition theme comes to the fore in students’ preference of the
specified Web 2.0 tool (Figure 5). It is thought that the field experts especially touch the
award/competition theme in order to ensure the active participation of primary school
students in the process. In web-based ME, there are serious problems in ensuring the
intrinsic motivation of students and keeping them in practice, and these problems may
result in cancellation of the students’ use of the system (Tuluk & Yurdugiil, 2020). For
these reasons, referring the design element such as award/competition related to the
performance situations of the students in the process or mentioning the teamwork that
enables them to interact with the online practice can be interpreted as the experts
offering solutions. The use of the specified Web 2.0 tool by students and teachers is one
of the most important indicators of the tool’s success. Field experts state that the Web
2.0 tool should be an easy-to-use design preferred by PE teachers (Figure 6). This
consideration is important for PE teachers to both meet their needs and use the Web 2.0
tool efficiently. Because teachers’ ability to prepare questions in a practical way affects
their willingness to use the Web 2.0 tool (Acar, et al., 2020; Davis et al., 1989), shortens
and facilitates the process of learning the application and enables them to be more
effective in its use (Cesur & Yelken, 2015; Wang & Wang, 2009). The related literature
indicates teachers’ computer literacy is not sufficient (Akgiil et al., 2015; Konan, 2010),
they have problems in preparing computer-aided materials (Arslan & Sendurur, 2017;
Drenoyianni & Selwood, 1998; Elmahdi et al., 2018; Pamuk et al., 2012) and they have
low self-confidence in preparing computer-aided materials (Arslan & Sendurur, 2017;
Ertmer et al., 1999; Handal, 2004; Sugar, 2002). For this reason, it is thought that the
tool, which will be developed as a Web 2.0-supported and easy-to-use tool, can support
teachers’ competencies (Vitanova et al., 2015). Supporting the Web 2.0 tool with an
award/scoring application made by MoNE and stakeholders’ supports are among the
needs for the use of teachers. These considerations support extrinsic motivation.
Extrinsic motivation is necessary and important for teachers to develop positive
attitudes towards technology (Guha, 2003). Therefore, it is thought that teachers will
adopt this tool more with an application similar to the award/scoring of MoNE because
a similar scoring is used for teachers in a similar online environment called as
Interactive Information Network (IIN) under MoNE (Dogan & Kocak, 2020).

According to the student information to be directed in the student, teacher and
parent interface, the directed information to students and parents is parallel (Figure 7).
Field experts state that the number of true / false answers and graphic-based reporting
regarding student information should be included. First of all, directing these two
information to the students will support them to increase their awareness in order to
know themselves better and overcome their learning deficiencies (Assessment Reform
Group [ARG], 2002; Black & Wiliam, 1998). Similarly, sharing this information with
parents enables parents to be a part of the teaching-learning process, to follow and learn
about the student’s progress (Lake & Olson, 2020; MoNE, 2020). On the other hand,
sharing the graphical report of the student may cause a negative competitive
environment among students as they see the names and the results of their friends. For
this reason, it is important to share the student’s own success orders rather than sharing
the names and order of success of their peers. Otherwise, a negative competitive
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environment may occur and this may cause a decrease in some students’ motivations. In
addition, it is stated that the graphical report is not sufficient to show the student
individual development (MoNE, 2020). In this context, sharing the graphic-based report
and the number of true/false answers together is a basic requirement for students to see
their development.

The field experts state that the Web 2.0 tool, which will be developed for ME
purposes in primary school, should include both the correct/wrong number and response
time of the student in the teacher interface (Figure 7). They also repeat these features in
the Web 2.0 tool’s feedback design (Figure 4). The opinions of the field experts are that
PE teachers will need this information to determine the students’ learning level and
follow their development because this mentioned information helps teachers obtain
information and make decisions about the effectiveness of teaching. In this way,
teachers can determine what kind of support they should offer, considering the student’s
difficulties (Black & Wiliam, 1998; Tuluk & Yurdugiil, 2020). Field experts indicate
that the outcome-based and graphic-based reporting feature should be included both in
the teacher interface (Figure 7) and in the feedback of the Web 2.0 tool (Figure 4). In
the ME process, various problems such as crowded class size, limited time, time-
consuming assessment and reluctance of teachers are frequently encountered (Simsek et
al., 2017; Zhao, 2007). Thus, a Web 2.0 tool with the aforementioned features will be
the solution to these problems. Including these considerations in the specified Web 2.0
tool will contribute to the correct determination of the outcome, the selection and
application of the convenient ME tools for the outcomes, the determination of the
students’ reaching level of outcomes and the interpretation of these all information.

The findings obtained in the research are evaluated in general, the following
main conclusions are reached. It is stated that the ME Web 2.0 tool to be developed for
the use of PE teachers, should

e have an easy of use interface and a question/answer design with multimedia
support.

e include awards/competition and teamwork’ interaction in order to be preferred
by students,

e ensure ease of use, be supported by MoNE and stakeholders in order to be
preferred by teachers,

¢ share true/false answers and graphic-based reporting in the student interface and
also present outcome-based reporting in the parent interface,

e provide true/false answers, response time, outcome-based and graphics-based
reports both in the teacher interface and in the feedback design.

Implications

Given the results obtained in the current research, it is recommended to include
an easy of use interface and multimedia support in the question/answer process within
the scope of the needs determined from field experts for the Web 2.0 tool to be
developed for ME in primary schools. In addition, it is recommended that the specified
Web 2.0 tool include outcome-based and graphical-based reporting features. Especially
in the Covid-19 pandemic, in order for parents to support their child and follow the
student’s progress, it is recommended that a detailed statistical development report be
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included in the parent interface, restricting only to their children. Providing an
environment where students view their success to focus on their development and
prevent unwanted competition is also recommended. A statistical reporting system is
proposed in the teacher interface, where the progress of all students can be examined in
detail. It is also recommended to get the opinions of the PE teachers who will be the
users of the Web 2.0 tool, which is planned to be developed for the PE level. Lastly, the
Web 2.0 tool to be developed for the use of PE teachers can be integrated into the
Interactive Information Network (IIN) portal supported by the MoNE.

Acknowledgements

The study produced with the support of the TUBITAK (Project No: 120K197)
project and includes some data of the second author master's thesis under the
supervision of Assoc. Prof. Dr. Zeynep TATLI. The authors would like to thank the
relevant institution and the entire project team for their support. The study has an ethics
committee approval.

Statement of Responsibility

This study is one of the outputs of the TUBITAK 1001 project carried out by the
first author Assoc. Prof. Dr. Zeynep TATLI. The authors took part in the team of the
project and made significant contributions to the development of the process and the
article. The 2nd and 3rd authors took part in the project as a scholarship student and the
4th author as a researcher. All authors were sufficiently involved in the work to take
public responsibility for the design and implementation of the research, analysis of the
data, writing or reviewing the manuscript.

Conflicts of Interest
The authors declare that there is no conflict of interest.

Author Bios

Zeynep Tatl is Associate Professor of Computer and Instructional Technology
Education at Trabzon University, Turkey. She has a wide range of research interests
including technology integration models, web 2.0 technology, online assessment, virtual
learning environment, virtual laboratory, digital storytelling.

Seyma Turan completed her Master's Program in Computer and Instructional
Technologies Education at Trabzon University.

Havva Yaman is a research assistant in the Department of Mathematics and
Science Education at Fatih Faculty of Education, Trabzon University, Turkey. Her
research interests focus on the affective development of elementary students and the use
of diverse types of technologies in science education.

Sibel Er-Nas is Associate Professor of Science Education at Trabzon University,
Turkey. She has several research interests including technology and science education,
associating science concepts with daily life, nature of science, socio-scientific issues,
conceptual understanding of science concepts, and evaluation of science textbooks.

© 2022 AKU, Kuramsal Egitimbilim Dergisi - Journal of Theoretical Educational Science, 15(1), 104-125



120 Zeynep TATLI, Seyma TURAN, Hawa YAMAN, & Sibel ER-NAS

References

Acar, S., Peker, B., & Kiiclikgengay, N. (2020). Opinions of secondary school teachers
from various departments about online education platforms. Journal Of Social,
Humanities and Administrative Sciences, 6(27), 901-925.
https://doi.org/10.31589/JOSHAS.347

Adigiizel, A. (2020). Teachers’ views on distance education and evaluation of student
success in the pandemic process. The Journal of National Education, 49(1), 253-
271. https://doi.org/10.37669/milliegitim.781998

Akgiil, F., Kiipeli, E., & Kur, 1. (2015). Identifying the computer literacy skill levels of
primary school teachers: The case of Kahramanmaras. Electronic Journal of Social
Sciences, 14(55), 207-219. https://doi.org/10.17755/esosder.44589

Albion, P. R. (2008). Web 2.0 in teacher education: Two imperatives for action.
Computers in the Schools, 25(3-4), 181-198.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07380560802368173

Almazon, R. S., Gil-Garcia, J. R., Luna-Reyes, L. F., Luna, D. E., & Diaz-Murillo, G.
(2011). The use of Web 2.0 on Mexican state websites: A three-year assessment.
Electronic Journal of e-Government, 9(2), 107-121.

Altmisik, S., & Orhan, F. (2002). The effects of multimedia learning environment on
the students’ attitudes and achievement in social studies. Hacettepe University
Journal of Education, 23, 41-49.

Amoroso, D. (2005). Use of online assessment tools to enhance student performance in
large classes. Information Systems Education Journal, 3(4), 1-10.

Arslan, S., & Sendurur, P. (2017). Investigation of changes in factors affecting the
technology integration in education. Mehmet Akif Ersoy University Journal of
Education Faculty, 4(3), 25-50. https://doi.org/10.21764/efd.21927

Assessment Reform Group [ARG]. (2002). Assessment for learning: 10 principles.
University of Cambridge School of Education.

Aytagli, B. (2012). A detailed analysis on case study. Adnan Menderes University
Faculty of Education Journal of Education Sciences, 3(1), 1-9.

Bakar, F., & Avan, C. (2019). Use of technology in measurement and evaluation:
Electronic portfolios. Social Scientific Centered Issues, 1(2), 37-42.

Bakioglu, B., & Cevik, M. (2020). Science teachers’ views on distance education in the
COVID-19 pandemic process. Turkish Studies, 15(4),109-129.
https://dx.doi.org/10.7827/TurkishStudies.43502

Black, P., & Wiliam, D. (1998). Inside the black box: Raising standards through
classroom assessment. Phi Delta Kappan, 80, 139-144.

Bozkurt, A. (2020). The coronavirus (Covid-19) pandemic process and evaluations on
education in the post-pandemic world: New normal and new education paradigm.
AUAd, 6(3), 112-142.

Bozkurt, A., Jung, I, Xiao, J., Vladimirschi, V., Schuwer, R., Egorov, G., ... &
Paskevicius, M. (2020). A global outlook to the interruption of education due to

COVID-19 pandemic: Navigating in a time of uncertainty and crisis. Asian Journal
of Distance Education, 15(1), 1-126. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenod0.3878572

© 2022 AKU, Kuramsal Egitimbilim Dergisi - Journal of Theoretical Educational Science, 15(1), 104-125


https://doi.org/10.31589/JOSHAS.347
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3878572

Need Analysis of a Web 2.0 Tool... 121

Bower, M. (2015). A typology of Web 2.0 learning technologies. Educause, 8(2), 2015.

Brader, A., Luke, A., Klenowski, V., Connolly, S., & Behzadpour, A. (2014). Designing
online assessment tools for disengaged youth. International Journal of Inclusive
Education, 18(7), 698-717. https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2013.817617

Bulus-Kirikkaya, E., Dag, F., Durdu, L., & Gerdan, S. (2016). CAI software for 8th
grade natural processes unit and its effect on academic success. Elementary
Education Online, 15(1) 234-250. : http://dx.doi.org/10.17051/i0.2016.11845

Burke, J., & Dempsey, M. (2020). COVID-19 practice in primary schools in Ireland
report. Maynooth University of Education. http://www.into.ie/app/uploads/2020/04
/Covid-19-Practice-in-Primary-Schools-Report-1.pdf

Biiyiikoztiirk, S., Cakmak, E., Akgiin, O. E., Karadeniz, S., & Demirel, F. (2015).
Bilimsel aragtirma ydontemleri [Scientific research methods]. Pegem Publications.

Cakir, H., & Topgu, H. (2005). Internet as a communication language. Erciyes
University Journal of Social Sciences Institute, 19(2), 71-96.

Can, E. (2020). Coronavirus (Covid-19) pandemic and its pedagogical reflections: Open
and distance education practices in Turkey. AUAd, 6(2), 11-53.

Celebi, C., & Satirli, H. (2021). Usage areas of Web 2.0 tools at primary school level.
Instructional ~ Technology  and Lifelong Learning, 2(1), 75-110.
https://doi.org/10.52911/itall.938122

Celik, T. (2021). Examining formative evaluation experiences of prospective social
studies teachers using Web 2.0 applications. Milli Egitim Dergisi, 50(231), 173-
198. https://doi.org/10.37669/milliegitim.713075

Cesur, E., & Yelken, T. (2015). Teachers’ opinions about intel teacher programme in-
service training with face to face education and distance education. Journal of
International Social Research, 8(38), 673-688.
https://doi.org/10.17719/jisr.20153813677

Chiheb, R., Faizi, R., & Afia, A. E. (2011). Using objective online testing tools to assess
students’ learning: Potentials and limitations. Journal of Theoretical and Applied
Information Technology, 24(1), 69-72.

Cho, V., Cheng, T. E., & Lai, W. J. (2009). The role of perceived user-interface design
in continued usage intention of self-paced e-learning tools. Computers &
Education, 53(2), 216-227. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2009.01.014

Cohen, J. (1960). A coefficient of agreement for nominal scales. Educational and
Psychological Measurement, 20(1), 37-46.

Davis, F. D., Bagozzi, R. P., & Warshaw, P. R. (1989). User acceptance of computer
technology-A comparison of two theoretical models. Management Science, 35(8),
982-1003.

Dogan, S., & Kocak, E. (2020). A study on distance learning activities in the context of
the EBA system. Journal of Economics and Social Research, 7(14), 111-124.
Drenoyianni, H., & Selwood, I. D. (1998). Conceptions or misconceptions? Primary

teachers’ perceptions and use of computers in the classroom. Education and
Information Technologies, 3(2), 87-99.

Durak, H., & Seferoglu, S. S. (2017). An examination of the factors that affect teachers’
technology use proficiency. In H. F. Odabasi, B. Akkoyunlu & A. Isman (Eds.),

© 2022 AKU, Kuramsal Egitimbilim Dergisi - Journal of Theoretical Educational Science, 15(1), 104-125


http://www.into.ie/app/uploads/2020/04/Covid-19-Practice-in-Primary-Schools-Report-1.pdf
http://www.into.ie/app/uploads/2020/04/Covid-19-Practice-in-Primary-Schools-Report-1.pdf

122 Zeynep TATLI, Seyma TURAN, Hawa YAMAN, & Sibel ER-NAS

Educational technology readings 2017 (pp. 537-556). TOJET-The Turkish Online
Journal of Educational Technology.

Eken, O., Tosun, N., & Tuzcu-Eken, D. (2020). Urgent and Compulsory Move to
Distance Education upon COVID-19: A General Evaluation. Milli Egitim Dergisi,
49(1), 113-128. https://doi.org/10.37669/milliegitim.780722

Elmahdi, 1., Al-Hattami, A., & Fawzi, H. (2018). Using technology for formative
assessment to improve students’ learning. Turkish Online Journal of Educational
Technology-TOJET, 17(2), 182-188.

Ertmer, P. A., Paul, A., Molly, L., Eva, R., & Denise, W. (1999). Examining teachers’
beliefs about the role of technology in the elementary classroom. Journal of
Research on Computing in Education, 32(1), 54-72.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08886504.1999.10782269

Evans, J. R., & Mathur, A. (2005). The value of online surveys. Internet Research, 15,
195-2109.

Guha, S. (2003). Are we all technically prepared? —Teachers’ perspective on the
causes of comfort or discomfort in using computers at elementary grade teaching.
Information Technology in Childhood Education Annual, 2003(1), 317-349.

Giinther, J. (2007). Digital natives and digital immigrants. Studienverlag.

Handal, B. (2004). Teachers’ instructional beliefs about integrating educational
technology. e-Journal of Instructional Science and Technology, 17(1), 1-10.

Hart, J. (2008). Understanding today’s learner. Learning Solutions Magazine, 22,1-11.

Harvey, T. (2019). Using ipads and seesaw for formative assessment in k2 classrooms.
[Conference presentation]. International Society for Technology in Education
(ISTE) 2019, Philadelphia, United States. https://conference.iste.org/2019/program/
search/detail_session.php?id=112113249

Hodges, C., Moore, S., Lockee, B., Trust, T., & Bond, A. (2020). The difference
between emergency remote teaching and online learning. Educause Review, 27(3),
1-15.

Inal, E., & Arslanbas, F. (2021). In teaching Turkish as a foreign language
communication focused Web 2.0 tools and application examples. Journal of
Bayburt Education Faculty, 16(Special Number), 228-249.
https://doi.org/10.35675/befdergi.850781

Kapuler, D. (2014). Top 100 sites and apps of 2014. Tech &Learning, 35(6),14-16.

Karadag, A. (2020, May 5). MEB kurumlar1 yonetmeliginde degisiklik resmi gazete'de.
Anadolu Agency. https://www.aa.com.tr/tr/egitim/meb-kurumlari-yonetmeliginde-
degisiklik-resmi- gazetede/1833220

Karaoglan-Yilmaz, F. G., & Binay-Eyiiboglu, F. A. (2018). Investigation of the
relationships between lifelong learning attitudes, digital native status and
technology acceptance of teachers in terms of each other and various variables.
International Journal of Education Science and Technology, 4(1), 1-17.

Kayacan, K., & Ulker, F. T. (2020). Technology for Education. In M. Zayyad & A. A.
Unsal (Eds.), Education research highlights in mathematics, science and
technology 2020 (pp. 33-46). ISRES Publishing

© 2022 AKU, Kuramsal Egitimbilim Dergisi - Journal of Theoretical Educational Science, 15(1), 104-125


https://doi.org/10.1080/08886504.1999.10782269
https://conference.iste.org/2019/program/search/detail_session.php?id=112113249
https://conference.iste.org/2019/program/search/detail_session.php?id=112113249
https://www.aa.com.tr/tr/egitim/meb-kurumlari-yonetmeliginde-degisiklik-resmi-%20gazetede/1833220
https://www.aa.com.tr/tr/egitim/meb-kurumlari-yonetmeliginde-degisiklik-resmi-%20gazetede/1833220

Need Analysis of a Web 2.0 Tool... 123

Keskin, M., & Kaya, D. O. (2020). Evaluation of students’ feedbacks on web-based
distance education in the COVID-19 process. Izmir Katip Celebi University Faculty
of Health Science Journal, 5(2), 59-67.

Konan, N. (2010). Computer literacy levels of teachers. Procedia-Social and Behavioral
Sciences, 2(2), 2567-2571. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.03.374

Lake, R., & Olson, L. (2020). Learning as we go: Principles for effective assessment
during the COVID-19 pandemic. Center on Reinventing Public Education.

Landis, J. R., & Koch, G. G. (1977). An application of hierarchical kappa-type statistics
in the assessment of majority agreement among multiple observers. Biometrics, 33,
363-374.

Martinez-Villasenor, M. D. L., Gonzalez-Mendoza, M., & Danvila Del Valle, I. (2014).
Enrichment of learner profile with ubiquitous user model interoperability.
Computacion Sistemas, 18(2), 359-374. https://doi.org/10.13053/CyS-18-2-2014-
037

Ministy of National Education [MoNE]. (2020). Sinif egitimi ogretmen rehber kitap¢igi.
https://odsgm.meb.gov.tr/meb_iys_dosyalar/2020_08/26145857_Sinif.pdf

Orhan-Goksiin, D., Filiz, O., & Kurt, A. A. (2018). Education bag: Development of a
social website which presents Web 2.0 tools in a categorical way. Ege Education
Journal, 19(2), 505-533. https://doi.org/10.12984/egeefd.437670

Ozer, M. (2020). Educational policy actions by the ministry of national education in the
times of covid-19 pandemic in Turkey. Kastamonu Education Journal, 28(3), 1124-
1129. https://doi.org/10.24106/kefdergi.722280

Ozpinar, 1. (2020). Preservice teachers’ use of Web 2.0 tools and perspectives on their
use in real classroom environments. Turkish Journal of Computer and Mathematics
Education (TURCOMAT), 11(3), 814-841.
https://doi.org/10.16949/turkbilmat.736600

Pamuk, S., Ulken, A., & Dilek, N. (2012). The investigation of preservice teachers’
technology integration competencies from technological pedagogical content
knowledge framework. Mustafa Kemal University Journal of Social Sciences
Institute 9(17), 415-438.

Prensky, M. (2010). Teaching digital natives: Partnering for real learning. Corwin A
Sage Company.

Seo, Y. J.,, & Woo, H. (2010). The identification, implementation, and evaluation of
critical user interface design features of computer-assisted instruction programs in
mathematics for students with learning disabilities. Computers & Education, 55(1),
363-377. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2010.02.002

Simsek, O., Bars, M., & Zengin, Y. (2017). The use of information and communication
technologies in the assessment and evaluation process in mathematics instruction.
International Journal of Curriculum and Instructional Studies (IJOCIS), 7(13),
189-207.

Sugar, W. (2002). Applying human-centered design to technology integration: Three
alternative technology perspectives. Journal of Computing in Teacher Education,
19(1), 12-17.

© 2022 AKU, Kuramsal Egitimbilim Dergisi - Journal of Theoretical Educational Science, 15(1), 104-125


https://odsgm.meb.gov.tr/meb_iys_dosyalar/2020_08/26145857_Sinif.pdf

124 Zeynep TATLI, Seyma TURAN, Hawa YAMAN, & Sibel ER-NAS

Siiral, 1., & Girmen, P. (2019). Digital assessment in social studies course. Eskisehir
Osmangazi University Journal of Social Sciences, 20(04), 289-304.
https://doi.org/10.17494/ogusbd.548361

Tasligay-Arslan, S. (2019). New generation exam tool Flipquiz. Abant Izzet Baysal
University Journal of the Faculty of Education, 19(4), 1538-1549.
https://doi.org/10.17240/aibuefd.2019..-518445

Tatli, Z. (2019). Ol¢me degerlendirmede Web 2.0 [Web 2.0 in assessment]. Pegem
Publications.

Tatl, Z., Er-Nas, S., Turan, S., & Yaman, H. (2021). Determination of the Classroom
Teachers’ Measurement and Assessment Needs in the Emergency Distance
Education Processes. Inonu University Journal of the Faculty of Education, 22(2),
953-987. https://doi.org/10.17679/inuefd.901997

Tath, Z., Ipek Akbulut, H.,, & Altmsik, D. (2019). Changing attitudes towards
educational technology usage in classroom: Web 2.0 tools. Malaysian Online
Journal of Educational Technology, 7(2), 1-19.
https://doi.org/10.17220/mojet.2019.02.001

Tuluk, A., & Yurdugiil, H. (2020). Design and development of a Web based dynamic
assessment system to increase students’ learning effectiveness. International
Journal  of  Assessment  Tools in  Education, 7(4), 631-656.
https://doi.org/10.21449/ijate.730454

UNESCO. (2020a). School closures caused by Coronavirus (Covid-19). UNESCO.
https://en.unesco.org/covid19/educationresponse

UNESCO. (2020b). Startling digital divides in distance learning emerge. UNESCO.
https://en.unesco.org/news/startling-digital-divides-distance-learning-emerge

UNICEF. (2020). UNICEF and Microsoft launch global learning platform to help
address COVID-19 education crisis. UNICEF. https://www.unicef.org/press-
releases/unicef-and-microsoft-launch-global-learning-platform-help-address-covid-
19-education

Vitanova, V., Atanasova-Pachemska, T., lliev, D., & Pachemska, S. (2015). Factors
affecting the development of ICT competencies of teachers in primary schools.
Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 191, 1087-1094.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.04.344

Wang, W.-T., & Wang, C.-C. (2009). An empirical study of instructor adoption of web-
based learning systems. Computers & Education, 53, 761-774.

World Health Organization [WHQO]. (2020, March). WHO director-general’s opening
remarks at the media briefing on COVID-19.
https://www.who.int/dg/speeches/detail/who-director-general-s-opening-remarks-
at-the-media-briefing-on-COVID-19

Yildinm, A., & Simsek, H. (2011). Qualitative research methods in the social sciences.
Seckin Publisher.

Yin, R. K. (2002). Case study research: Design and methods. SAGE Publications.

Yurdugiil, H., & Bayrak, F. (2014). The acceptance of Web based formative assessment
system for primary school students. Educational Sciences and Practice,13(26),
167-186.

© 2022 AKU, Kuramsal Egitimbilim Dergisi - Journal of Theoretical Educational Science, 15(1), 104-125


https://en.unesco.org/covid19/educationresponse
https://en.unesco.org/news/startling-digital-divides-distance-learning-emerge
https://www.unicef.org/press-releases/unicef-and-microsoft-launch-global-learning-platform-help-address-covid-19-education
https://www.unicef.org/press-releases/unicef-and-microsoft-launch-global-learning-platform-help-address-covid-19-education
https://www.unicef.org/press-releases/unicef-and-microsoft-launch-global-learning-platform-help-address-covid-19-education
https://www.who.int/dg/speeches/detail/who-director-general-s-opening-remarks-at-the-media-briefing-on-COVID-19
https://www.who.int/dg/speeches/detail/who-director-general-s-opening-remarks-at-the-media-briefing-on-COVID-19

Need Analysis of a Web 2.0 Tool...

125

Zarzycka-Piskorz, E. (2016). Kahoot it or not? Can games be motivating in learning
grammar?. Teaching English with Technology, 16(3), 17-36.

Zhao, Y. (2007). Social studies teachers’ perspectives of technology integration.
Journal of Technology and Teacher Education, 15(3), 311-333.

Appendix 1

Initial version of interview questions

Final version of interview questions after
validity and reliability studies

Which of the Web 2.0 environments do you use for
ME?

For what features do you prefer the ME Web 2.0
tools you have used?

What Web 2.0 tools do you use for ME?

For what features do you prefer the Web 2.0
tools you use for ME?

What features do you think a well-designed Web 2.0
tool should have?

Which of the Web 2.0 environments you use, do you
like the feedback system? Why?

Which features should be taken into account in
the Web 2.0 tool that will be developed for
ME?

What information about student usage should
be shared with the teacher?

What information should be shared with
students about their situation?

What information should be shared with
parents about their situation?

What features should be included in the
feedback system given to the student?

Added Interview Questions

Which motivational features should be
included for students to prefer the Web 2.0
tool to be prepared for ME?

Which motivational features should be
included for PE teachers to prefer the Web 2.0
tool to be prepared for ME?

@@@ This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative CommonsAttribution-
NonCommercial-ShareAlike 4.0 International (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0). For further information, you can

refer tohttps://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/4.0/

© 2022 AKU, Kuramsal Egitimbilim Dergisi - Journal of Theoretical Educational Science, 15(1), 104-125


https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/4.0/

