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ABSTRACT

As they provide a fresh perspective to comprehend a difficult topic, metaphors
can be seen as interpretive communication tools. The objective of this study was
to examine, via a metaphorical analysis, how pre-service EFL teachers view the
ideas about technology and Web 2.0 tools. 97 students from a state university's
department of ELT participated in the study throughout the 2022-2023 academic
year. Because it describes the current condition, the study is descriptive. As a data
collection instrument, a metaphor elicitation sheet including two prompts
“Technology is (like).......
because.......... ” was utilized to get the data. A qualitative data study design was
employed to examine the data. The phenomenological research design was
adopted in this current study. The procedures for the data analysis were the
naming/labeling stage, sorting stage, categorizing stage, determining the inter-
rater reliability ratio, and analyzing the data quantitatively. In order to ensure
inter-reliability, the two faculty members were asked to review the accuracy of the
metaphors. The results indicated that pre-service EFL teachers had positive and
negative metaphors for technology and Web 2.0 technologies.
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Introduction

Advances in technology have affected the structures and functions of educational institutions.
Children of today, referred to as the “net generation” (Tapscott, 1998) or “digital natives” (Prensky,
2001), are primarily accustomed to using digital programs. Therefore, the emergence of these 21st-
century skills including effective communication, analytical thinking, and problem-solving requires
educators to benefit from technology and multimedia technologies in education (Niess, 2005).

The current education system expects teachers to train individuals who can use technology correctly
for educational purposes. Teachers need to acquire technological abilities so as to update themselves
professionally and interact with students better (Sarag, 2015). Lee & Tsai (2010) indicated that
educators should successfully utilize their pedagogical, technological, and content competencies so
as to replace classrooms from teacher-centered settings with collaborative and interactive places.
Many technological tools can be used by teachers to provide learning environments that offer
innovative learning approaches that integrate the use of digital technologies into their teaching
processes. A good example of them is Web 2.0 technology. The concept of Web 2.0 was first revealed
by Tim O'Reilly (O'Reilly, 2005). Web 2.0 was created as a new tool that enables individuals to
actively use the Internet in a collaborative atmosphere (Horzum & Aydemir, 2014). Web 2.0
applications refer to “web-based technologies through which users can contribute content on the
Internet” (Park, 2013). Due to the development of these applications, users are able to produce and
consume content (Cormode & Krishnamurthy, 2008).

Tu, et al. (2008) stated that Web 2.0 is also described as an internet technology that promises to
improve user collaboration, sharing of knowledge, and creativity. Web 2.0 allows individuals to act
as a team, and actively interact with each other to create content that increases knowledge, shares
information online, and facilitates communication (Halim & Hashim, 2019). Unlike Web 1.0
technology, which allows the information presented to be read only on the screen, Web 2.0 tools
focus on the same goal by uniting many users in a social and active environment and can activate
the user in an interactive environment (O'Reilly, 2007). Thus, the internet environment turns from
being a setting where ready information is directly consumed, to an interactive setting where content
is created, and shared with the participants (Horzum, 2010). As far as education is concerned, Web
2.0 tools have many positive contributions to the teaching-learning process. Huang et. al., (2009)
emphasized that Web 2.0 tools provide a positive and encouraging learning setting that supports
learning, provides active participation, encourages cooperation, and increases student participation
In this sense, pre-service teachers' perspectives are essential since they enable them to utilize digital
tool chances more effectively (Celik & Kahyaoglu, 2007). One of the beneficial mental tools for
eliciting opinions on technology and Web 2.0 technologies is the use of metaphors (Saban et al.,
2007).

Pannabecker (1991) asserts that metaphors are linguistic strategies employed across all subject areas.
According to Saban et al. (2007), metaphors are powerful cognitive ideas that communicate an
abstract, complicated, or speculative topic or event. According to Kog¢ (2013), metaphors convey
one's own opinions, attitudes, or sentiments regarding a subject or circumstance. Metaphors can be
regarded as a cognitive tool in educational environments that facilitate the work of both educators
and learners, due to their memory-supportive function in coding and subsequently recovering new
information, they can aid in concentrating attention and aiding the development of new expression
(Acgikgoz, 2002). Therefore, questioning the metaphors that pre-service teachers use to describe
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technology use and Web 2.0 tools could considerably be more beneficial than understanding how

pre-service teachers define these terms. A great deal of research has been carried out in recent years
with respect to the incorporation of digital technologies in EFL classes (Asiksoy, 2018; Brenner, 2014;
Cakar & Solak, 2014; Hafner & Miller, 2011; Kessler et al., 2012; Kavands, 2012; Kizil, 2017; Lee, 2010;
Sar1, 2019; Selevi¢iené & Burksaitiené, 2016; Wang & Vasquez, 2012). According to Wang and
Vasquez's (2012) study, using these technologies in the classroom boosted students' overall writing
abilities and helped them apply writing strategies more effectively. The research also illustrated that
Web 2.0 technologies enable students to be involved in comfortable, collaborative, and social
environments. Kavand1 (2012) looked into whether blogs improved students' ability to write in
English. The findings showed that students' writing abilities were favorably impacted, and there
were improvements in their ideas, word selections, sentence fluency, and presentational abilities.
According to Flores (2015), gamification in the second language classroom enhances writing,
reading, and speaking skills and encourages engagement and teamwork. The instructor can design
meaningful experiences through gamification that will help students shift from a strictly game-
oriented attitude to a techno-constructivist mindset. Therefore, research on how Web 2.0
technologies impact language acquisition has revealed that these resources support and expedite
the process while also enhancing students' motivation and attitudes toward learning the target
language (Grant, 2016; Kizil, 2017).

To learn more about the perspectives, opinions, and attitudes of pre-service teachers concerning
technology and Web 2.0 tools, some academics have also recently conducted metaphor studies
(Akdemir et al., 2015; Aydogmus & Arslantas, 2021; Gok & Erdogan, 2010; Goksu & Kogak, 2020;
Gurol & Donmus, 2010; Ulu Kalin & Birisgi, 2018; Kiigiik & Yalgin, 2014). Gok & Erdogan (2010)
investigated pre-service teachers” perceptions towards technology through metaphorical analysis.
The study's findings showed that pre-service teachers generally had favorable opinions about
technology. Furthermore, but not according to gender or grade, pre-service teachers' opinions on
technology vary greatly depending on the participants' GPA and their proficiency with it. Similarly,
Gurol & Donmus (2020) investigated the metaphors of pre-service teachers about social networks.
The pre-service teachers’ metaphors for the social network concept are further broken down into
seven categories. Gender and class level have no discernible effects on how pre-service teachers view
the idea of social networks.

Another study conducted by Ulu Kalin & Birisgi, (2018) examined the metaphorical perspectives of
pre-service teachers through Web 2.0 tools. The research's participants came up with 72 legitimate
metaphors for Web 2.0 technology. The research revealed that these technologies were identified by
pre-service teachers as an all-inclusive toolbox, reflective, has the ability to change, octopus, fun, a
robot that can do any task, canvas, and informative. Aydogmus & Aslantas (2021) investigated the
perceptions of pre-service teachers on the concept of Web 2.0 applications through metaphors. The
findings indicated that most participants used favorable metaphors to describe Web 2.0 tools. The
following seven categories for metaphors were established such as a platform for invention and
development, a setting for social involvement and enjoyment, a platform for generating and
producing information, a platform for measurement and evaluation, and a platform for Web 2.0
among others. Overall, after reviewing the available research, it has been determined that the use
of these applications by students has a favorable effect on their attitudes, perceptions, and
motivation to study a foreign language. Given that the current change in the educational system is
a result of technological innovation, it is recommended in the associated literature that digital tools
be included in educational settings (Elmas & Geban, 2012).
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The research has shown that teachers' technology perceptions affect their technology usage degrees
(Benson, et al., 2004). Pre-service teachers need access to the skills and information related to using
technology in undergraduate education in order to form positive opinions about technology
(Cagiltay et al., 2007). Pre-service training is necessary for educators to benefit from technology
efficiently in teaching processes. To be able to carry out this training appropriately, it is crucial to
investigate the perceptions and attitudes of pre-service teachers toward these technologies.

As far as literature is concerned, despite the fact that there have been studies looking into Web 2.0
tools' effects on the EFL teaching process (Flores, 2015; Kavandi, 2012; Kizil, 2017; Wang & Vasquez,
2012) as well as studies looking into metaphors created by pre-service teachers for the concepts of
technology and Web 2.0 tools (Aydogmus & Aslantas, 2021; Gok & Erdogan, 2010; Gurol & Donmus,
2020), The metaphorical perceptions of pre-service EFL teachers toward technology and Web 2.0
applications have not been studied in the literature. The goal of the research is to investigate pre-
service EFL teachers' perceptions in terms of technology and Web 2.0 tools in education through a
metaphorical analysis. The following inquiries will be answered with respect to this study:

1. Which metaphors do pre-service EFL teachers employ to explain the concept of
technology?

2. Which metaphors do pre-service EFL teachers employ to explain the concept of Web 2.0
tools?

3. In what conceptual categories do pre-service EFL teachers utilize metaphors to explain
the concept of technology?

4. In what conceptual categories do pre-service EFL teachers utilize metaphors to explain
the concept of Web 2.0 tools?

Method

Research Design

In order to investigate pre-service EFL teachers’” perceptions of the concepts of technology and Web
2.0 tools in education, the phenomenological research design, which is defined as obtaining in-depth
information about the reactions and experiences of the participant group through metaphors, was
adopted in this current study (Yoos, 1971). Phenomenology is used to identify common patterns and
to define and explain participant-generated meanings or phenomena (Annells, 2006). As part of the
phenomenological approach, a technique called metaphor analysis, which is used to thoroughly
investigate new metaphors by illuminating underlying conceptualizations (Guerrero & Villamil,
2002), provided the framework for data collection and analysis. Students' comprehension of the
various meanings of a single word may be expanded with the aid of metaphor theory, which can
also enhance the communication skills of listeners or speakers (CAI, 2003).

Participants

During the spring semester of the school year 2022-2023, 97 participants in the department of ELT
at Tokat Gaziosmanpasa University in Turkey participated in the current study. This study group
was chosen according to the convenience sampling method. A convenience sample is a subset of

860



A Metaphorical Analysis: Pre-service EFL Teachers’” Perceptions on the
Concepts of “Technology” and “Web 2.0 Tools”

individuals who are (conveniently) available for research. This kind of sampling obviously has the

benefit of convenience (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2003). Table 1 provides the participants' demographics.

Table 1
The Participants’ Demographics
N %
Gender Female 64 66
Male 33 34
Age 18-20 51 52.6
21-23 37 38.1
24-26 6 6.2
26-30 3 3.1
Year of Study Freshmen 42 43.3
Sophomores 25 25.8
Juniors 30 30.9
Total 97 100%

Table 1 shows that 66% (f=61) of participants were female students, while 33% (f=33) were male
students between the ages of 18 and 30. Regarding their year of study, 43.3% (f=42) of the participants
were freshman students, 25.8% (f= 25) of them were sophomore students, and 30.9% (f= 30) were
juniors.

Data Collection

The ethics committee of Tokat Gaziosmanpasa University's Social and Humanities Research granted
authorization for this study in a judgment dated April 25, 2023, and designated as decision number
07.35. The information was gathered using a metaphor inference sheet that the researcher had
created based on an earlier study (Saban et al., 2007). The instrument's initial section is intended to
gather demographic data related to individuals, such as their age, gender, and class level. The
second part of the instrument aimed to reveal the mental images of the concepts with the prompts
“Technology (like)...because ...and Web 2.0 tools (like)...because...”. To gather participants' quick
reactions to concepts rather than lengthy dissertations on them, students had one class period (about
45 minutes) to compose a paper on a metaphorical picture that exemplified their expert ideas. The
participants were instructed to use the term "because” when describing the likeness allowing them
to express their thoughts.

Data Analysis

The current study followed Saban, et al. (2006) metaphor analysis approach. Following those steps
was the data analysis: (1) “Naming/labeling stage”, (2) “Sorting (explanation and elimination)
stage”, (3) “Categorizing stage”, (4) “Determining the inter-rater reliability ratio”, and (5)
“Analyzing the data quantitatively”. In the naming/labeling stage, the valid metaphors were listed
and invalid metaphors were identified and excluded. In the sorting stage, the metaphors were
examined one by one and categorized in terms of their similarities and their common elements. Not
every participant produced an analyzable valid metaphor, Invalid metaphors were eliminated. As a
result of the elimination process of invalid metaphors, 73 valid metaphors were obtained for the
concept of technology and 81 valid metaphors for Web 2.0 technologies. In the category
development stage, metaphors were divided into groups based on their shared components. Valid
metaphors developed by pre-service EFL teachers for two concepts were classified into 6 categories.
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In the inter-reliability stage, the metaphor categories were evaluated by two expert academicians
outside the study. The formula of Miles & Huberman (1994) (reliability= the total number of
agreements / the total number of agreements + disagreement) was utilized in order to estimate the
inter-rater reliability rate. Accordingly, 73 valid metaphors for the concept of technology and 81
valid metaphors for the concept of Web 2.0 tools were classified by the two independent coders, and
the level of agreement between the individual ratings and the researcher’s rating was .97 and .96 for
the first term technology and .97 and .98 for the second term Web 2.0 tools respectively.

Findings
Findings of the Concept of Technology

The results related to the metaphors developed by the pre-service EFL teachers about technology
and the conceptual themes of the metaphors were offered in Table 2:

Table 2
Codes and Conceptual Themes for the Concept of “Technology’
Conceptual Categories Codes
A Required Entity Water (6), soil (2), friend (1), food (1), tree (3), oxygen (2), puzzle
piece (3), heart (1)
An Assistive Entity Bridge (1), study aid (2), light (3), tool (1), partner (1), salt (1),
medicine (2), food supplement (4), method (1), key (1)
A Pathfinder Guide (3), map (1), lighthouse (1)
A Multi-dimensional Entity Foreign country (2), musical note (1), repair kit (1), book (1),

rainbow (2), mobile phone (1), baking powder (1), encyclopedia (1)

A Facilitator Teacher (3), robot (1), kitchen robot (1), interactive whiteboard (2),
backpack (1), ray (1), wing (1), assistant (2), mother (2)
A Beneficial & Harmful Entity Vehicle (4), chaos (1), inflation (1), bicycle (1), sword 1)

When Table 2 is examined, the results indicated that 97 participants produced a total of 73 well-
articulated metaphors for technology. As seen in Figure 1, the metaphors were categorized into 6
categories. Categories related to the metaphors are as follows: technology “as a required entity”
including 8 codes; technology “as an assistive entity” including 10 codes; technology “as a
pathfinder” including 3 codes; technology “as a multi-dimensional entity” including 8 codes;
technology “as a facilitator” including 7 codes and technology “as a beneficial & harmful entity”
including 5 codes. As a result of the study, the words “water” (six times), “food supplement”(four),
“vehicle” (four), “teacher” (three times), and “guide” (three times) appeared most frequently. The
percentages and frequencies of the conceptual categories for the concept of technology are seen in
Table 2.
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Table 3
Conceptual Categories for the Concept of “Technology”
Conceptual categories Range f %o
As a Required Entity 8 19 26.02
As an Assistive Entity 10 17 23.28
As a Pathfinder 3 5 6.84
As a Multi-dimensional Entity 8 10 13.69
As a Facilitator 9 14 19.17
As a Beneficial & Harmful Entity 5 8 10.95
Total 41 73 100

As seen in Table 3, the conceptual category of technology “as a required entity” included the highest
frequency of metaphors created by the participants. In this category, 26.02% of the participants (f=19)
produced 8 types of metaphors in order to identify the term technology. The category “as an assistive
entity” received the second-highest number of metaphors. 23.28% of the participants (f=17)
developed 10 types of metaphors as an assistive entity. The conceptual category of technology “as a
pathfinder” had the lowest quantity of metaphors. In this category, 6.84% of the participants (f=5)
developed 3 types of metaphors for the technology concept.

Main Conceptual Categories for the Concept of Technology

Table 4 displays the counts and percentages of metaphors developed by pre-service EFL teachers
under the technology category as a Required Entity:

Table 4
Metaphors for the Conceptual Category “as a Required Entity”
Metaphor Name f %
Water 6 8.21
Soil 2 2.73
Friend 1 1.36
Food 1 1.36
Tree 3 4.10
Oxygen 2 2.73
A puzzle piece 3 4.10
Heart 1 1.36
Total 19 26.02

According to Table 4, it has been concluded that participants developed a total of 19 metaphors
related to the technology “as a required entity” category. The most frequently used metaphors
related to this category were “water” (f=6); “tree” (f=3) and “a puzzle piece” (f=3) as technology is
regarded as the essential and obligatory element for education. Some examples of the metaphors
were illustrated below:

Technology looks like water because just as water is essential and necessary for our lives,
technology is a necessary and compulsory structure for education.
Technology is like a piece of a jigsaw since it is now such an integral and necessary component of

education.

The details related to the metaphors under the category of technology as an Assistive Entity are
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presented in Table 5.
Table 5
Metaphors for the Conceptual Category “as an Assistive Entity”
Metaphor Name f %
Study Aid 2 2.73
Key 1 1.36
Method 1 1.36
Food supplement 4 5.47
Medicine 2 2.73
Salt 1 1.36
Partner 1 1.36
Tool 1 1.36
Light 3 4.10
Bridge 1 1.36
Total 17 23.28

As seen in Table 5, it is concluded that participants produced a total of 17 metaphors within the

conceptual category of technology as an assistive entity. The most frequently used metaphors

produced by pre-service EFL teachers regarding this category were “food supplement” (f=4) and

“light” (f=3) as technology supports education in an effective way. Some examples related to this

conceptual category were as follows:

Technology is like food supplements because technology supports education. Education has

become more alive thanks to technology.

Technology is like a food supplement because, with the contribution of technology, the education

process becomes stronger and more effective.

Table 6 lists the frequencies and proportions of the metaphors developed by the participants under

the heading of technology as a Pathfinder.

Table 6
Metaphors for the Conceptual Category “as a Pathfinder”
Metaphor Name f %
Guide 3 4.10
Map 1 1.36
Lighthouse 1 1.36
Total 5 6.84

According to Table 6, it has been concluded that participants produced a total of 5 metaphors
regarding the conceptual category of technology as a pathfinder. The most frequently used
metaphor produced by pre-service EFL teachers regarding this category was “guide” (f=3) as

technology assists students in their learning process and helps them reach their learning objectives.

Some examples related to this conceptual category were as follows:

Technology can guide students' learning journey and students can achieve their learning goals by

using technology.

Technology looks like a lighthouse because the use of technology illuminates and guides us in our

learning process.

864



A Metaphorical Analysis: Pre-service EFL Teachers’” Perceptions on the
Concepts of “Technology” and “Web 2.0 Tools”

The frequencies and distribution of the metaphors participants used to describe technology as a
Multi-dimensional Entity are presented in Table 7.

Table 7
Metaphors for the Conceptual Category “as a Multi-dimensional Entity”
Metaphor Name f %
Foreign country 2 2.73
Musical note 1 1.36
Repair kit 1 1.36
Book 1 1.36
Rainbow 2 2.73
Mobile phone 1 1.36
Baking powder 1 1.36
Encyclopedia 1 1.36
Total 10 13.69

Table 7 demonstrated that participants developed a total of 10 metaphors including eight different
metaphors. The most frequently used metaphor produced by pre-service EFL teachers regarding
this category were “foreign country” (f=2) and “rainbow” (f=2) as it offers a variety of opportunities.
Some of the responses developed by the students were as follows:

Technology is like a foreign country because, with technology, we meet new places, new languages,
and new people, just like when we go abroad.

Technology is similar to a rainbow because it offers us new colors and different perspectives.

The details of the metaphors produced by the participants under the technology category as a
Facilitator were presented in Table 8.

Table 8
Metaphors for the Conceptual Category “as a Facilitator”
Metaphor Name f %
Kitchen robot 1 1.36
Robot 1 1.36
Wing 1 1.36
Backpack 1 1.36
Ray 1 1.36
Interactive whiteboard 2 2.73
Mother 2 2.73
Teacher 3 4.10
Assistant 2 2.73
Total 14 19.17

Table 8 shows that pre-service EFL teachers created a total of 14 metaphors under the category of
technology as a facilitator. The participants used the metaphor “teacher” (f=3) the most as it offers
methods for facilitating our learning process. Some examples of this conceptual category were
illustrated below:

Technology is just like a teacher because provides ways to facilitate our learning process.

Technology looks like a mother because it can reach anything at any time.
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Table 9 lists the details of the metaphors participants created for the technology category as a
beneficial & harmful entity.

Table 9
Metaphors for the Conceptual Category “as a Beneficial & Harmful Entity”
Metaphor Name f %
Vehicle 4 5.47
Chaos 1 1.36
Inflation 1 1.36
Bicycle 1 1.36
Sword 1 1.36
Total 8 10.95

Table 9 demonstrated that a total of 8 metaphors were developed by pre-service EFL teachers for the
technology as a beneficial & harmful entity. The participants used the metaphor “vehicle” (f=4) the
most in order to classify technology within this category. Some examples of this conceptual category
are presented below:

Technology is similar to a car in that you can get where you're going if you drive cautiously and
competently, but if you're reckless, you'll crash.

Technology is like a sword in that it must be used properly or it may hurt the person using it.
Findings of the Concept of Web 2.0 Tools

Table 10 provides the findings of the metaphors created for Web 2.0 tools by pre-service EFL teachers
and the conceptual themes of the metaphors:

Table 10
Codes and Conceptual Themes for the Concept of “Web 2.0 Tools”
Conceptual Categories Codes
An essential entity Bread (2), heart (1), book design (1), piece of puzzle (1), air (1),

coach (1), seed (1), wheel (1), tree root (1), salt (1), vegetable (1),
fuel oil (2), source of food (1), family (1)

A source of information Knowledge (1), friend (2), ocean (1), teacher (1), book (3),
library (8), information store (1), encyclopedia (1),
A collaborative & social environment Shopping (1), sibling (1), ant nest (1), communication (1),
information exchange (1), cooperation (1), friendship (1), virtual
class (3)
A fun & attractive environment Spice (2), trainer (1), musical Note (2), comedy movie (2),

evening dessert (1), elixir of happiness (1),
An assistive & facilitative environment Tap (1), chauffeur (2), tree branch (2), tools (2), steering wheel
(1), iron (1), repair kit (1), swimming ring (1), audio keyboard
(1), robotic vacuum cleaner (1), bicycle (1), computer (1),
assistant (2), co-pilot (1), saving (1), vehicle (1), pencil (1), key
M
A constructive environment Magic wand (1), vitamin (1), small appliances (1), junction (1),
vase (1), flower (1)
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As seen in Table 10, 97 participants produced 81 well-articulated metaphors for the concept of Web

2.0 tools and they were categorized into 6 categories. Categories related to metaphors are as follows:
Web 2.0 tools “as an essential entity” including 14 codes; “as a source of information” including 8
codes; “as a collaborative & social environment” including 8 codes; “as a fun & attractive
environment” including 6 codes; “as an assistive & facilitative environment” including 18 codes and
“as a constructive environment” including 6 codes. As seen in Table 9, the metaphors “library” (8
times), “book” (3 times), and “virtual class” (3 times) appeared most frequently. The percentages
and frequencies of the conceptual categories for the concept of technology are seen in Table 11.

Table 11.
Conceptual Categories for the Concept of “Web 2.0 Tools”
Conceptual categories Number of Metaphors f %o
As an Essential Entity 14 16 19.75
As a Source of Information 8 18 22.22
As a Collaborative & Social Environment 8 10 12.34
As a Fun &Attractive Environment 6 9 11.11
As an Assistive & Facilitative Environment 18 22 27.16
As a Constructive Environment 6 6 07.40
Total 60 81 100%

As seen in Table 11, the conceptual category of Web 2.0 tools “as an assistive & facilitative
environment” included the highest frequency of metaphors created by the participants. In this
category, 27.16% of the participants (f=22) produced 18 different metaphors to describe the term.
The conceptual category “as a resource of information” has the second-highest number of
metaphors. 22.22% of the participants (f=18) developed 8 different metaphors as a source of
knowledge. The conceptual category of Web 2.0 technologies “as a constructive environment” had
the lowest quantity of metaphors. In this category, 07.40% of the participants (f=6) developed 6
different metaphors for Web 2.0 tools.

Main Conceptual Categories for Web 2.0 Tools

The detailed information about metaphors for the conceptual category “as an Essential Entity” is
shown in Table 12:
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Table 12
Metaphors for the Conceptual Category “as an Essential Entity”
Metaphor Name f %
Piece of puzzle 1 1.23
Air 1 1.23
Coach 1 1.23
Apricot seed 1 1.23
Wheel 1 1.23
Tree root 1 1.23
Salt 1 1.23
Vegetable 1 1.23
Fuel oil 2 2.46
Source of food 1 1.23
Family 1 1.23
Bread 2 2.46
Heart 1 1.23
Book design 1 1.23
Total 16 19.75

According to Table 12, it is seen that participants developed a total of 16 metaphors for the
conceptual category of Web 2.0 tools “as an essential entity”. The most frequently used metaphors
related to this category were “fuel oil” (f=2); and “bread” (f=2) as technology is necessary for
education. Some related examples are illustrated below:

Web 2.0 technologies are similar to bread because they are as necessary as bread

Web 2.0 tools look like fuel oil because a car cannot run without gasoline, and because these tools
provide the fuel we need for training.

Table 13
Metaphors for the Conceptual Category “as a Source of Information”
Metaphor Name f %
Knowledge 1 1.23
Friend 2 2.46
Ocean 1 1.23
Teacher 1 1.23
Library 8 9.87
Book 3 3.70
Information store 1 1.23
Encyclopedia 1 1.23
Total 18 2222

According to Table 13, participants produced a total of 18 metaphors pertaining to Web 2.0 tools “as
a source of information”. “Library” (f=8) and “book” (f=3) were the most commonly used metaphors
in this category. In this category, technology is thought to have a diversity of material that enables
pupils to explore a wide range of topics. Some examples of the metaphors were seen below:

Web 2.0 tools are similar to libraries in that they include a wealth of knowledge on a wide range of
topics.

Web 2.0 tools are similar to books because, like books, Web 2.0 tools allow us to access a lot of
information.
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The details of the metaphors created by the participants under the conceptual category of Web 2.0
tools “as a collaborative & social environment” are presented in Table 14.

Table 14.
Metaphors for the Conceptual Category “as a Collaborative & Social Environment”
Metaphor Name f %
Virtual classroom 3 3.70
Friendship 1 1.23
Cooperation 1 1.23
Info exchange 1 1.23
Communication 1 1.23
Shopping 1 1.23
Ant nest 1 1.23
Sibling 1 1.23
Total 10 12.34

According to Table 14, it is seen that 12.34 % of the participants developed a total of 10 metaphors
related to the conceptual category of Web 2.0 tools “as a collaborative & social environment”. The
most frequently used metaphor related to this category was “virtual classroom” (f=3). Some
examples of the metaphors were as follows:

Web 2.0 applications are similar to a virtual classroom because Web 2.0 technologies foster
collaboration between students and teachers.

Web 2.0 applications are similar to ant nests because everything/everyone works in harmony

Table 15 lists the occurrences and proportions of the metaphors produced by the participants
under the conceptual category of Web 2.0 tools “as a fun & attractive environment.”

Table 15
Metaphors for the Conceptual Category “As a Fun & Attractive Environment”
Metaphor Name f %
Elixir of happiness 1 1.23
Evening dessert 1 1.23
Comedy movie 2 2.46
Musical note 2 2.46
Spice 2 2.46
Trainer 1 1.23
Total 9 11.11

Table 15 indicated that 11.11 % of participants produced 9 metaphors related to the conceptual
category of “as a fun & attractive environment”. The most frequently used metaphors related to this
category were “comedy movie” (f=2); “musical note” (f=2); and “spice” (f=2). Some examples of the
metaphors were illustrated below:

Web 2.0 technologies are similar to spice because they speed up the learning process and make it
more interesting

Web 2.0 tools are like comedy movies because they entertain us in the learning process.
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The details of the metaphors created by the respondents for the category as an assistive & facilitative

environment are presented in Table 16.

Table 16
Metaphors for the Conceptual Category “as an Assistive & Facilitative Environment”

Metaphor Name f %
Tap 1 1.23
Chauffeur 2 2.46
Tree branch 2 2.46
Tools 2 2.46
Steering Wheel 1 1.23
Iron 1 1.23
Repair kit 1 1.23
Swimming ring 1 1.23
Audio Keyboard 1 1.23
Robotic vacuum cleaner 1 1.23
Bicycle 1 1.23
Computer 1 1.23
Assistant 2 2.46
Co-pilot 1 1.23
Saving 1 1.23
Vehicle 1 1.23
Pencil 1 1.23
Key 1 1.23
Total 22 27.16

Table 16 indicated that 27.16 % of participants created a total of 22 metaphors for the conceptual

category “as an assistive & facilitative environment”. The most frequently used metaphors related
to this category were “chauffeur” (f=2); “tree branch” (f=2); “tools” (f=2) and “assistant” (f=2) as Web
2.0 tools serve as a facilitator in the learning process. Some examples of the metaphors are illustrated

below:

Web 2.0 technologies are comparable to a co-pilot because they enable teachers to communicate

their courses and facilitate their job. It's similar to the co-pilot offering assistance to the captain.

The details of the metaphors created by the participants under the conceptual category of Web 2.0

tools as a constructive environment are presented in Table 17.

Table 17
Metaphors for the Conceptual Category “as a Constructive Environment”
Metaphor Name f %
Magic wand 1 1.23
Vitamin 1 1.23
Small appliances 1 1.23
Junction 1 1.23
Vase 1 1.23
Flower 1 1.23
Total 6 7.40
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Table 17 indicated that 07.40 % of participants created a total of 6 metaphors related to the conceptual
category of Web 2.0 tools “as a constructive environment”. Some examples of the metaphors were
as follows:

Web 2.0 tools are like magic wands because they encourage students' active participation and help
them develop themselves.

Discussion and Conclusion

The aim of this research is to use metaphorical analysis to investigate how pre-service EFL teachers
view technology and Web 2.0 technologies. According to the results, pre-service EFL teachers
created 73 well-articulated metaphors for technology. The conceptual categories for the concept of

/a7 /a7

technology included technology “as a required entity”, “as an assistive entity “as a pathfinder”, “as

s’ “”

a multi-dimensional entity”, “as a facilitator” and “as a beneficial & harmful entity”. The most

1 /A7 /7]

common metaphors were “water”, “food supplement”, “vehicle”, “teacher”, and “guide”. The
results indicated that the majority (89%) of study participants employed favorable metaphors to
describe technology, while 11% of the participants used both positive and negative metaphors.
When the conceptual categories were evaluated, individuals tended to view technology as a
necessary entity. The study's results agree with those of past studies, which showed that pre-service
teachers had favorable opinions of technology (Akdemir et al., 2015; Gok & Erdogan, 2010; Goksu
& Kogak, 2020; Kuru & Kuru, 2019; Kiigiik & Yalgin, 2014; Usta & Korkmaz, 2010). One of these
studies conducted by Gok & Erdogan (2010) examined how pre-service teachers view technology
through metaphorical analysis. The study concluded that the participants’ perceptions towards
technology were positive and the most common metaphors were revealed as water, chameleon, and
human. Some of the categories discovered in this study were comparable to those produced by Gok
& Erdogan (2010) and Kiiglik & Yalgin (2014) which were as follows: “required”, “beneficial &
harmful” and “making life easier”. Another study by Goksu & Kogak (2020) investigated pre-service
teachers' metaphorical attitudes toward technology in education which were consistent with the
results of the first research question of the current study. Participants in the study came up with 147
different metaphors for educational technology in total. Water, brain, oxygen, medicine, puzzle, and
guide were some of the most popular metaphors, and these concepts were parallel with the current
study’s results. The metaphors created by pre-service teachers demonstrated that pre-service
teachers believe that technology is an essential tool for facilitating and accelerating learning, which
supports the findings of the current study.

Other findings of the research illustrated that 81 well-structured metaphors for Web 2.0 technologies
were created by the pre-service EFL teachers. The findings showed that participants created
tavorable metaphors for Web 2.0 applications, which agreed with the results of the earlier research
(Asiksoy, 2018; Ava & Atik, 2020; Aydogmus & Arslantas, 2021; Ugar & Yazici, 2021; Ulu-Kalin &
Birisci, 2018). In Aval & Atik’s (2020) study, preschool and elementary school teachers used a total
of 54 metaphors regarding Web 2.0 applications. The findings revealed that participants had
optimistic attitudes regarding Web 2.0 technologies and believed that incorporating these tools into
the teaching-learning procedure would boost pedagogy. In a similar vein, other studies found that
students have favorable opinions toward the application of Web 2.0 technologies in learning (Chen
2009; Dippold 2009; Lord 2008), which were consistent with those of the current study.
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The conceptual categories used in the current study to categorize Web 2.0 technologies were
revealed “as an essential entity”; “as a source of information”; “as a collaborative & social
environment”; “as a fun & attractive environment”; “as an assistive & facilitative environment” and
“as a constructive environment”. The most common metaphors were “library”, “book”, and “virtual
class”. As a consequence of the research, participants mostly considered Web 2.0 tools as assistive &
facilitative tools. The study's conclusions were consistent with those of earlier studies (Aydogmus
& Arslantas, 2021; Aytan & Basal, 2015; Reynard, 2009; Richardson, 2009; Sadaf et al., 2012; Sahin &
Kizil, 2015). One of these studies conducted by Aydogmus & Arslantas (2021) investigated the
perceptions of pre-service teachers towards Web 2.0 applications. As a result of the study, Web 2.0
tools were mostly regarded as supportive and entertaining tools. The categories of the study were
most likely to be similar to the categories of the current study, which considered Web 2.0 tools as
supportive, interactive, enjoyable, and informative environments. Furtheromore, Sadaf et al., (2012)
also showed that Web 2.0 technologies are cooperative, interactive, multi-purpose, and constructive
settings that stimulate students to cooperate with each other or share content knowledge. In a similar
vein, Agsiksoy (2018) indicated that the main benefit of Web 2.0 technologies is that they enable
professors and students to share information globally and that individuals can then establish active
student groups that challenge the validity of the information they get and produce new data.
Additionally, Pearson Education (2015) reports, that another advantage of Web 2.0 tools is easy
access to key sources of information about learning content which was parallel to the findings of the
current research.

The current study may suggest some pedagogical implications. According to Lawless & Pellegrino
(2007), one of the most crucial elements for successful technology integration in education is
teachers' professional development. In this regard, Pre-service teachers should be given the relevant
knowledge and skills regarding the use of technological innovations during their undergraduate
education in order to prepare educators who can utilize developing technologies effectively in their
daily lives and classrooms (Cagiltay et al., 2007). This study may suggest that teacher education
programs should incorporate more technology-focused coursework and training to integrate them
effectively into their teaching methods in modern EFL classrooms. Lack of technology and Web 2.0
tool expertise among pre-service instructors can also have a detrimental effect on learning outcomes
and student engagement. Instructors who are more at ease using these resources can improve
student engagement and learning outcomes. The continuous professional development for in-
service teachers is also important as technology evolves, teachers need to stay updated with the
latest tools and techniques in order to remain effective educators. As for the limitations of the study,
to produce more reliable and broadly applicable results, future research could be conducted with
more participants from different departments. Different variables such as grade, background, or
gender could be investigated for further research.
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Metaforlar, zor bir konuyu kavramak icin yeni bir bakis acis1 sagladigindan
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Ogretim iiyesinden metaforlarin dogrulugunu incelemeleri istenmistir. Sonuclar,
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Teknolojideki ilerlemeler egitim kurumlarinin yap1 ve iglevlerini de etkilemistir. “Net nesil”
(Tapscott, 1998) veya “dijital yerliler” (Prensky, 2001) olarak adlandirilan giintimiiz ¢ocuklari,
oncelikle dijital programlar1 kullanmaya alisiktir. Dolayisiyla etkili iletisim, analitik diistinme ve
problem ¢ozme gibi 21. Yiizyil becerilerinin ortaya ¢ikmas: egitimcilerin egitimde teknoloji ve
multimedya teknolojilerinden faydalanmasini gerektirmektedir (Niess, 2005).

Mevcut egitim sistemi O6gretmenlerin teknolojiyi egitim amacgli dogru kullanabilen bireyler
yetistirmesini beklemektedir. Ogretmenlerin mesleki agidan kendilerini giincelleyebilmeleri ve
ogrencilerle daha iyi etkilesim kurabilmeleri icin teknolojik beceriler kazanmalar1 gerekmektedir
(Sarag, 2015). Lee ve Tsai (2010), sinuflar1 6gretmen merkezli ortamlardan isbirlik¢i ve etkilesimli
ortamlara doniistiirmek igin egitimcilerin pedagojik, teknolojik ve igerik yeterliliklerini basaril1 bir
sekilde kullanmalar1 gerektigini belirtmistir. Ogretmenler tarafindan dijital teknolojilerin
kullanimimi 6gretim siireclerine entegre eden yenilik¢i 0grenme yaklasimlari sunan 6grenme
ortamlar1 saglamak igin bir¢ok teknolojik ara¢ kullanilabilir. Bunlarin giizel bir 6rnegi Web 2.0
teknolojisidir. Web 2.0 kavramu ilk kez Tim O'Reilly tarafindan ortaya atilmistir (O'Reilly, 2005). Web
2.0, bireylerin isbirlik¢i bir ortamda interneti aktif olarak kullanmalarini saglayan yeni bir arag
olarak olusturulmustur (Horzum ve Aydemir, 2014). Web 2.0 uygulamalar1 “kullanicilarin internet
tizerinden igerik katkis1 saglayabilecegi web tabanli teknolojileri” ifade etmektedir (Park, 2013). Bu
uygulamalarin gelismesi sayesinde kullanicilar igerik tiretip tiiketebilmektedir (Cormode ve
Krishnamurthy, 2008).

Tu ve digerleri (2008) Web 2.0'm ayni1 zamanda kullanici igbirligini, bilgi paylagimini ve yaraticiig:
gelistirmeyi vaat eden bir internet teknolojisi olarak da tanimlandigini belirtmistir. Web 2.0,
bireylerin ekip olarak hareket etmesine ve birbirleriyle aktif etkilesime girerek bilgiyi artiran,
cevrimigi bilgi paylasimi yapan ve iletisimi kolaylastiran igerikler olusturmasina olanak tanir (Halim
ve Hashim, 2019). Sunulan bilgilerin yalnizca ekranda okunmasina olanak taniyan Web 1.0
teknolojisinden farkli olarak Web 2.0 araglari, bir¢ok kullaniciy1r sosyal ve aktif bir ortamda
birlestirerek aym1 hedefe odaklanir ve kullaniciy1 etkilesimli bir ortamda harekete gecirebilir
(O'Reilly, 2007). Boylece internet ortami, hazir bilgilerin dogrudan tiiketildigi bir ortam olmaktan
cikip, igeriklerin olusturuldugu ve katilimcilarla paylasildig: etkilesimli bir ortama doniismektedir
(Horzum, 2010). Egitim s6z konusu oldugunda Web 2.0 araglarinin 6gretme-6grenme siirecine pek
¢ok olumlu katkist bulunmaktadir. Huang ve digerleri (2009) Web 2.0 araglarinin 6grenmeyi
destekleyen, aktif katilimi saglayan, isbirligini tesvik eden ve 6grenci katilimini artiran olumlu ve
tesvik edici bir 6grenme ortami sagladigini vurgulamigtir. Bu anlamda 6gretmen adaylarmin bakis
acilar1 onlarin dijital ara¢ olanaklarini daha etkin kullanmalarini saglamasi agisindan 6nemlidir
(Celik ve Kahyaoglu, 2007). Teknoloji ve Web 2.0 teknolojileri hakkinda fikir edinmenin faydali
zihinsel araglarindan biri de metaforlarin kullanilmasidir (Saban vd., 2007).

Pannabecker (1991) metaforlarin tiim konu alanlarinda kullanilan dilsel stratejiler oldugunu ileri
sirmektedir. Saban ve digerlerine gore (2007), metaforlar soyut, karmasik veya spekiilatif bir
konuyu veya olay1 ileten giiglii bilissel fikirlerdir. Kog'a (2013) gore metaforlar kisinin bir konu veya
duruma iliskin kendi diislincesini, tutumunu veya duygusunu aktarir. Metaforlar, egitim
ortamlarinda hem egitimcilerin hem de 6grenenlerin galismalarini kolaylastiran biligsel bir arag
olarak kabul edilebilir; metaforlar, yeni bilgilerin kodlanmas: ve sonrasinda geri kazanilmasinda
hafizay1 destekleyici islevleri nedeniyle dikkatin yogunlastirlmasina ve yeni ifadelerin
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gelistirilmesine yardimct olabilir (Agikgoz, 2002). Bu nedenle 6gretmen adaylariin teknoloji
kullanimin1 ve Web 2.0 araglarmni tanimlarken kullandiklar1 metaforlar1 sorgulamak, ogretmen
adaylarinin bu terimleri nasil tanimladiklarin1 anlamaktan ¢ok daha faydali olabilir. Son yillarda
dijital teknolojilerin yabanci dil derslerinde kullanilmasina yonelik pek ¢ok aragtirma yapilmigtir
(Asiksoy, 2018; Brenner, 2014; Cakir ve Solak, 2014; Hafner ve Miller, 2011; Kessler vd., 2012). ;
Kavandi, 2012; Kizil, 2017; Lee, 2010; Sari, 2019; Seleviciené & Burksaitiené, 2016; Wang & Vasquez,
2012). Wang ve Vasquez'in (2012) arastirmasma gore bu teknolojilerin simifta kullanilmas:
Ogrencilerin genel yazma becerilerini artirmis ve yazma stratejilerini daha etkili bir sekilde
uygulamalarma yardimcr olmustur. Arastirma ayrica Web 2.0 teknolojilerinin 6grencilerin rahat,
isbirligine dayal1 ve sosyal ortamlara dahil olmalarini sagladigini da gostermistir. Kavandi (2012)
bloglarin 6grencilerin Ingilizce yazma becerilerini gelistirip gelistirmedigini aragtirmustir. Bulgular,
ogrencilerin yazma becerilerinin olumlu yonde etkilendigini ve fikirlerinde, kelime segimlerinde,
ciimle akiciliginda ve sunum becerilerinde gelismeler oldugunu gostermistir. Flores'e (2015) gore
ikinci dil sinifinda oyunlastirma, yazma, okuma ve konusma becerilerini gelistirir, katilim ve takim
calismasmi tesvik eder. Egitmen, 6grencilerin kati bir sekilde oyun odakli tutumdan tekno-
yapilandirmaci bir zihniyete ge¢melerine yardimca olacak oyunlagtirma yoluyla anlamli deneyimler
tasarlayabilir. Dolayisiyla Web 2.0 teknolojilerinin dil edinimini nasil etkiledigine iliskin
aragtirmalar, bu kaynaklarin stireci destekledigini ve hizlandirdigini, aym zamanda 6grencilerin
hedef dili 6grenmeye yonelik motivasyonunu ve tutumlarin gelistirdigini ortaya koymustur (Grant,
2016; Kizil, 2017).

Ogretmen adaylarmin teknoloji ve Web 2.0 araglarina iliskin bakis agilari, gortisleri ve tutumlar
hakkinda daha fazla bilgi edinmek igin baz1 akademisyenler son zamanlarda metafor ¢alismalar1 da
yapmaktadir ( Akdemir vd., 2015; Aydogmus ve Arslantas, 2021; Gok ve Erdogan, 2010). ; Goksu ve
Kogak, 2020; Giirol ve Donmus, 2010; Ulu Kalin ve Birisci, 2018; Kiiciik ve Yalgin, 2014). Gok ve
Erdogan (2010) Ogretmen adaylarinin teknolojiye yonelik algilarini metaforik analiz yoluyla
aragtirmistir. Aragtirmanin bulgular1 6gretmen adaylarinin genel olarak teknolojiye iligkin olumlu
goriislere sahip olduklarini gostermistir. Ayrica, cinsiyete veya smifa gore olmasa da, 6gretmen
adaylarinin teknolojiye iliskin goriigleri, katiimcilarin genel not ortalamasma ve bu konudaki
yeterliliklerine bagl olarak biiytiik 6lciide farklilik gostermektedir. Benzer sekilde Giirol ve Donmus
(2020) da ogretmen adaylarinin sosyal aglara iliskin metaforlarini arastirmigtir. Ogretmen
adaylarinin sosyal ag kavramina iliskin metaforlar1 da yedi kategoriye ayrilmistir. Cinsiyet ve sinif
diizeyinin 6gretmen adaylarinin sosyal aglar fikrine bakisi tizerinde gozle goriiliir bir etkisi yoktur.

Ulu Kalin ve Birisgi (2018) tarafindan yapilan bir diger calismada ise 6gretmen adaylarinin metaforik
bakis agilar1 Web 2.0 araglar1 aracilifiyla incelenmistir. Arastirmanin katilimcilart Web 2.0 teknolojisi
i¢in 72 gegerli metafor bulmuslardir. Arastirma, bu teknolojilerin 6gretmen adaylar: tarafindan her
seyi kapsayan bir ara¢ kutusu, yansitici, degisebilme yetenegi olan, ahtapot, eglenceli, her gorevi
yapabilen bir robot, tuval ve bilgilendirici olarak tanimladiklarini ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Aydogmus ve
Aslantas (2021), 6gretmen adaylarinin Web 2.0 uygulamalari kavramina iliskin algilarini metaforlar
araciligryla arastirmistir. Bulgular, ¢ogu katilimcinin Web 2.0 araglarini tanimlamak igin olumlu
metaforlar kullandigini gostermistir. Bulus ve gelistirme i¢in bir platform, sosyal katilim ve eglence
i¢in bir ortam, bilgi tiretme ve tiretme icin bir platform, 6l¢me ve degerlendirme igin bir platform ve
digerleri arasinda bir Web 2.0 platformu gibi asagidaki yedi metafor kategorisi olusturulmustur.
Genel olarak, mevcut arastirmalar incelendikten sonra, bu uygulamalarin 6grenciler tarafindan
kullanilmasmin onlarin yabanc dil 6grenmeye yonelik tutumlari, algilar1 ve motivasyonlar
iizerinde olumlu bir etkiye sahip oldugu tespit edilmistir. Egitim sistemindeki mevcut degisimin
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teknolojik yeniliklerin bir sonucu oldugu goz oniine alindiginda, ilgili literatiirde dijital araglarin
egitim ortamlarina dahil edilmesi 6nerilmektedir (Elmas ve Geban, 2012).

Arastirmalar Ogretmenlerin teknoloji algilarmin teknoloji kullanim derecelerini etkiledigini
gostermistir (Benson ve digerleri, 2004). Ogretmen adaylarinin teknolojiye iliskin olumlu goriis
olusturabilmeleri i¢in lisans egitiminde teknoloji kullanimina iliskin beceri ve bilgilere erismeleri
gerekmektedir (Cagiltay vd., 2007). Egitimcilerin 6gretim siireclerinde teknolojiden verimli bir
sekilde yararlanabilmeleri igin hizmet oncesi egitim gereklidir. Bu egitimin saghkl bir sekilde
gergeklestirilebilmesi icin O0gretmen adaylarmin bu teknolojilere yonelik algi ve tutumlarinin
arastirilmasi bliytik nem tasimaktadir.

Literatiire bakildiginda, 6gretmen adaylarinin teknoloji ve web 2.0 araglar1 kavramlarina yonelik
olusturduklar1 metaforlar1 inceleyen ¢alismalarin yaninda ((Aydogmus ve Aslantas, 2021; Gok ve
Erdogan, 2010; Gurol ve Donmus, 2020), Web 2.0 araclarinin yabanci dil 6gretim siirecini etkileyen
calismalar (Flores, 2015; Kavands, 2012; Kizil, 2017, Wang ve Vasquez, 2012) olmasina ragmen,
Ingilizceyi yabanai dil olarak yabanci dil olarak dgreten 6gretmen adaylarmin teknoloji ve Web 2.0
araclarma yonelik metaforik algilart ve Web 2.0 uygulamalar: literatiirde incelenmemistir.
Aragtirmanin amac, Ingilizce 8gretmen adaylarimin egitimde teknoloji ve Web 2.0 araglarima iligkin
algilarin1 metaforik bir analiz yoluyla arastirmaktir. Bu calisma kapsaminda asagidaki sorulara yanit
aranacaktir:

1. Ingilizceyi yabana dil olarak 6greten 6gretmen adaylari teknoloji kavramini agiklamak icin
hangi metaforlar1 kullanmaktadir?

2. Ingilizceyi yabana dil olarak &greten &gretmen adaylari Web 2.0 araglari kavramini
acgiklamak i¢in hangi metaforlar: kullanmaktadir?

3. Ingilizceyi yabanc dil olarak 6greten gretmen adaylari teknoloji kavramini agiklamak igin
hangi kavramsal kategorilerde metaforlar kullanmaktadirlar?

4. Ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak 6greten dgretmen adaylart Web 2.0 araglari kavramini
acgiklamak i¢in hangi kavramsal kategorilerde metaforlar kullanmaktadirlar?

Yontem
Arastirma Deseni

Ingilizce 6gretmen adaylarinin egitimde teknoloji ve Web 2.0 araclar1 kavramlarina iliskin algilarmi
aragtirmak amaciyla, katihmc1 grubun tepkileri ve deneyimleri hakkinda metaforlar yoluyla
derinlemesine bilgi elde edilmesi olarak tanimlanan fenomenolojik arastirma tasarimi, bu ¢calismada
benimsenmistir (Yoos, 1971). Fenomenoloji, ortak kaliplari belirlemek ve katilimc tarafindan
olusturulan anlam veya olgular1 tanimlamak ve agiklamak igin kullanilir (Annells, 2006).
Fenomenolojik yaklasimin bir pargasi olarak, altta yatan kavramsallastirmalar: aydinlatarak yeni
metaforlar1 derinlemesine arastirmak icin kullanilan ve metafor analizi adi verilen bir teknik
(Guerrero ve Villamil, 2002), veri toplama ve analiz icin gerceve saglamistir. Ogrencilerin tek bir
kelimenin gesitli anlamlarina iliskin kavrayislari, dinleyicilerin veya konusmacilarin iletisim
becerilerini de gelistirebilen metafor teorisinin yardimiyla genisletilebilir (CAIL 2003).
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Evren ve Orneklem

Bu calismaya 2022-2023 dgretim yilnin bahar déneminde Tokat Gaziosmanpasa Universitesi
1ngilizce Ogretmenligi boliimiinden 97 katilimer katilmistir. Bu ¢alisma grubu kolayda drnekleme
yontemine gore secilmistir. Uygun ornek, arastirma icin (uygun sekilde) uygun olan bireylerin bir
alt kiimesidir. Bu tiir 6rneklemenin kolaylik avantaji oldugu agiktir (Fraenkel ve Wallen, 2003).
Tablo 1 katilimcilarin demografik 6zelliklerini sunmaktadir.

Tablo 1
Katilimcilarin Demografik Ozellikleri
N %
Cinsiyet Kiz 64 66
Erkek 33 34
Yas 18-20 51 52.6
21-23 37 38.1
24-26 6 6.2
26-30 3 3.1
Simifi Birinci sinif 42 43.3
Ikinci sinif 25 25.8
Uciincii sinuf 30 30.9
Toplam 97 100%

Tablo 1 incelendiginde katilimcilarin %66’sinin (f=61) kiz 6grenci, %33’tniin (f=33) 18-30 yas
araligindaki erkek 6grenciler oldugu goriilmektedir. Ogrenim gordiikleri yillara gore katilimcilarm
%43,3'1 (f=42) birinci sinif 6grencisi, %25,8'i (=25) ikinci sinif 6grencisi ve %30,9'u (f=30) {iglincii siuf
ogrencisidir.

Veri Toplama Arac1

Bu arastirma, Tokat Gaziosmanpasa Universitesi Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler Arastirmalar1 Etik
Kurulu, 25 Nisan 2023 tarih ve 07.35 karar numarasiyla yiiriitiilmiistiir. Bilgiler, arastirmacinin daha
onceki bir calismaya dayanarak olusturdugu metafor ¢ikarim tablosu kullanilarak toplanmistir
(Saban vd., 2007). Olgegin ilk boliimii bireylere iliskin yas, cinsiyet, sinuf diizeyi gibi demografik
verilerin toplanmasia yoneliktir. Olgegin ikinci béliimiinde ise “Teknoloji ........ gibidir, ¢linkii
............ ve Web 2.0 araglari .........gibidir ¢iinkii...” yonlendirmeleri ile kavramlarin zihinsel
imgelerinin ortaya ¢ikarilmas: hedeflenmistir. Katilimcilarin kavramlarla ilgili uzun tezler yerine
hizli tepkilerini toplamak i¢in 6grencilere, yaklasik bir ders siiresi (yaklasik 45 dakika) verilmistir.
Katilimcilara, diisiincelerini ifade etmelerine olanak taniyan benzerligi tanimlarken "glinkii"
terimini kullanmalar1 istenmistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Mevcut ¢alisma Saban ve digerleri (2006) metafor analizi yaklagimini benimsemistir. Bu adimlar:
veri analizi takip etmistir: (1) “Adlandirma/etiketleme asamas1”, (2) “Siralama (agtklama ve eleme)
asamasi”, (3) “Kategorize etme asamas1”, (4) “Kodlayic1 arasi giivenirlik oraninin belirlenmesi” ” ve
(5) “Verilerin niceliksel olarak analiz edilmesi”asamalaridir. Adlandirma/etiketleme asamasinda
gecerli metaforlar listelenmis, gegersiz metaforlar belirlenerek ¢ikarilmistir. Siralama asamasinda
metaforlar tek tek incelenerek benzerlikleri ve ortak unsurlari agisindan kategorize edilmistir. Her

katilimci analiz edilebilir gegerli bir metafor iiretmedigi i¢in gecersiz metaforlar elenmistir. Gegersiz
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metaforlarin eleme islemi sonucunda teknoloji kavram igin 73, Web 2.0 teknolojileri i¢in ise 81
gecerli metafor elde edilmistir. Kategorize etme asamasinda metaforlar ortak bilesenlerine gore
gruplara ayrilmistir. Ingilizce dgretmen adaylari tarafindan iki kavram igin gelistirilen gegerli
metaforlar 6 kategoride smiflandirilmistir. Giivenirlik asamasinda metafor kategorileri galisma
disinda iki uzman akademisyen tarafindan degerlendirilmistir. Degerlendiriciler arasi giivenirlik
oraninin tahmin edilmesi amaciyla Miles ve Huberman'in (1994) formdiiliinden (giivenilirlik= toplam
goriis birligi sayis1 / toplam goriis birligi + goriis ayriligl) yararlanilmistir. Buna gore teknoloji
kavramina iligskin 73, Web 2.0 araglar1 kavramina iliskin ise 81 gegerli metafor iki bagimsiz kodlayic
tarafindan smiflandirilmis ve bireysel derecelendirmeler ile arastirmacinin derecelendirmesi
arasindaki uyum diizeyi teknoloji kavrami igin. 97 ve. 96; Web 2.0 araglar1 i¢in de sirasiyla. 97 ve. 98.
olarak bulunmustur.

Bulgular

Teknoloji Kavramina iliskin Bulgular

Ingilizce 6gretmen adaylarinin teknolojiye iliskin gelistirdikleri metaforlara ve metaforlarm
kavramsal temalarina iliskin sonuglar Tablo 2'de sunulmustur:

Tablo 2
"Teknoloji’ Kavramina Iliskin Kodlar ve Kavramsal Temalar
Kavramsal Kategoriler Kodlar
Gerekli Bir Varlik Su (6), toprak (2), arkadas (1), yiyecek (1), agag (3), oksijen (2),
yapboz parcasi (3), kalp (1)
Yardimea Bir Varlik Koprii (1), calisma yardimcist (2), 151k (3), alet (1), ortak (1), tuz (1),
ilag (2), gida takviyesi (4), yontem (1), anahtar (1) )
Bir Yol Gosterici Rehber (3), harita (1), deniz feneri (1)
Cok Boyutlu Bir Varlik Yabana iilke (2), nota (1), tamir seti (1), kitap (1), gokkusag (2), cep
telefonu (1), kabartma tozu (1), ansiklopedi (1)
Kolaylastirict Ogretmen (3), robot (1), mutfak robotu (1), etkilesimli tahta (2), sirt
¢antasi (1), 1511 (1), kanat (1), asistan (2), anne (2)
Faydali ve Zararli Bir Varlik Arag (4), kaos (1), enflasyon (1), bisiklet (1), kili¢ 1)

Tablo 2 incelendiginde, 97 katilimcinin teknolojiye yonelik iyi ifade edilmis toplam 73 metafor
irettigi gortilmektedir. Tablo 2'de goriildiigii gibi, metaforlar 6 kategoriye ayrilmistir. Metaforlara
iliskin kategoriler su sekildedir: 8 koddan olusan “gerekli bir varlik olarak teknoloji”; 10 kod igeren
“yardimcr bir varlik olarak” teknoloji; 3 kod igeren
boyutlu bir varlik olarak” teknoloji; 7 kod igeren “kolaylastirict olarak” teknoloji ve 5 kod igeren
“yararl1 ve zararl bir varlik olarak” teknoloji kategorileridir. Arastirma sonucunda en ¢ok “su” (alt1
kez), “gida takviyesi” (dort), “ara¢” (dort), “Ogretmen” (ii¢ kez) ve “rehber” (ii¢ kez) kelimeleri
kullanilmistir. Teknoloji kavramina iliskin kavramsal kategorilerin yiizde ve frekanslar1 Tablo 3’de

1,

‘yol gosterici” teknoloji; 8 kod igeren “gok

gortilmektedir.
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Tablo 3
“Teknoloji” Kavramna Iliskin Kavramsal Kategoriler
Kavramsal kategoriler Tir f %o
Gerekli Bir Varlik 8 19 26.02
Yardima Bir Varlik 10 17 23.28
Yol Bulucu 3 5 6.84
Cok Boyutlu Bir Varlik 8 10 13.69
Kolaylastiric 9 14 19.17
Faydali ve Zararl Bir Varlik 5 8 10.95
Toplam 41 73 100

Tablo 3'de goriildiigii gibi, katilimcilar tarafindan en fazla metafor tiiretilen kavram, “gerekli bir
varlik olarak teknoloji” kavramsal kategorisidir. Bu kategoride katilimcilarin %26,02'si (£=19)
teknoloji terimini tanimlamak icin 8 tiir metafor iiretmistir. “Yardima bir varlik olarak” kategorisi
ikinci en yiiksek metafor say1sini almistir. Katihmcilarm %23,28'i (f=17) yardimc1 bir varlik olarak 10
tiir metafor gelistirmistir. "Yol bulucu olarak" teknolojinin kavramsal kategorisi en diisiik metafor
miktarma sahiptir. Bu kategoride katimalarin %6,84'ti (f=5) teknoloji kavramina yonelik 3 tiir
metafor gelistirmistir.

Teknoloji Kavramina Iligkin Ana Kavramsal Kategoriler

Tablo 4, gerekli bir varlik olarak teknoloji kategorisi altinda Ingilizce 8gretmen adaylar tarafindan

gelistirilen metaforlarin sayilarimi ve yiizdelerini gostermektedir:

Tablo 4
“Gerekli Bir Varlik Olarak” Kavramsal Kategorisine Iliskin Metaforlar
Metafor Adi F %
Su 6 8.21
Toprak 2 2.73
Arkadas 1 1.36
Yiyecek 1 1.36
Agac 3 410
Oksijen 2 2.73
Bir bulmaca pargasi 3 4.10
Kalp 1 1.36
Toplam 19 26.02

Tablo 4'e gore katilimcilarin teknolojiye yonelik gerekli bir varlik olarak kategorisine iligskin toplam
19 metafor gelistirdikleri sonucuna ulasilmistir. Teknoloji egitimin temel ve zorunlu unsuru olarak
kabul edildigi i¢in bu kategoriye iliskin en sik kullanilan metaforlar “su” (f=6); “aga¢” (f=3) ve
“yapboz pargas1” (f=3) olmustur. Metaforlardan bazi 6rnekler asagida gosterilmistir:

Teknoloji suya benzer ¢linkii Nasil ki su yasamimiz i¢in vazgecilmez ve gerekliyse, teknoloji de
egitim icin gerekli ve zorunlu bir yapidir.

Teknoloji artik egitimin ayrilmaz ve gerekli bir bileseni oldugu icin yapbozun bir pargas: gibidir.

Yardimar Varlik Olarak Teknoloji kategorisi altinda yer alan metaforlara iligkin detaylar Tablo 5'te
sunulmaktadir.
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Tablo 5
“Yardimct Varlik Olarak” Kavramsal Kategorisine Iliskin Metaforlar
Metafor Adi F Y%
Calisma Yardimi 2 2.73
Anahtar 1 1.36
Yontem 1 1.36
Besin takviyesi 4 5.47
flag 2 2.73
Tuz 1 1.36
Ortak 1 1.36
Arag-gereg 1 1.36
Isik 3 4.10
Koprii 1 1.36
Toplam 17 23.28

Tablo 5'te goriildiigii gibi katilimcilarin teknolojinin yardimer varlik kavramsal kategorisinde
toplam 17 metafor {irettikleri sonucuna ulasilmistir. Ingilizce 6gretmen adaylariin bu kategoriye
iliskin en sik kullandiklar1 metaforlar, teknolojinin egitimi etkili bir sekilde desteklemesi nedeniyle
“gida takviyesi” (f=4) ve “1s1k” (f=3) olmustur. Bu kavramsal kategoriye iliskin bazi 6rnekler
sOyledir:

Teknoloji gida takviyeleri gibidir ciinkii teknoloji egitimi destekler. Teknoloji sayesinde egitim

daha canli hale geldi.

Teknoloji bir gida takviyesi gibidir ¢iinkii teknolojinin de katkisiyla egitim siireci daha giiclii ve

etkili hale gelir.

Tablo 6'da katilimcilarin teknolojiyi Yol Gosterici baghigr altinda gelistirdikleri metaforlarin frekans
ve oranlar listelenmektedir.

Tablo 6
“Yol Gésterici Olarak” Kavramsal Kategorisine Iliskin Metaforlar
Metafor Adi F %
Rehber 3 4.10
Harita 1 1.36
Deniz feneri 1 1.36
Toplam 5 6.84

Tablo 6' ya gore katiimcilarin yol gosterici olarak teknoloji kavramsal kategorisine iliskin toplam 5
metafor iirettikleri sonucuna ulagilmigtir. Teknolojinin 6grencilere 6grenme siireglerinde yardima
olmasi ve Ogrenme hedeflerine ulasmalarina yardimci olmas: nedeniyle bu kategoriye iliskin
ingilizce ogretmen adaylarinin en sik kullandiklari metafor “rehber” (f=3) metaforudur. Bu
kavramsal kategoriye iliskin bazi1 6rnekler soyledir:

Teknoloji 6grencilerin 6grenme yolculuguna rehberlik edebilir ve 6grenciler teknolojiyi kullanarak
o0grenme hedeflerine ulasabilirler.

Teknoloji bir deniz fenerine benzer clinkii teknolojinin kullanim1 6grenme siirecimizi aydinlatir ve
yonlendirir.

Katilimcilarin teknolojiyi ¢ok boyutlu bir varlik olarak tanimlamak i¢in kullandiklar1 metaforlarin
frekanslar1 ve dagilimlar1 Tablo 7'de sunulmaktadir.
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Tablo 7
“Cok Boyutlu Bir Varlik Olarak” Kavramsal Kategorisine Iliskin Metaforlar
Metafor Adi F %
Yabanca iilke 2 2.73
Miizik notas1 1 1.36
Onarim seti 1 1.36
Kitap 1 1.36
Gokkusag1 2 2.73
Cep telefonu 1 1.36
Kabartma tozu 1 1.36
Ansiklopedi 1 1.36
Toplam 10 13.69

Tablo 7'de katilimcalarin sekiz farkli metafor olmak iizere toplam 10 metafor gelistirdikleri
goriilmektedir. Bu kategoriye iliskin Ingilizce 6gretmen adaylarinin en sik kullandiklar1 metafor,
cesitli firsatlar sundugu icin “yabana iilke” (f=2) ve “gokkusagl” (f=2) olmustur. Ogrencilerin
gelistirdigi yanitlardan bazilar1 sdyledir:

Teknoloji yabana bir tilke gibidir ¢iinkii teknolojiyle birlikte tipki yurt disina ¢iktigimizda oldugu
gibi yeni yerler, yeni diller, yeni insanlarla tanisiriz.

Teknoloji gokkusagina benzer ¢iinkii bize yeni renkler ve farkli bakis agilar1 sunar.

Katilimcilarin Kolaylastirici olarak teknoloji kategorisi altinda tirettikleri metaforlarin detaylar1

Tablo 8'de sunulmustur.
Tablo 8
“Kolaylastirict Olarak” Kavramsal Kategorisine Iliskin Metaforlar
Metafor Adi F %
Mutfak robotu 1 1.36
Robot 1 1.36
Kanat 1 1.36
Sirt cantasi 1 1.36
Isin 1 1.36
Interaktif beyaz tahta 2 2.73
Anne 2 2.73
Ogretmen 3 4.10
Asistan 2 2.73
Toplam 14 19.17

Tablo 8, Ingilizce 6gretmen adaylarinin kolaylastirici olarak teknoloji kategorisi altinda toplam 14
metafor olusturduklarini gostermektedir. Katilimcilar en ¢ok 6grenme siirecimizi kolaylastiracak
yontemler sundugu igin “6gretmen” (f=3) metaforunu kullanmislardir. Bu kavramsal kategorinin
baz1 6rnekleri asagida gosterilmistir:

Teknoloji tipki bir 6gretmen gibidir ¢iinkii 6grenme siirecimizi kolaylastiracak yollar saglar.

Teknoloji anneye benzer clinkii her an her seye ulasabilir.

Tablo 9'da katilimcalarin teknoloji kategorisine yonelik faydali ve zararli varlik olarak olusturduklar:
metaforlarin detaylar1 yer almaktadir.
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Tablo 9
“Faydali ve Zararh Bir Varlik Olarak” Kavramsal Kategorisine Iliskin Metaforlar
Metafor Adi F %
Arag 4 5.47
Kaos 1 1.36
Enflasyon 1 1.36
Bisiklet 1 1.36
Kili¢ 1 1.36
Toplam 8 10.95

Tablo 9, Ingilizce 6gretmen adaylar tarafindan teknolojinin faydali ve zararli bir varlik olduguna
yonelik toplam 8 metafor gelistirildigini gostermektedir. Katilimcilar teknolojiyi bu kategoride
siiflandirmak igin en ¢ok “arag¢” (f=4) metaforunu kullanmislardir. Bu kavramsal kategorinin bazi
ornekleri asagida sunulmaktadir:

Teknoloji bir arabaya benzer; eger dikkatli ve yetkin bir sekilde stiirerseniz gideceginiz yere
varabilirsiniz, ancak dikkatsiz davranirsaniz kaza yaparsmiz.

Teknoloji kilica benzer, dogru kullanilmas: gerekir yoksa kullanan kisiye zarar verebilir.

Web 2.0 Araclar1 Kavramina iliskin Bulgular

Tablo 10'da Ingilizce gretmen adaylarinin Web 2.0 araglarina yonelik olusturduklari metaforlara
ve metaforlarin kavramsal temalarina iligskin bulgular verilmektedir:

Tablo 10
“Web 2.0 Araglar1” Kavramina Iliskin Kodlar ve Kavramsal Temalar
Kavramsal Kategoriler Kodlar
Temel bir varlik Ekmek (2), kalp (1), kitap tasarimi (1), yapboz pargasi (1), hava

(1), kog (1), tohum (1), tekerlek (1), agac kokii (1), tuz (1), sebze
(1), akaryakat (2), besin kaynag (1), aile (1)

Bir bilgi kaynagi Bilgi (1), arkadas (2), okyanus (1), 6gretmen (1), kitap (3),
kiitiiphane (8), bilgi deposu (1), ansiklopedi (1),
Isbirligine dayali ve sosyal bir ortam Aligveris (1), kardes (1), karinca yuvasi (1), iletisim (1), bilgi
aligverisi (1), isbirligi (1), dostluk (1), sanal smf (3)
Eglenceli ve gekici bir ortam Baharat (2), egitmen (1), Nota (2), komedi filmi (2), aksam tatlis

(1), mutluluk iksiri (1),
Yardima ve kolaylastirici bir ortam Musluk (1), sofor (2), agag dali (2), aletler (2), direksiyon simidi
(1), it (1), tamir seti (1), ylizme simidi (1), ses klavyesi (1),
robot siipiirge (1), bisiklet (1), bilgisayar (1), asistan (2),
yardima pilot (1), tasarruf (1), arag (1), kalem (1), anahtar (1)
Yapici bir ortam Sihirli degnek (1), vitamin (1), kiigiik ev aletleri (1), kavsak
noktasi (1), vazo (1), ¢igek (1)

Tablo 10'da goriildigii gibi 97 katihmcr Web 2.0 araglar1 kavramina yonelik iyi ifade edilmis 81
metafor iiretmis ve bunlar 6 kategoriye ayrilmistir. Metaforlara iliskin kategoriler su sekildedir: 14
koddan olusan “temel bir varlik olarak” Web 2.0 araglari; 8 koddan olusan “bilgi kaynagi olarak”; 8
koddan olusan “isbirlik¢i ve sosyal bir ortam olarak”; 6 koddan olusan “eglenceli ve ¢ekici bir ortam
olarak”; 18 kod igeren “yardima ve kolaylastirici bir ortam olarak” ve 6 kod igeren “yapic1 bir ortam
olarak” ayrilmigtir. Tablo 9’da goriildiigii gibi en sik “kiitiiphane” (8 kez), “kitap” (3 kez) ve “sanal
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sinif” (3 kez) metaforlari ortaya ¢ikmistir. Teknoloji kavramina iligkin kavramsal kategorilerin yiizde
ve frekanslari Tablo 11’de goriilmektedir.

Tablo 11.
“Web 2.0 Araglart” Kavramina Iliskin Kavramsal Kategoriler
Kavramsal kategoriler Metafor Sayist F %
Temel Bir Varlik Olarak 14 16 19.75
Bilgi Kaynag1 Olarak 8 18 22.22
Isbirligine Dayali ve Sosyal Bir Ortam Olarak 8 10 12.34
Eglenceli ve Cekici Bir Ortam Olarak 6 9 11.11
Yardimca ve Kolaylastirici Bir Ortam Olarak 18 22 27.16
Yapici Bir Ortam Olarak 6 6 07.40
Toplam 60 81 100%

Tablo 11'de goriildiigti gibi Web 2.0 araglarmin “yardimci ve kolaylastirici bir ortam olarak”
kavramsal kategorisi katilimcilar tarafindan en yiiksek siklikta {iretilen metaforlar1 igermektedir. Bu
kategoride katilimcilarin %27,16's1 (f=22) terimi tanimlamak igin 18 farkli metafor iiretmistir. “Bilgi
kaynag1 olarak” kavramsal kategorisi ikinci en yiiksek metafor sayisina sahiptir. Katilimcilarin
%22,22'si (f=18) bilgi kaynag olarak 8 farkli metafor gelistirmistir. Web 2.0 teknolojilerinin “yapici
bir ortam olarak” kavramsal kategorisi en az metafor miktarina sahiptir. Bu kategoride katilimcilarin
%07,40'1 (f=6) Web 2.0 araglarina yonelik 6 farkli metafor gelistirmistir.

Web 2.0 Araclarina iliskin Ana Kavramsal Kategoriler

Temel Varlik Olarak kavramsal kategorisine ait metaforlara iligkin detayli bilgiler Tablo 12’de

gosterilmektedir:
Tablo 12
“Temel Bir Varlik Olarak” Kavramsal Kategorisine Iliskin Metaforlar
Metafor Adi F %
Bulmaca pargcasi 1 1.23
Hava 1 1.23
Kog¢ 1 1.23
Kayzisi gekirdegi 1 1.23
Teker 1 1.23
Agac koki 1 1.23
Tuz 1 1.23
Sebze 1 1.23
Akaryakit 2 2.46
Besin kaynag1 1 1.23
Aile 1 1.23
Ekmek 2 2.46
Kalp 1 1.23
Kitap tasarimi 1 1.23
Toplam 16 19.75

Tablo 12'ye gore katilimcilarin Web 2.0 araglarinin “temel bir varlik olarak” kavramsal kategorisine
yonelik toplam 16 metafor gelistirdikleri goriilmektedir. Bu kategoriye iliskin en sik kullanilan
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metaforlar “akaryakit” (f=2); ve teknolojinin egitim igin gerekli olmas1 nedeniyle “ekmek” (f=2). lgili
bazi 6rnekler asagida gosterilmektedir:
Web 2.0 teknolojileri ekmege benzer ¢linkii ekmek kadar gereklidir.

Web 2.0 araglar1 akaryakita benzer ¢iinkii bir araba benzin olmadan ¢alisamaz ve bu araglar egitim
i¢in ihtiyacimiz olan yakit1 saglar.

Tablo 13
“Bilgi Kaynag: Olarak” Kavramsal Kategorisine Iliskin Metaforlar
Metafor Adi F %
Bilgi 1 1.23
Arkadas 2 2.46
Okyanus 1 1.23
Ogretmen 1 1.23
Kitiiphane 8 9.87
Kitap 3 3.70
Bilgi deposu 1 1.23
Ansiklopedi 1 1.23
Toplam 18 22.22

Tablo 13'e gore katilimcilar Web 2.0 araclarmin “bilgi kaynag1” olduguna iliskin toplam 18 metafor
iiretmislerdir. Bu kategoride en sik kullanilan metaforlar “kiitiiphane” (f=8) ve “kitap” (f=3)
olmustur. Bu kategoride teknolojinin, 6grencilerin ¢ok ¢esitli konular1 kesfetmesine olanak taniyan
bir materyal cesitliligine sahip oldugu diistiniilmektedir. Asagida metaforlardan bazi 6rnekler
verilmigtir:

Web 2.0 araglari, ¢ok ¢esitli konularda zengin bilgi icermeleri bakimindan kiitiiphanelere benzer.
Web 2.0 araglar1 kitaplara benzer ¢iinkii kitaplar gibi Web 2.0 araclar1 da bir¢ok bilgiye erismemizi

saglar.

Katilimcilarin Web 2.0 araglarinin “isbirlik¢i ve sosyal bir ortam olarak” kavramsal kategorisi altinda
olusturduklar1 metaforlarin detaylari Tablo 14'de sunulmaktadir.

Tablo 14.
“Isbirlikci ve Sosyal Bir Ortam Olarak” Kavramsal Kategorisine Iliskin Metaforlar
Metafor Adi F %

Sanal sinuf 3 3.70
Dostluk 1 1.23
Isbirligi 1 1.23
Bilgi aligverisi 1 1.23
fletisim 1 1.23
Aligveris 1 1.23
Karinca yuvasi 1 1.23
Kardes 1 1.23
Toplam 10 12.34

Tablo 14'e gore katilimcilarin %12,34'tiniin Web 2.0 araglarimin “isbirlik¢i ve sosyal bir ortam olarak”
kavramsal kategorisine iligkin toplam 10 metafor gelistirdikleri goriilmektedir. Bu kategoriye iligkin
en sik kullanilan metafor ise “sanal smif” (f=3) olmustur. Metaforlardan bazi 6rnekler su sekildedir:
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Web 2.0 uygulamalar1 sanal simifa benzemektedir ¢linkii Web 2.0 teknolojileri dgrenciler ve
Ogretmenler arasindaki isbirligini tesvik etmektedir.

Web 2.0 uygulamalar: karinca yuvalarina benzer ¢iinkii her sey/herkes uyum iginde ¢aligir.

Tablo 15'te katilimcilarin Web 2.0 araglarinin “eglenceli ve gekici bir ortam olarak” kavramsal
kategorisi altinda tirettikleri metaforlarin olusumlar1 ve oranlar listelenmektedir.

Tablo 15
“Eglenceli ve Cekici Bir Ortam Olarak” Kavramsal Kategorisine Iliskin Metaforlar
Metafor Adi F %
Mutluluk iksiri 1 1.23
Aksam tatlist 1 1.23
Komedi filmi 2 2.46
Miizik notast 2 2.46
Baharat 2 2.46
Egitimci 1 1.23
Toplam 9 11.11

Tablo 15'te katilimcilarin %11,11'inin “eglenceli ve gekici bir ortam olarak” kavramsal kategorisine
iliskin 9 metafor tirettigi gortilmiistiir. Bu kategoriye iliskin en sik kullanilan metaforlar “komedi
filmi” (f=2); “miizik notas1” (f=2); ve “baharat” (f=2). Metaforlardan bazi Ornekler asagida
gosterilmistir:

Web 2.0 teknolojileri, 6grenme siirecini hizlandirdig1 ve daha ilgi cekici hale getirdigi icin
baharatlara benzer.

Web 2.0 araclar1 komedi filmlerine benzer ¢iinkii 6grenme siirecinde bizi eglendirir.

Katilimcailarin yardima ve kolaylastirici ortam kategorisine yonelik olusturduklar1 metaforlarin
detaylar1 Tablo 16'da sunulmaktadir.

Tablo 16
“Yardimct ve Kolaylastirici Bir Ortam Olarak” Kavramsal Kategorisine Iliskin Metaforlar

Metafor Adi F %
Musluk 1 1.23
Sofor 2 2.46
Agac dali 2 2.46
Araclar 2 2.46
Direksiyon 1 1.23
Utii 1 1.23
Onarim seti 1 1.23
Yiizme simidi 1 1.23
Ses Klavyesi 1 1.23
Robotik elektrikli siipiirge 1 1.23
Bisiklet 1 1.23
Bilgisayar 1 1.23
Asistan 2 2.46
Yardimar pilot 1 1.23
Kaydediliyor 1 1.23
Arag 1 1.23
Kalem 1 1.23
Anahtar 1 1.23
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Toplam 22 27.16

Tablo 16, katimalarin %27,16'sinin “yardimcr ve kolaylastirici bir ortam olarak” kavramsal
kategorisi icin toplam 22 metafor {irettigini gostermistir. Bu kategoriye iligkin en sik kullanilan
metaforlar “sofor” (f=2); “agag¢ dali” (f=2); Web 2.0 araclar1 olarak “araglar” (f=2) ve “asistan” (f=2)
O0grenme siirecinde kolaylastiric1 gorevi gormektedir. Metaforlara iliskin bazi ornekler asagida
gosterilmektedir:

Web 2.0 teknolojileri yardimai pilotla karsilastirilabilir ¢linkii 6gretmenlerin derslerini iletmelerine
ve islerini kolaylastirmalarina olanak tanir. Bu, yardima pilotun kaptana yardim teklif etmesine
benzer.

Katilimcilarin yapic bir ortam olarak Web 2.0 araglar1 kavramsal kategorisi altinda olusturduklar:
metaforlarin detaylar1 Tablo 17'de sunulmaktadir.

Tablo 17
“Yapici Bir Ortam Olarak” Kavramsal Kategorisine Iliskin Metaforlar
Metafor Adi F %

Sihirli degnek 1 1.23
Vitamin 1 1.23
Kiigiik ev Aletleri 1 1.23
Kavsak noktasi 1 1.23
Vazo 1 1.23
Cicek 1 1.23
Toplam 6 7.40

Tablo 17'de katilimcilarin %07,40'min Web 2.0 araglarinin “yapici bir ortam olarak” kavramsal
kategorisine iliskin toplam 6 metafor iirettigi goriilmektedir. Metaforlardan bazi ornekler su
sekildedir:

Web 2.0 araglari sihirli degnek gibidir ¢tinkii 6grencilerin aktif katilimin tesvik eder ve kendilerini
gelistirmelerine yardimai olur.

Tartisma ve Sonug

Bu aragtirmanin amaci, Ingilizce 6gretmen adaylarmin teknolojiye ve Web 2.0 teknolojilerine nasil
baktiklarini aragtirmak icin metaforik analizden yararlanmaktir. Sonuglara gore, Ingilizceyi yabanci
dil olarak Ogreten Ogretmen adaylar1 teknoloji kavrami igin 73 iyi ifade edilmis metafor
iretmislerdir. Teknoloji kavramina iliskin kavramsal kategoriler; “gerekli bir varlik olarak”,
“yardimc1 bir varlik olarak” bir yol gosterici olarak”, “¢ok boyutlu bir varlik olarak”, “kolaylastirici
bir varlik olarak” ve “yararli ve zararli bir varlik olarak” teknolojiden olugsmaktadir. ”. En sik
kullanilan metaforlar “su”, “gida takviyesi”, “ara¢”, “0gretmen” ve “rehber” olmustur. Sonuglar,
aragtirmaya katilanlarn c¢ogunlugunun (%89) teknolojiyi tanimlamak icin olumlu metaforlar
kullandigini, katilimailarin %11'inin ise hem olumlu hem de olumsuz metaforlar kullandigini
gostermistir. Kavramsal kategoriler degerlendirildiginde bireylerin teknolojiyi gerekli bir varlik
olarak gorme egiliminde olduklar1 goriilmektedir. Arastirmanin sonuglari, 6gretmen adaylarinin
teknolojiye iliskin olumlu gortislere sahip oldugunu gosteren ge¢mis c¢alismalarla ortiismektedir
(Akdemir vd., 2015; Gok ve Erdogan, 2010; Goksu ve Kogak, 2020; Kuru ve Kuru, 2019; Kiigiik ve
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Yalgin, 2014; Usta ve Korkmaz, 2010). Gok ve Erdogan (2010) tarafindan yapilan bu ¢alismalardan
biri, 6gretmen adaylarmnin teknolojiye nasil baktiklarini metaforik analiz yoluyla incelemistir.
Katilimailarin teknolojiye yonelik algilarmin olumlu oldugu arastirmada en sik metaforlarin su,
bukalemun ve insan oldugu ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bu ¢alismada kegfedilen kategorilerden bazilar1 Gok
ve Erdogan (2010) ve Kiigiik ve Yalgin (2014 ) tarafindan tiretilen “gerekli”, “yararli ve zararli” ve
“hayati kolaylastiric1” kategorileriyle karsilastirilabilir niteliktedir. Goksu ve Kogak (2020)
tarafindan yapilan bir bagka ¢alismada ise 6gretmen adaylarinin egitimde teknolojiye yonelik
metaforik tutumlar1 incelenmis olup bu durum mevcut ¢alismanin ilk arastirma sorusunun
sonuglariyla tutarhidir. Aragtirmaya katilanlar egitim teknolojisine yonelik toplamda 147 farkl
metafor iiretmislerdir. Su, beyin, oksijen, ilag, bulmaca ve rehber en popiiler metaforlardan
bazilaridir ve bu kavramlar mevcut ¢aligmanin sonuglariyla paralellik gdstermektedir. Ogretmen
adaylarinin olusturduklar1 metaforlar, 6gretmen adaylarmin teknolojinin 6grenmeyi kolaylastirma
ve hizlandirmada onemli bir ara¢ olduguna inandiklarmi ortaya koymakta ve bu durum
aragtirmanin bulgularmi desteklemektedir.

Arastirmanin diger bulgulari, Web 2.0 teknolojileri i¢gin iyi yapilandirilmis 81 metaforun ingﬂizce
ogretmen adaylar tarafindan olusturuldugunu gostermistir. Bulgular, katiimcilarm Web 2.0
uygulamalaria yonelik daha 6nceki arastirma sonuglariyla uyumlu olumlu metaforlar tirettiklerini
gostermistir (Asiksoy, 2018; Avcr ve Atik, 2020; Aydogmus ve Arslantas, 2021; Ugar ve Yazici, 2021;
Ulu-Kalin ve Birisgi, 2018). Ava ve Atik'in (2020) arastirmasinda okul 6ncesi ve ilkokul 6gretmenleri
Web 2.0 uygulamalarina iliskin toplam 54 metafor kullanmistir. Bulgular, katihmcilarin Web 2.0
teknolojilerine iligkin iyimser tutumlara sahip olduklarmi ve bu araglarin 6gretme-6grenme stirecine
dahil edilmesinin pedagojiyi gelistirecegine inandiklarini ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Benzer sekilde, diger
calismalar da ogrencilerin 6grenmede Web 2.0 teknolojilerinin uygulanmasma yonelik olumlu
goriiglere sahip olduklarin ortaya koymustur (Chen 2009; Dippold 2009; Lord 2008), bu durum da
bu ¢alismayla tutarhilik teskil etmektedir.

Mevcut galismada Web 2.0 teknolojilerini kategorize etmek i¢in kullanilan kavramsal kategoriler
“temel bir varlik”; “bilgi kaynag olarak”; “igbirlik¢i ve sosyal bir ortam olarak”; “eglenceli ve ¢ekici
bir ortam olarak”; “yardimc1 ve kolaylastirict bir ortam olarak” ve “yapict bir ortam olarak” ortaya
¢ikmistir. En sik kullanilan metaforlar “kiitiiphane”, “kitap” ve “sanal smif” olmustur. Arastirma
sonucunda katilimcilar Web 2.0 araglarini ¢ogunlukla yardimci ve kolaylastirici araglar olarak
degerlendirmislerdir. Arastirmanin sonuglari daha Once yapilan c¢alismalarla benzerlik
gostermektedir (Aydogmus ve Arslantas, 2021; Aytan ve Basal, 2015; Reynard, 2009; Richardson,
2009; Sadaf vd., 2012; Sahin ve Kizil, 2015). Aydogmus ve Arslantas (2021) tarafindan yapilan bu
calismalardan biri 6gretmen adaylarinin Web 2.0 uygulamalaria yonelik algilarini arastirmistir.
Arastirma sonucunda Web 2.0 araglarinin ¢ogunlukla destekleyici ve eglendirici araglar olarak
degerlendirildigi ortaya ¢ikmistir. Arastirmanin kategorileri, Web 2.0 araglarmi destekleyici,
etkilesimli, eglenceli ve bilgilendirici ortamlar olarak degerlendiren bu calismanin kategorilerine
biiyiik olasilikla benzerdir. Ayrica Sadaf ve digerleri (2012) de Web 2.0 teknolojilerinin 6grencileri
birbirleriyle isbirligi yapmaya veya igerik bilgisini paylagsmaya tesvik eden igbirlikgi, etkilesimli, ok
amagh ve yapict ortamlar oldugunu goOstermistir. Benzer sekilde Asiksoy (2018), Web 2.0
teknolojilerinin temel faydasinin, profesorlerin ve dgrencilerin kiiresel olarak bilgi paylasimina
olanak saglamasi ve bireylerin daha sonra aldiklari bilgilerin gecerliligini sorgulayan ve yeni
driinler tireten aktif 0grenci gruplar1 olusturabilmesi oldugunu belirtmistir. Ek olarak Pearson
Education (2015), Web 2.0 araglarinin bir diger avantajinin, mevcut arastirmanin bulgularina paralel
olarak 6grenme igerigine iliskin temel bilgi kaynaklarina kolay erisim oldugunu bildirmektedir.

887



Serpil Ugar

Mevcut calisma bazi pedagojik ¢ikarimlar Onermektedir. Lawless ve Pellegrino'ya (2007) gore
egitimde basaril1 teknoloji entegrasyonunun en énemli unsurlarindan biri 6gretmenlerin mesleki
gelisimidir. Bu baglamda gelisen teknolojileri gilinliik yasamlarinda ve smiflarinda etkili bir sekilde
kullanabilen egitimciler yetistirmek i¢in 6gretmen adaylarina lisans egitimleri sirasinda teknolojik
yeniliklerin kullanimina iliskin gerekli bilgi ve becerilerin verilmesi gerekmektedir (Cagiltay vd.,
2007). Bu c¢alisma, Ogretmen egitimi programlarinin, bunlar1 modern ingilizce yabanct dil
smiflarindaki 6gretim yontemlerine etkili bir sekilde entegre etmek i¢in daha fazla teknoloji odakl
ders ve egitim icermesi gerektigini onerebilir. Hizmet 6ncesi egitmenler arasinda teknoloji ve Web
olabilir. Bu kaynaklar1 kullanma konusunda daha rahat olan egitmenler, 6grenci katilimini ve
ogrenme sonugclarin gelistirebilir. Teknoloji gelistikge hizmet ici 6gretmenlerin siirekli mesleki
gelisimi de onemlidir; 6gretmenlerin etkili egitimciler olarak kalabilmeleri igin en son arag ve
tekniklerle kendilerini giincellemeleri gerekmektedir. Arastirmanin simirhiliklarina bakimindan
daha giivenilir ve genis ¢apta uygulanabilir sonuglar tiretmek i¢in gelecekte farkli boliimlerden daha
fazla katilimciyla arastirmalar yapilabilir. Sonraki ¢alismalar igin smif, hazirbulunusluk ve cinsiyet
gibi farkli degiskenler arastirilabilir.

Etik Kurul Onay1: Tokat Gaziosmanpasa Universitesi Sosyal ve Begeri Bilimler Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulu, 25
Nisan 2023 tarih ve 07.35 karar numarastyla bu ¢alisma i¢in yetki vermistir.

Arastirmacilarin Katki Orani: Makalenin tek yazari vardir.

Catisma Beyani: Yazar herhangi bir olasi ¢ikar catismasini aciklamamustir.
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