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Ozet

Giintimiizde teknoloji, ¢gocuk ve geng kullanict gruplarmin hayatinda 6nemli bir yer tutmaktadir. Nitekim, yeni
nesil 6grenenlerin teknolojik araglar1 siklikla giinlitk yasamlarinda kullanmalari, onlarin dijital ortamlardan
yeterince faydalandiklarini gostermemektedir. Bu arastirmada lise 6grencilerinin ¢evrim i¢i ortamda Web 2.0
teknolojilerini kullanarak gerceklestirdigi eylemler incelenmistir. Bu dogrultuda, ¢alismada lise &grencilerinin
birbirleriyle cevrim ici isbirligi ve bilgi paylasimi yapmalarina imkan saglayan Web 2.0 teknolojilerini kullanarak
gerceklestirdikleri eylemler cinsiyet, dijital iletisim ve okuryazarlik, giinliik internet kullanim siiresi ve internet
deneyimi degiskenleri baglaminda ele almmuistir. Calismada nicel arastirma yontemlerinden, deneysel olmayan
desenlerden kesitsel tarama modeli kullanilmistir. Aragtirmanin 6rneklemini Trabzon ilinde merkezde yer alan
bir lisede 6grenim goren toplam 336 6grenci olusturmaktadir. Veri toplama araci olarak kisisel bilgi formu, Web
2.0 teknolojileri kullanim anketi ve dijital iletisim ve okuryazarlik 6lgegi kullanilmistir. Edilen veriler betimsel ve
kestirimsel analiz yontemleriyle incelenmistir. Arastirma sonuglarina gore, bircok lise 6grencisinin sahip oldugu
mobil cihazlar {izerinden internete erisim sagladiklar: belirlenmistir. Lise 6grencilerinin biiyiik bir cogunlugunun
Web 2.0 teknolojilerini kullanarak tiiketim odakli eylemleri siklikla gergeklestirdigi, tiretim odakli eylemleri ise
nadiren gerceklestirdigi ya da hi¢ gergeklestirmedikleri belirlenmistir. Calisma sonuglarmin, yeni neslin teknoloji
kullanim durumlarinin belirlenmesi ve irdelenmesi baglamimnda egitimcilere, anne ve babalara ve karar vericilere
yol gostermesi agisindan 6nemli olacag: diisiiniilmektedir.
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Giris

Guniimiizde teknolojinin Ozellikle ¢ocuk ve geng kullamici gruplarimin hayatinda 6nemli
oranda popiiler bir seviyeye ulastig1 ve farkl tiirde bir¢ok cihaz araciligiyla yeni nesil kullanicilarin
dijital diinyada yer almakta olduklar1 goriilmektedir. Nitekim literatiirde yeni nesil 6grenenlerin
teknolojik araclar: siklikla giinlitk yasamlarinda kullanmalari, onlarin dijital ortamlardan yeterince
faydalandiklari anlamima gelmedigine deginilmektedir (Ng, 2012; Nuhoglu Kibar ve Akkoyunlu,
2015; éorgo, Bartol, Dolni¢ar ve Boh Podgornik, 2017). Ornegin Cebi ve Bahgekapili Ozdemir (2019),
dijital yerliler olarak adlandirilan yeni neslin teknolojiyle ¢evrili bir ortamda biiyiimelerinin onlarin
¢evrim i¢i ortamlarda bilgi arama davranislariin bir yordayicisi olmadigini ifade etmislerdir. Helsper
ve Eynon (2010) da dijital yerliligi yordamada jenerasyon ile internet kullanim yili ve kapsamini ele
almislardir. Bu calismanin sonucunda jenerasyon disinda, bireylerin dijital ortamlarda mesgul
olduklari {iretim faaliyetlerinin dijital yerliligin tahmin edilmesinde en 6nemli faktor oldugunu ortaya
koymuslardir. Diger taraftan, Bilgi Teknolojileri ve Tletisim Kurumu'nun (BTK), bilgi teknolojilerinin
ve internetin bilingli, giivenli ve etkin kullanim seviyesini belirlemek ve internet kullanim
davraniglarin1 ortaya koymak amaciyla Tiirkiye capinda Ogrencilere ve ebeveynlere yoOnelik
gerceklestirdigi saha galismasi da benzer sonuglari ortaya koymaktadir (BTK, 2018). Tlgili ¢alismanin
sonuglaria gore lise Ogrencilerinin dijjital {iretkenliklerinin ve okuryazarlik seviyelerinin yeterli
diizeyde olmadig ifade edilmektedir. Ayrica 6grencilerin daha ¢ok tiiketim amacl sosyal ag gibi
dijital ortamlarda yer alirken, blog yazma ya da program gelistirme gibi igerik iiretim faaliyetlerinde

¢ok bulunmadiklari belirtilmektedir.

Giintimiizde teknolojiye erisimdeki farkliliklar: ele alan sayisal ugurum ya da sayisal esitsizlik
kavramlari, teknolojiyi kullanma bicimlerindeki farklilasma durumlar1 agisindan tartisilmaya
baglanmistir. Bu dogrultuda geng gruplarmn, egitim ve gelir diizeyi yiiksek olanlarin dijital
teknolojilerden daha fazla yararlandigi belirlenmistir (Correa, 2016; van Deursen, van Dijk ve ten
Klooster, 2015). Benzer sekilde, giiniimiizde ¢evrim i¢i ortamlarda yiiriitiilen faaliyetlerin
kullanicilarin becerileri ve sosyo-ekonomik diizeylerinden etkilendigi ifade edilmektedir (Hargittai,
2010). Bu dogrultuda internete erisim kontrol altina alindiginda ozellikle ailenin sosyo-ekonomik
diizeyinin ¢evrim ici ortamlarda yiiriitiilen faaliyetleri etkiledigi, ornegin ebeveynlerin egitim diizeyi
olarak ele alman sosyo-ekonomik diizeyin yiikselmesiyle, genglerin interneti daha bilingli ve birgok
aktivitede kullandiklar1 sonucuna ulasilmistir. Sonug olarak, daha avantajli konumda olanlarin
“sermaye-artiric1” (capital-enhancing) aktiviteler igin dijital ortamlar: kullanirken, digerlerinin bos
zamani degerlendirme ya da eglence amach dijital ortamlar1 kullandiklar1 ifade edilmektedir
(Hargittai ve Walejko, 2008; van Deursen, van Dijk ve ten Klooster, 2015). UNICEF tarafindan

olusturulan “Dijital Bir Diinyada Cocuklar” (2017) raporuna gore, teknolojinin nasil kullanildiginin ve
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cevrim ici deneyimlerin kalitesinin sayisal esitsizligi belirledigi ifade edilmistir. Bu dogrultuda
kullanicilarin dijital yetkinliklerinin, egitim ve sosyo-ekonomik diizeylerinin, kullandiklar1 cihaz
tiirlerinin, ailenin gelirinin ve kendi dillerinde igerigin bulunmasi gibi faktorlerin bu siireci etkiledigi
belirtilmektedir. Ayrica, yetiskin olarak egitimcilerin ya da ebeveynlerin, ekran basinda zamanlarinin
Onemli bir kismimni geciren yeni neslin dijital deneyimlerine yani ¢evrim i¢i ortamlarda neler
yaptiklarina odaklanmalari gereginin alt: ¢izilmektedir (Hiniker, Radesky, Livingstone ve Blum-Ross,

2019; UNICEF, 2017).

Icinde bulundugumuz dijital ¢agda, geng kullanuci gruplari cevrim ici ortamlardaki bilgiyi
tiketen grupta yer almalarmin yaninda, igerik ({ireticisi olarak da dijital diinyada yer
alabilmektedirler. Ozellikle gevrim ici icerik {iretmenin éneminden yola cikarak, ¢evrim ici ortamlar1
sadece iiretim ya da tiiketim amagh kullanmanin gruplar arasinda sayisal esitsizligi arttiracag:
belirtilmektedir (Hargittai ve Walejko, 2008). Dolayisiyla, genglerin ¢evrim ici ortamlardan esit bir
sekilde faydalanmalarina yonelik ilgili desteklerin sunulmas: geregi ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Bu noktada
bireylerin teknolojiden yeterince yararlanabilmeleri admna dijital teknolojileri yerinde ve etkili
kullanabilme becerisi olan dijital okuryazarlik becerileri giindeme gelmistir (Ribble, 2011). Dijital
okuryazarlik giiniimiizdeki okuryazarlik tiirleri arasinda biiyiik 6nem kazanmis ve dijital vatandas
olabilme adina en onemli 6gelerden biri olarak goriilmiistiir (Cubukgu ve Bayzan, 2013). Biligsel ve
sosyal stirecler dikkate alinarak teknolojiyle gerceklestirilen eylemler genel olarak “Dijital igerige
ulagma ve kullanma”, “Dijjital ortamda iletisim kurma” ve “Dijital ortamda {iriinler olusturma” olmak
iizere ii¢ boyutta toplanabilir ve her bir alan i¢in farkli okuryazarlik tiirlerinden sz edilebilir (Spires
ve Bartlett, 2012). “Dijital icerige ulasma ve tiiketme”, Web’in etkili kullanimini ve ulasilmak istenen
bilgiyi ayirt etme ve kullanmay; “Dijital igerigi olusturma”, dijital igeriklerin, kullanicilar tarafindan
¢oklu medya araglarmin kullanilarak olusturulmasini ve “Dijital icerigi iletmek” ise olusturulan icerigi
etkili bir sekilde iletebilmeyi icermektedir. Sonug olarak dijital okuryazarlik, aym anda kritik bir
degerlendirme siireci uygularken dijital igerigi bulma ve tiiketme, olusturma ve iletme becerisi olarak
tamimlanmaktadir. Buradaki onemli nokta bireylerin dijital diinyada yer alirken bilgiye nasil
ulastiklari, kendi hayatlarmna ne derece katma deger sagladiklar1 ve hayatlarinda karsilagtiklar:
problemlere teknoloji yardimiyla ne derece ¢oziim iiretebildikleridir (Cubuk¢u ve Bayzan, 2013).
Diger bir ifadeyle, karmagsik problemlerin ¢6ziimii i¢in bilgiden yararlanabilen, degisen sartlara ve
taleplere uyum saglayabilen ayrica yeni bilgi olusturmak ve bireysel kapasite ve {iiretkenligini
arttirmak icin teknolojinin giicliinden faydalanabilen bireylere vurgu yapilmaktadir (Binkley ve

digerleri, 2012).

Bu arastirmanin odagi da genglerin cevrim ici ortamda Web 2.0 teknolojilerini kullanarak

gerceklestirdigi eylemleri ve bu eylemleri gerceklestirmelerinde etkili unsurlar1 incelemek olarak
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belirlenmistir. Bu dogrultuda, calismada lise dgrencilerinin birbirleriyle ¢evrim ici isbirligi ve bilgi
paylasimi yapmalarina imkan saglayan Web 2.0 teknolojilerini kullanarak gergeklestirdikleri eylemler

cesitli degiskenler baglaminda ele alinmistir. Bu dogrultuda asagidaki sorulara cevaplar aranmaistir;

Lise 6grencilerinin Web 2.0 teknolojilerini kullanarak gerceklestirdikleri eylemlerin sikliklar1 nedir?

. Cinsiyete gore degismekte midir?
. Dijital iletisim ve okuryazarliga gore degismekte midir?
o Giinliik internet kullanim stiresine gore degismekte midir?
o Internet deneyimine gore degismekte midir?
Yoéntem

Bu calismada nicel arastirma yontemlerinden, deneysel olmayan desenlerden kesitsel tarama
modeli kullanilmistir. Kesitsel tarama modeli, incelenen konuya iliskin bireylerin belirli bir

zamandaki goriislerini belirlemeye yonelik bir arastirma modelidir (Fraenkel, Wallen ve Hyun, 2012).
Orneklem

Bu calisma, Trabzon ilinde merkezde yer alan bir lisede toplam 336 &grenci {izerinde
yiiriitiilmiistiir. Ogrencilerin %56.2’si kadin (n = 189), %43.8'i erkektir (n = 147). Calismaya katilan
ogrencilerin %581 9. smif (n = 195), % 26.51 10. siuf (n = 89) ve %1551 11. smif (n = 52)
ogrencilerinden olusmaktadir. Bu 6grencilerin ortalama internet deneyimleri 6.45 yil (SS = 3.11) ve
ginliik internette gecirdikleri zaman 3.22 saat (SS = 2.30) olarak belirlenmistir. Ayrica 0grencilerin
%94.05 (n = 316) gibi biiyiik bir ¢ogunlugunun mobil telefona sahip oldugu, bunu sirasiyla diziistii
bilgisayar (%69.05) ve tablet (%58.93) gibi teknolojilerin takip ettigi sdylenebilir. Dijital teknolojilere
sahip olan Ogrencilerin bu teknolojiler araciligiyla internete erisim durumlar1 incelendiginde,
Ogrencilerin mobil telefonlari ile internete erisimleri %98.4, diziistii bilgisayarlarla internete erigimleri

%82.3, tabletleri ile internete erisimleri ise %66.7 olarak belirlenmistir.
Veri Toplama Araglar1

Veri toplama araci olarak arastirmacilar tarafindan hazirlanan kisisel bilgi formu, ilgili alan
yazin taranarak olugturulan Web 2.0 teknolojileri kullanim anketi ve dijital iletisim ve okuryazarlik
Olgegi kullamilmustir. Kisisel bilgi formu, katihimecilarin cinsiyet, smif diizeyi, internet deneyimi,
giinliik internet kullamim siiresi gibi demografik sorulardan olugmaktadir. Web 2.0 teknolojileri
kullanim anketi ise Web 2.0 teknolojilerini kullanarak &grencilerin dijital ortamlarda
gerceklestirdikleri eylemler cercevesinde ele alinmistir. Bu baglamda dijital icerigi kullanmaya, dijital

ortamda iletisim kurmaya ve dijital ortamda iiriinler olusturmaya yonelik eylemleri iceren anket
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maddeleri aragtirmacilar tarafindan olusturulmustur. Ilgili maddeler aragtirmacilar tarafindan
gozden gecirilerek secilen 20 sorudan olusan ankette Ogrencilerin Web 2.0 araglarimi kullanarak
verilen durumlar1 hangi siklikla gerceklestirdiklerini belirtmeleri istenmistir. Eylemlerin
gerceklestirilme sikliklar1 “Hi¢ yapmadim”, “Her giin yaparim”, “Haftada bir/birka¢ kez yaparim”,
“Ayda bir/birkag kez yaparim”, “Yilda bir/birka¢ kez yaparim” seklinde 51i Likert tipinde
degerlendirilmistir. Son olarak 6grencilerin dijital iletisim ve okuryazarliklarini degerlendirmek igin
Kocadag (2012) tarafindan gelistirilmis olan dijital vatandashk Olgeginin “dijital iletisim ve
okuryazarlik” boyutu kullanilmistir. Yazar tarafindan olgegin her bir boyutunun bagimsiz olarak
kullanilabilecegi ifade edilmis ve 24 maddeden olusan dijjital iletisim ve okuryazarlik boyutu igin

Cronbach's alfa degeri orijinal ¢alismada. 96; bu ¢alismadaki 6rneklem grubu icin ise .90 olarak

belirlenmistir.
Verilerin Analizi

Calismada elde edilen veriler betimsel ve kestirimsel analiz yontemleriyle incelenmistir. Lise
ogrencilerinin Web 2.0 teknolojilerini kullanarak gerceklestirdikleri eylemlerin sikliklarini belirlemek
icin betimsel yontemlerden frekans ve yilizde kullanilmigtir. Anket maddelerinin analizinde ise
maddelerin her birine verilen yartlar ordinal veri olarak kabul edildiginden (Boone ve Boone, 2012),
bu maddelerin istatistiksel analizinde parametrik olmayan testler kullanilmigtir. Bu baglamda her bir
anket maddesine iligkin verilen yamitlarin cinsiyete (kadin/erkek), dijjital iletisim ve okuryazarlik
seviyesine (diisiik/yiiksek), glinliik internet kullanim siiresine (giinde 3 saatten az-diisiik/glinde 3 saat
ve lizeri-yiiksek) ve internet deneyimine (6 yildan az-diisiik/6 yil ve iizeri-yiiksek) gore degisimini
belirlemek i¢cin Mann-Whitney U testi kullanilmigtir. Verilerin analizinde .05 anlamlilik diizeyi kabul
edilmis olup veriler IBM SPSS 20.0 programu ile gerceklestirilmistir. Ayrica etki biiyiikliikleri de
hesaplanmig ve r degeri verilmistir. » degeri .1-.3 arasi ise kiigiik, .3-.5 aras1 orta, .5 ve {izeri ise biiyiik

etki olarak yorumlanmistir (Cohen, 1988).
Bulgular

Lise 6grencilerinin Web 2.0 teknolojilerini kullanarak gerceklestirdikleri eylemlere iliskin

siklik durumlar

Lise ogrencilerinin Web 2.0 teknolojilerini kullanarak gergeklestirdikleri eylemler ve bu

eylemlere iligskin siklik durumlar1 Tablo 1’de 6zetlenmistir.
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Tablo 1. Web 2.0 teknolojilerini kullanarak gerceklestirilen eylemlerin siklik durumlar:

Hig Yilda Ayda Haftada  Her giin
yapmadim bir/birka¢ bir/birka¢ bir/birka¢ (Giinliik)
kez kez kez
Eylemler n % n % n % n % n %

Blog, wiki ya da ¢evrim igi tartisma forumlarindaki 91 27.08 22 6.55 59 1756 101 30.06 63 18.75
yazilar1 okuma

Blog, wiki ya da ¢evrim igi tartisma forumlarina 179 5327 31 923 45 1339 52 1548 29 8.63
yorum yazma

Kendi blogunu tutma 246 7321 19 565 25 744 26 774 20 59
Sesli/ goriintiilii goriisme yapma (Skype, FaceTime 37 11.01 41 1220 87 25.89 90 26.79 81 24.11
vb.)

Miizik dinleme ya da video izleme 5 149 8 238 5 149 35 1042 283 84.23
Miizik ya da video indirme 8 238 8 238 31 923 109 3244 180 53.57
Sosyal aglara (Facebook, Twitter vb.) katilma 17 506 7 208 11 327 34 10.12 267 79.46
Cok kullanicil gevrim ici bilgisayar oyunlarini 59 1756 44 1310 59 1756 85 2530 89 2649
oynama

Sanal diinyalara (Second life vb.) katilma 196 5833 24 714 25 744 43 1280 48 14.29

Cevrim i¢i kelime islemci ya da elektronik tablolar1 101 30.06 24 7.14 66 19.64 58 17.26 87 25.89
kullanma (Google docs vb.)

Dijital resim/fotograf olusturma/diizenleme 75 2232 31 923 56 16.67 103 30.65 71 21.13
Dijital ses dosyasi olusturma/diizenleme 134 39.88 33 9.82 59 1756 69 2054 41 12.20
Dijital video olusturma/diizenleme 104 30.95 41 1220 77 2292 70 20.83 44 13.10
Olusturdugu tiriinleri (miizik, video, resim, 99 2946 36 10.71 90 26.79 75 2232 36 10.71
animasyon vb.) dijital ortamda paylasma

Web sitesi olusturma/ diizenleme 241 71.73 35 1042 22 655 23 685 15 4.46

Cevrim i¢i aligveris yapma (Hepsiburada, Amazon 87 2590 55 1640 110 3270 61 1820 23 6.80
vb.)

E-posta gonderme/alma 40 1190 45 1339 84 2500 99 2946 68 20.24
Anlik mesajlasma (WhatsApp, Gtalk) 17 506 7 208 8 238 28 833 276 82.14
Web konferanslarina katilma 218 64.88 38 11.31 42 1250 25 744 13 3.87

Kitlesel agik ¢evrim i¢i dersleri takip etme (Khan 151 4494 41 1220 49 1458 68 20.24 27 8.04
Academy, Coursera vb.)

Lise 6grencilerinin Web 2.0 teknolojilerini kullanarak giinliik olarak “Miizik dinleme ya da
video izleme”, “Anlik mesajlasma (WhatsApp, Gtalk vb.)”, “Sosyal aglara (Facebook, Twitter vb.)
katilma” ve “Miizik ya da video indirme” eylemlerini gerceklestirdikleri belirlenmistir. Hafta bir ya
da birkag kez gerceklestirdikleri eylemlerin ise “Sesli/ goriintiilii goriisme yapma (Skype, FaceTime
vb.)”, “E-posta gonderme/alma”, “Cok kullanicili ¢evrim igi bilgisayar oyunlarmi oynama”, “Dijital
resim/fotograf olusturma/diizenleme” oldugu goriilmektedir. Lise 6grencilerinin Web 2.0 teknolojileri
ile en az gerceklestirdikleri eylemler ise “Web sitesi olusturma/ diizenleme”, “Kendi blogunu tutma”,
“Web konferanslarma katilma”, “Blog, wiki ya da cevrim igi tartisma forumlarina yorum yazma”,

“Sanal diinyalara (Second life vb.) katilma”, “Kitlesel acik cevrim ici dersleri takip etme (Khan

Academy, Coursera vb.)” seklindedir.

Ogrencilerin siklikla gerceklestirdikleri eylemler incelendiginde, dgrencilerin %84.23tiniin her

giin miizik dinledigi ya da video izledigi, %82.14'tiniin her giin anlik mesajlastif1 ve %79.46’siin
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sosyal aglar1 her giin kullandig1 belirlenmistir. Ogrencilerin her giin gerceklestirdikleri eylemlerin

aksine hi¢ yapmadig1 eylemler incelendiginde ise lise 6grencilerinin %73.21’inin simdiye kadar hig

kendi blogunu tutmadig, %71.73tiniin web sitesi olusturma ya da diizenlemeyle ilgili girisiminin

olmadig1 ve %68.88’inin web konferanslarina hi¢ katilmadig: belirlenmistir.

Cinsiyete gore degisim. Lise Ogrencilerinin gerceklestirdikleri eylemlerin siklik durumlarinin

cinsiyete gore degisip degismedigine iliskin analiz sonuglar1 Tablo 2’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 2. Web 2.0 teknolojilerini kullanarak gerceklestirilen eylemlerin cinsiyete gore degisimi

Eylemler Cinsiyet n Sira Sira U z P
Ortalamas1 Toplami
Blog, wiki ya da ¢evrim igi tartisma forumlarindaki Kadin 189 162.28 30670.50 12716 -1.373 .170
yazilar1 okuma Erkek 147 17650  25945.50
Blog, wiki ya da ¢evrim igi tartisma forumlarina Kadin 189 155.54 29396.50 11442 -3.024 .002
yorum yazma Erkek 147  185.17  27219.50
Kendi blogunu tutma Kadin 189 164.83  31152.00 13197 -1.010 .313
Erkek 147 17322  25464.00
Sesli/ goriintiilii goriisme yapma (Skype, FaceTime Kadin 189  160.77  30386.00 12431 -1.700 .089
vb.) Erkek 147 17844  26230.00
Miizik dinleme ya da video izleme Kadin 189  173.72  32833.50 12905 -1.764 .078
Erkek 147  161.79  23782.50
Miizik ya da video indirme Kadin 189 172.56 32613.50 13125 -0.964 .335
Erkek 147 16328  24002.50
Sosyal aglara (Facebook, Twitter vb.) katilma Kadin 189 171.97 32502.50 13236 -1.053 .292
Erkek 147  164.04  24113.50
Cok kullanicili ¢evrim i¢i bilgisayar oyunlarimni Kadin 189  125.02  23628.00 5673 -9.535 <.001
oynama Erkek 147 22441 32988.00
Sanal diinyalara (Second life vb.) katilma Kadin 189 152.89 28896.50 10942 -3.744 <.001
Erkek 147 188.57 27719.50
Cevrim i¢i kelime islemci ya da elektronik tablolar1 Kadin 189 164.76 31139.50 13185 -0.824 .410
kullanma (Google docs vb.) Erkek 147 173.31 25476.50
Dijital resim/fotograf olusturma/diizenleme Kadin 189 17281 32661.50 13077 -0.949 .343
Erkek 147 162.96 23954.50
Dijital ses dosyasi olusturma/diizenleme Kadin 189 165.69 31315.00 13360 -0.627 .530
Erkek 147 172.12 25301.00
Dijital video olusturma/diizenleme Kadin 189 16464 3111650 13162 -0.850 .395
Erkek 147 173.47 25499.50
Olusturdugu tiriinleri (miizik, video, resim, Kadin 189 169.06 31953.00 13785 -0.124 .901
animasyon vb.) djjital ortamda paylasma Erkek 147  167.78  24663.00
Web sitesi olusturma/ diizenleme Kadin 189 157.93 29848.00 11893 -2.852 .004
Erkek 147 18210  26768.00
Cevrim i¢i alisveris yapma (Hepsiburada, Amazon Kadin 189 163.00 30807.50 12853 -1.215 .224
vb.) Erkek 147 17557  25808.50
E-posta gonderme/alma Kadin 189 151.19 28575.50 10621 -3.806 <.001
Erkek 147  190.75  28040.50
Anlik mesajlasma (WhatsApp, Gtalk) Kadin 189 176.67 33391.00 12347 -2.621 .009
Erkek 147 15799  23225.00
Web konferanslarma katilma Kadin 189 163.44 30890.00 12935 -1.273 .203
Erkek 147 175.01 25726.00
Kitlesel agik gevrim ici dersleri takip etme (Khan Kadin 189  167.62  31680.00 13725 -0.199 .842
Academy, Coursera vb.) Erkek 147  169.63  24936.00
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Tablo 2’deki verileri incelendiginde, “Cok kullanicili ¢evrim i¢i bilgisayar oyunlarini oynama”
(z =-9.535, p <.01, r = -.520) eyleminde erkekler lehine bir fark oldugu ve bu farkin biiytiik bir etkiye
sahip oldugu goriilmektedir. Ayni zamanda “Blog, wiki ya da ¢evrim ici tartisma forumlarina yorum
yazma” (z =-3.024, p <.05, r =-.165), “Sanal diinyalara (Second life vb.) katilma” (z =-3.744, p <.01, r = -
.204), “E-posta gonderme/alma” (z =-3.806, p <.01, r = -.208) ve “Web sitesi olusturma/ diizenleme” (z =
-2.852, p <.05, r = -.156) eylemlerinde de erkekler lehine anlamh bir farkliik bulunmustur. Ancak bu
eylemlerde elde edilen farkin etki degerinin kiigiik oldugu soOylenebilir. “Anlik mesajlasma
(WhatsApp, Gtalk)” (z = -2.621, p <.05, r = -.143) eyleminde ise kadinlar lehine anlamli bir fark

bulunmustur.

Dijital iletisim ve okuryazarlia gore degisim. Dijital iletisim ve okuryazarlik puanlar1 ortanca
ayristirma (median split) yontemi kullanilarak “diisiik dijital iletisim ve okuryazarlik” ve “yiiksek
dijital iletisim ve okuryazarlik” olarak 2 gruba ayrilmistir. Lise Ogrencilerinin gerceklestirdikleri
eylemlerin dijital iletisim ve okuryazarlik durumuna gore degisip degismedigine iliskin analiz
sonuglar1 Tablo 3'te sunulmustur.

Tablo 3. Web 2.0 teknolojilerini kullanarak gerceklestirilen eylemlerin dijital iletisim ve okuryazarlik diizeyine
gore degisimi

Eylemler Dijital n Sira Sira U z P

fletigim ve Ortalamas1 Toplami

Okuryazarlik

Blog, wiki ya da gevrim igi tartisma Diistik 161 138.77 2234250 9301.5 -5.547 <.001
forumlarindaki yazilari okuma Yiiksek 175 195.85 34273.50
Blog, wiki ya da ¢evrim igi tartisma Diistik 161 148.80 23956.00 10915 -3.888 <.001
forumlarma yorum yazma Yiiksek 175 186.63 32660.00
Kendi blogunu tutma Diisiik 161 161.16 25947.50 12906.5 -1.705 .088

Yiiksek 175 175.25 30668.50
Sesli/ goriintiilii goriisme yapma (Skype, Diisiik 161 153.17 24660.00 11619  -2.853 .004

FaceTime vb.) Yiiksek 175 182.61 31956.00

Miizik dinleme ya da video izleme Diisiik 161 161.59 26015.50 129745 -1.975 .051
Yiiksek 175 174.86 30600.50

Miizik ya da video indirme Diisiik 161 152.94 24623.00 11582  -3.127 .002
Yiiksek 175 182.82 31993.00

Sosyal aglara (Facebook, Twitter vb.) Diistik 161 159.74 2571750 12676.5 -2.250 .024

katilma Yiiksek 175 176.56 30898.50

Cok kullanicili gevrim igi bilgisayar Diistik 161 156.48 25193.00 12152  -2.230 .026

oyunlarini oynama Yiiksek 175 179.56 31423.00

Sanal diinyalara (Second life vb.) katilma Diistik 161 155.80 25084.50 12043.5 -2.576 .010
Yiiksek 175 180.18 31531.50

Cevrim i¢i kelime islemci ya da Diistik 161 153.95 24786.00 11745 -2.713 .007
elektronik tablolar1 kullanma (Google Yiiksek 175 181.89 31830.00

docs vb.)

Dijital resim/fotograf Diistik 161 149.30 24038.00 10997  -3.574 <.001
olusturma/diizenleme Yiiksek 175 186.16 32578.00

Dijital ses dosyas1 olusturma/diizenleme Diistik 161 141.99 22861.00 9820 -5.002 <.001
Yiiksek 175 192.89 33755.00

Dijital video olusturma/diizenleme Diistik 161 140.08 22553.50 95125 -5290 <.001
Yiiksek 175 194.64 34062.50
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Olusturdugu tiriinleri (miizik, video, Distik 161 156.78 25241.50 12200.5 -2.186 .029

resim, animasyon vb.) dijital ortamda Yiiksek 175 179.28 31374.50

paylasma

Web sitesi olusturma/ diizenleme Diistik 161 166.07 2673750 13696.5 -0.554 .579
Yiiksek 175 170.73 29878.50

Cevrim i¢i aligveris yapma Distik 161 151.58 24404.00 11363  -3.164 .002

(Hepsiburada, Amazon vb.) Yiiksek 175  184.07  32212.00

E-posta gonderme/alma Distik 161 137.13 22078.00 9037 -5.836 <.001
Yiiksek 175 197.36 34538.00

Anlik mesajlagsma (WhatsApp, Gtalk) Disiik 161 157.66 25382.50 123415 -2.942 .003
Yiiksek 175 178.48 31233.50

Web konferanslarina katilma Diisiik 161 161.47 25997.00 12956 -1496 .135
Yiiksek 175 174.97 30619.00

Kitlesel agik ¢evrim igi dersleri takip Diisiik 161 153.63 2473450 11693.5 -2.844 .004

etme (Khan Academy, Coursera vb.) Yiiksek 175 182.18 31881.50

/T

Tablo 3’teki bulgular incelendiginde, “kendi blogunu tutma”, “miizik dinleme ya da video
izleme”, “web sitesi olusturma” ve “web konferanslarmna katilma” eylemlerinde dijital iletisim ve
okuryazarlik diizeyi diisiik ve yiiksek olan &grenciler arasinda anlamh bir farklilik bulunamamuistir.
Diger eylemlerde ise djjital iletisim ve okuryazarlik diizeyi yiiksek olan grup lehine istatistiksel olarak
anlamli farklar bulunmustur. Anlamh fark bulunan eylemlerin etki biiyiikliikleri incelendiginde
“Blog, wiki ya da ¢evrim i¢i tartisma forumlarindaki yazilar1 okuma” (z = -5.547, p <.01, r = -.303) ve
“E-posta gonderme/alma” (z = -5.836, p <.01, r = -.318) eylemlerinde orta diizeyde etki oldugu, diger

eylemlerdeki farkin ise kiiciik diizeyde etki oldugu belirlenmistir.

Giinliik internet kullanimina gére degisim. Ogrencilerin giinliik internet kullamim siireleri ortanca
ayrigtirma yontemi kullanarak diisiik ve yiiksek olarak kategorize edilmistir. Giinde 3 saat ve {izeri
interneti kullananlar yiiksek, digerleri ise diisiik olarak siniflandirilmistir. Ogrencilerinin
gerceklestirdikleri eylemlerin giinliik internet kullanim durumuna gore degisip degismedigine iliskin
analiz sonuclar1 Tablo 4’'te sunulmustur.

Tablo 4. Web 2.0 teknolojilerini kullanarak gerceklestirilen eylemlerin giinliik internet kullanim siiresine gore
degisimi

Eylemler Giinliik n Sira Sira U z p

Internet Ortalamas1 Toplami
Kul.Siiresi

Blog, wiki ya da gevrim igi tartisma Diistik 149 158.41 23603.00 12428.000 -1.752 .080

forumlarindaki yazilar1 okuma Yiiksek 187 176.54 33013.00

Blog, wiki ya da gevrim igi tartisma Diistik 149 157.08 23404.50 12229.500 -2.098 .036

forumlarina yorum yazma Yiiksek 187 177.60 33211.50

Kendi blogunu tutma Diistik 149 166.98 24879.50 13704.500 -.330 .742
Yiiksek 187 169.71 31736.50

Sesli/ goriintiilii goriisme yapma Diisiik 149 150.92 22486.50 11311500 -3.045 .002

(Skype, FaceTime vb.) Yiiksek 187 182.51 34129.50

Miizik dinleme ya da video izleme Diistik 149 156.76 23357.50 12182.500 -3.121 .002
Yiiksek 187 177.85 33258.50

Miizik ya da video indirme Diistik 149 156.27 23284.50 12109.500 -2.287 .022

Yiiksek 187 178.24 33331.50
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Sosyal aglara (Facebook, Twitter vb.) Diistik 149 157.61 23484.50 12309.500 -2.601 .009

katilma Yiiksek 187 177.17 33131.50

Cok kullanicil gevrim i¢i bilgisayar Distik 149 152.25 22685.50 11510.500 -2.805 .005

oyunlarint oynama Yiiksek 187 181.45 33930.50

Sanal diinyalara (Second life vb.) Distik 149 158.71 23648.50 12473500 -1.848 .065

katilma Yiiksek 187 176.30 32967.50

Cevrim i¢i kelime islemci ya da Diisiik 149 167.86 25010.50 13835.500 -.112 911

elektronik tablolar1 kullanma (Google Yiiksek 187 169.01 31605.50

docs vb.)

Dijital resim/fotograf Diisiik 149 159.34 23741.00 12566.000 -1.588 .112

olusturma/diizenleme Yiiksek 187 175.80 32875.00

Dijital ses dosyasi Diisiik 149 159.39 23749.50 12574500 -1.600 .110

olusturma/diizenleme Yiksek 187 175.76 32866.50

Dijital video olusturma/diizenleme Diistik 149 153.68 22899.00 11724.000 -2.567 .010
Yiiksek 187 180.30 33717.00

Olusturdugu tirtinleri (miizik, video, Diistik 149 163.44 24352.00 13177.000 -.879  .379

resim, animasyon vb.) dijital ortamda Yiiksek 187 172.53 32264.00

paylasma

Web sitesi olusturma/ diizenleme Diistik 149 168.14 25053.50 13878.500 -.076  .940
Yiiksek 187 168.78 31562.50

Cevrim i¢i aligveris yapma Diistik 149 156.10 23258.50 12083.500 -2.158 .031

(Hepsiburada, Amazon vb.) Yiiksek 187 178.38 33357.50

E-posta gonderme/alma Diisiik 149 159.49 23764.00 12589.000 -1.560 .119
Yiiksek 187 175.68 32852.00

Anlik mesajlasma (WhatsApp, Gtalk) Diistik 149 165.28 24627.00 13452.000 -.813  .416
Yiiksek 187 171.06 31989.00

Web konferanslarma katilma Diistik 149 161.38 24045.00 12870.000 -1.411 .158
Yiiksek 187 174.18 32571.00

Kitlesel agik ¢evrim ici dersleri takip Diistik 149 167.67 2498250 13807.500 -.148  .882

etme (Khan Academy, Coursera vb.) Yiiksek 187 169.16 31633.50

Tablo 4’teki veriler incelendiginde, giinliik internet kullamim siiresi 3 saat ve {izeri olan
gruptaki ogrencilerin Web 2.0 teknolojilerini kullanarak gergeklestirdikleri eylemleri genel olarak
daha siklikla yaptiklar1 sdylenebilir. Istatistiksel olarak “Blog, wiki ya da gevrim igi tartisma
forumlarma yorum yazma” (z = -2.098, p <.05, r = -.114), “Sesli/ goriintiilii goriisme yapma (Skype,
FaceTime vb.)” (z =-3.045, p <.05, r = -.166), “Miizik dinleme ya da video izleme” (z =-3.121, p <.05, r = -
.170), “Miizik ya da video indirme” (z = -2.287, p <.05, r = -.125), “Sosyal aglara (Facebook, Twitter vb.)
katilma” (z = -2.601, p <05, r = -.142), “Cok kullanicili ¢evrim igi bilgisayar oyunlarin1 oynama” (z = -
2.805, p <.05, r = -.153), “Dijital video olusturma/diizenleme” (z =-2.567, p <.05, r =-.140) ve “Cevrim ici
aligveris yapma (Hepsiburada, Amazon vb.)” (z = -2.158, p <.05, r = -.118), eylemlerini giinliik internet

kullanim siiresi 3 saat ve {izeri olan bireylerin daha sik gerceklestirdigi belirlenmistir.

Internet deneyimine gore degisim. Internet deyimine gore 6grencilerin Web 2.0 araglarim kullanarak
gerceklestirdikleri eylemlerin sikhiklarinda degisiklik olup olmadigim incelemek igin internet
deneyimleri ortanca ayrigstirma yontemi kullanarak 6 yil ve iizeri deneyime sahip olanlar yiiksek,
digerleri ise diigiik olarak kategorize edilmistir. Buna gore elde edilen analiz sonuglar1 Tablo 5'te

sunulmustur.
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Tablo 5. Web 2.0 teknolojilerini kullanarak gerceklestirilen eylemlerin internet deneyimine gore degisimi

Internet

Eylemler n Sira Sira U z P
Deneyimi Ortalamas1  Toplami

Blog, wiki ya da ¢evrim igi tartisma Disiik 146 142.93 20868.00  10137.000 -4.361 <.001

forumlarindaki yazilari1 okuma Yiiksek 190 188.15 35748.00

Blog, wiki ya da ¢evrim igi tartisma Disiik 146 151.44 22110.00  11379.000 -3.077  .002

forumlarina yorum yazma Yitksek 190 181.61 34506.00

Kendi blogunu tutma Distik 146 166.10 24251.00  13520.000  -.509 .611
Yiksek 190 170.34 32365.00

Sesli/ goriintiilii goriisme yapma Disiik 146 150.56 21982.00  11251.000 -3.050  .002

(Skype, FaceTime vb.) Yitksek 190 182.28 34634.00

Miizik dinleme ya da video izleme Diisiik 146 162.78 23766.50 13035500 -1.492  .136
Yiksek 190 172.89 32849.50

Miizik ya da video indirme Disiik 146 160.06 23368.50  12637.500 -1.550 .121
Yiksek 190 174.99 33247.50

Sosyal aglara (Facebook, Twitter vb.) Diistik 146 167.15 24404.00  13673.000 -.317 .752

katilma Yitksek 190 169.54 3221200

Cok kullanicili ¢evrim i¢i bilgisayar Diistik 146 140.70 20541.50 9810.500 -4.713 <.001

oyunlarmi oynama Yiiksek 190 189.87 36074.50

Sanal diinyalara (Second life vb.) Diistik 146 166.59 2432250  13591.500  -.354 .724

katilma Yiiksek 190 169.97 32293.50

Cevrim i¢i kelime islemci ya da Diistik 146 161.84 23628.00  12897.000 -1.136  .256

elektronik tablolar: kullanma (Google  viiksek 190 173.62 32988.00

docs vb.)

Dijital resim/fotograf Diisiik 146 152.58 22276.00  11545.000 -2.709  .007

olugturma/diizenleme Yiiksek 190 180.74 34340.00

Dijital ses dosyasi Diisiik 146 149.85 21877.50  11146.500 -3.217  .001

olugturma/diizenleme Yiiksek 190 182.83 34738.50

Dijital video olusturma/diizenleme Diistik 146 142.77 20844.50  10113.500 -4.378 <.001
Yiiksek 190 188.27 35771.50

Olusturdugu tirtinleri (miizik, video, Diistik 146 155.16 22654.00  11923.000 -2.273  .023

resim, animasyon vb.) djjital ortamda  vijiksek = 190 178.75 33962.00

paylasma

Web sitesi olusturma/ diizenleme Diistik 146 158.86 23193.00  12462.000 -2.011 .044
Yiiksek 190 175.91 33423.00

Cevrim ici aligveris yapma Diistik 146 145.92 21304.50  10573.500 -3.859 <.001

(Hepsiburada, Amazon vb.) Yitksek 190 18585  35311.50

E-posta gonderme/alma Diistik 146 143.99 21023.00  10292.000 -4.167 <.001
Yiiksek 190 187.33 35593.00

Anlik mesajlasma (WhatsApp, Gtalk) Diisiik 146 159.39 23271.50  12540.500 -2.258  .024
Yiiksek 190 175.50 33344.50

Web konferanslarina katilma Diistik 146 163.58 23882.50  13151.500  -.957 .338
Yiiksek 190 172.28 32733.50

Kitlesel agik ¢evrim igi dersleri takip Diistik 146 157.59 23007.50  12276.500 -1.908  .056

etme (Khan Academy, Coursera vb.) Yiiksek 190 176.89 33608.50

Ogrencilerin internet deneyimleri, Web 2.0 araglarim kullanarak yaptiklari eylemlerin

sikliklarini genel olarak etkilemektedir. Bu etki “Blog, wiki ya da ¢evrim igi tartisma forumlarindaki
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yazilar1 okuma” (z = -4.361, p <.01, r = -.238), “Blog, wiki ya da ¢evrim i¢i tartisma forumlarina yorum
yazma” (z = -3.077, p <.05, r = -.168), “Sesli/ goriintiilii gorlisme yapma (Skype, FaceTime vb.)” (z = -
3.050, p <.05, r =-.166), “Cok kullanicili ¢evrim i¢i bilgisayar oyunlarini oynama” (z = -4.713, p <01, r = -
.257), “Dijital ses dosyasi olusturma/diizenleme” (z = -3.217, p <.05, r = -176), “Dijital video
olusturma/diizenleme” (z = -4.378, p <.01, r = -.239), “Olusturdugu {iriinleri (miizik, video, resim,
animasyon vb.) dijital ortamda paylasma” (z = -2.273, p <.05, r = -.124), “Web sitesi olusturma/
diizenleme” (z =-2.011, p <.05, r = -.110), “Cevrim i¢i alisveris yapma (Hepsiburada, Amazon vb.)” (z =
-3.859, p <01, r = -.211), “E-posta génderme/alma” (z = -4.167, p <.01, r = -.227) ve “Anlik mesajlasma
(WhatsApp, Gtalk)” (z = -2.258, p <.05, r = -.123) eylemleri i¢in 6 yil ve {izerinde internet deneyimi

/a7

olanlar lehinedir. Ancak “Sanal diinyalara (Second life vb.) katilma”, “Cevrim ig¢i kelime islemci ya da
elektronik tablolar1 kullanma (Google docs vb.)”, “Web konferanslarina katilma”, “Kendi blogunu
tutma”, “Miizik dinleme ya da video izleme”, “Miizik ya da video indirme”, “Sosyal aglara

(Facebook, Twitter vb.) katilma” ve “Kitlesel acgik c¢evrim i¢i dersleri takip etme (Khan Academy,

Coursera vb.)” eylemlerinin sikliginin internet deneyiminden etkilenmedigi tespit edilmistir.
Tartisma, Sonuc ve Oneriler

Bu calismada lise 6grencilerinin Web 2.0 araglarini kullanarak gergeklestirdikleri eylemler ele
alinmistir. Bu baglamda, mobil cihaza sahip olan bir¢ok lise 6grencisinin internete bu cihaz tizerinden
erisim sagladiklar1 belirlenmistir. Bu durum lise 6grencilerinin Web 2.0 teknolojilerini kullanmak igin

gerekli temel donanimlara sahip oldugunu gostermektedir.

Lise 6grencilerinin biiyiik bir cogunlugunun Web 2.0 teknolojilerini kullanarak tiiketim odakl
eylemleri siklikla (her giin) gerceklestirdigi, iiretim odakli eylemleri ise nadiren gerceklestirdigi ya da
hi¢ gergeklestirmedikleri belirlenmistir. Ogrencilerin miizik dinleme ya da video izleme/indirme,
sosyal aglara katilma ve anlik mesajlagsma eylemlerini her giin gerceklestirirken; kendi blogunu tutma,
¢evrim i¢i tartisma forumlarma yorum yazma, kitlesel agik ¢evrim i¢i dersleri takip etme, web sitesi
olusturma ve web konferanslarina katilma eylemlerini nadiren ya da hi¢ gerceklestirmedikleri tespit
edilmistir. Benzer bicimde lise dgrencilerinin dijital ortamlarda igerik iiretim faaliyetlerinde pek
bulunmadiklar1 ortaya koyulmustur (BTK, 2018). Ayrica, Web 2.0 teknolojilerinin geng kullarici
gruplarinin giinlitk yagamlarinin biiyiik bir parcasi olmasma ragmen, ¢ok az sayida Ogrencinin
yliksek diizeyde gelismislikle bu araglar: kullanabildikleri ifade edilmektedir (Clark, Logan, Luckin,
Mee ve Oliver, 2009). Diger taraftan her ne kadar giiniimiiz bilgi toplumunda yeni nesillerin dijital
becerilerle donatilmis oldugu varsayimmi olsa da Porat, Blau ve Barak (2018) calismalarinda lise
ogrencilerinin algiladig: dijital yeterlilikleri ve dijital gorevlerdeki gercek performanslar1 arasinda bir

ugurum oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Bu dogrultuda egitimcilere, 6grencileri gelecege hazirlamak
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noktasinda oOzellikle icerik iiretme ve paylasma konularinda oOgrencilerin dijital iletisim ve

okuryazarliklarimi giiclendirecek etkinlikleri tasarlamalar1 6nerilmektedir.

Lise Ogrencilerinin gergeklestirdikleri eylemlerde cinsiyete gore degisimler oldugu tespit
edilmistir. Erkek 6grencilerin ¢ok kullanicili ¢evrim igi bilgisayar oyunlar1 oynama, sanal diinyalara
katilma, web sitesi olusturma, tartisma forumlarina yorum yazma ve e-posta gonderme/alma
eylemlerini kiz 6grencilere gore daha siklikla gerceklestirdikleri belirlenmistir. Anlik mesajlasma
eylemini ise kiz 6grenciler daha sik gerceklestirmektedir. Yapilan ¢alismalar erkek 6grencilerin kiz
ogrencilere gore daha fazla web {izerinden paylasim yapma ve igerik gelistirme egiliminde olduklarini
gostermektedir. Fakat dijital beceriler ya da internet deneyimi kontrol altina alindiginda kiz ve erkek
ogrenciler arasinda bdyle bir ayrimin olmadig da ifade edilmektedir (Correa, 2010; Hargittai ve
Walejko, 2008). O nedenle cinsiyet ayrimi yapmadan teknolojiyi kullanma konusunda 6grenciler

yeterince desteklenmeli ve cesaretlendirilmelidirler.

Dijital iletisim ve okuryazarlik diizeyi yiiksek olan 6grencilerin, diger 6grencilere oranla Web
2.0 teknolojilerini kullanarak farkl: tiirlerde eylemler gerceklestirdikleri belirlenmistir. Hargittai (2002)
de, oOzellikle igerik olusturma ve paylasma gibi faaliyetler i¢in gerekli bilgi ve becerilere sahip
bireylerin web tizerindeki olanaklardan daha fazla yararlanabildigini ifade etmektedir. Buna ragmen
bu calismada lise 0grencilerinin kendi blogunu tutma, web sitesi olusturma ve web konferansina
katilma eylemlerinde dijital iletisim ve okuryazarlik diizeyine gore anlamli bir fark bulunmamuistir.
Bunun nedeni, bu tiir eylemlerin lise 6grencileri tarafindan sik tercih edilmemesinden kaynaklanmis
olabilir. Ayrica miizik dinleme ya da video izleme eylemlerinde de djjital iletisim ve okuryazarlik
agisindan bir farklilik tespit edilmemistir. Bu durum lise 6grencileri tarafindan siklikla yapilan bu tiir
eylemlerin gerceklesmesinde dijital iletisim ve okuryazarlik diizeyinin etkisi olmadigi seklinde

yorumlanabilir.

Ginliik internet kullamim siiresi 3 saat ve iizeri olan Ogrencilerin cevrim ici tartisma
forumlarma yorum yazma, sesli/goriintiilii goriisme yapma, miizik dileme ya da video
izleme/indirme, sosyal aglara katilma, c¢ok kullanicili oyunlar oynama, dijital video
olusturma/diizenleme ve ¢evrim i¢i alisveris yapma eylemlerini daha sik gergeklestirdikleri
belirlenmistir. Gergeklestirilen eylemlere bakildiginda her bir eylemin uzun zaman alan etkinlikler
oldugu goriilmektedir. Her ne kadar internet iizerinde gecirilen giinliik zaman fazla olsa da ilgili
eylemler incelendiginde 6grencilerin daha ¢ok eglence ya da diger ihtiyaclarini karsilamak {izere
cevrim i¢i ortamlarda aktivitelerde bulunduklar: goriilmiistiir. Bu noktada ogrencilerin ¢evrim igi
ortamlarda tiretim amacl igerik olusturma ve paylasmaya yonelik Web 2.0 araglariyla nasil etkilesime

girdikleri sorgulanmalhdir (Hargittai ve Walejko, 2008).
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Son olarak cevrim igi tartisma forumlarimi okuma/forumlara yazi yazma, sesli goriisme
yapma, dijital ses dosyasi/video olusturma ve dijital ortamda paylasma, ¢evrim ici alisveris yapma ve
anlik mesajlasma eylemlerini 6grencilerin internet kullamim deneyimlerine bagl olarak daha sik
gerceklestirdikleri sonucuna ulasilmistir. Oysa sosyal aglara katilma, kendi blogunu tutma, sanal
diinyalara katilma, web konferansina katilma, kitlesel agik cevrim ici dersleri takip etme ve Google
dokiimanlar gibi ¢evrim ici araglar1 kullanma konusunda internet deneyiminin etkisi olmadig:
belirlenmistir. Bu durum 06grencilerin sosyal aglar1 kullanmada 6n bilgiye ihtiya¢ duymamalarindan
ve diger durumlar i¢in de farkindaliklarinin olmamalarindan kaynaklanmis olabilir. Tiim bu sonuglar
goz oniinde bulunduruldugunda, 6grencilerin Web 2.0 araglarini etkili bir sekilde kullanmalarina
yonelik destege ihtiyag duyduklari ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Ozellikle, karmagik bir siire¢ olan igerik
olusturma; igerik tiiketme ve paylasmaya gore daha fazla entelektiiel bir ¢aba ve zaman
gerektirdiginden Ogrencilerin igerik olusturmaya yonelik farkindaliklarimin arttirilmasi ve planl
etkinliklerle desteklenmesi onem arz etmektedir (Lu, Hao ve Jing, 2016). Bu noktada, etkinliklerin
hazirlanmast ve c¢esitlenmesi amaciyla okul bilisim teknolojileri Ogretmenlerinden de rehberlik
alinabilir. Ayn1 zamanda 6grencilerin dijjital iletisim ve okuryazarliklarinin gelistirilmesi noktasinda
da bilisim teknolojileri 6gretmenleriyle koordineli bir sekilde ¢alisilabilir (Yildiz ve Seferoglu, 2013).
Diger taraftan, okul disinda teknolojiyi daha g¢ok tiiketim amagli kullandiklar1 sonucundan yola
cikarak, 6grencilerin {iretim amacli olarak bilingli bir sekilde dijital medyay1 kullanmalarina yonelik
ebeveynlerin destegi, firsat yaratmalar1 ve cesaretlendirmeleri énemlidir olacaktir (Lu, Hao ve Jing,
2016). Ayrica hem okul icinde ve hem de disinda teknoloji kullaniminin ve siirecte etkili olan

faktorlerin nitel arastirmalarla derinlemesine incelenmesi yol gosterici olacaktir.
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" Lise Ogrencilerinin Web 2.0 Teknolojilerini Kullanim Durumlarinin Incelenmesi” baglikli galismanin yazim
siirecinde bilimsel, etik ve alint1 kurallarina uyulmus; toplanan veriler iizerinde herhangi bir tahrifat
yapilmamus, karsilasilacak tiim etik ihlallerde “Kirsehir Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi Yaymn Kurulunun”
hi¢bir sorumlulugunun olmadig, tiim sorumlulugun Sorumlu Yazara ait oldugu ve bu ¢alismanin
herhangi baska bir akademik yayimn ortamina degerlendirme i¢in gonderilmemis oldugunu taahhiit

ederim.

Ars. Gor. Dr. Tugba BAHCEKAPILI OZDEMIR
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Introduction

Nowadays, the technology has reached a significant level of popularity especially in the life of
children and young user groups, and new generation users participate in the digital world through
different types of devices. However, the literature suggests that the new generation learners” frequent
use of technological tools in their daily lives does not mean that they sufficiently benefit from digital
environments (Ng, 2012; Nuhoglu Kibar and Akkoyunlu, 2015; Sorgo, Bartol, Dolni¢ar and Boh
Podgornik, 2017). For example, as Cebi and Bahgekapili Ozdemir (2019) stated, the fact that the new
generation of so-called digital natives are raised in an environment surrounded by technology, is not a

predictor of their information search behavior in online environments.

Helsper and Eynon (2010) also discussed the generation and numbers of years of Internet
usage and its content in predicting digital nativeness. As a result of this study, it was revealed that the
digital production activities that individuals engage in digital environments are the most important
factors in predicting digital nativeness. On the other hand, the countrywide fieldwork conducted by
the Information and Communication Technologies Authority (BTK) of Turkey, with students and
parents to understand the conscious, safe and effective use of information technology and Internet,
and Internet usage behavior revealed similar results (BTK, 2018). According to the results of the study,
digital productivity and literacy levels of high school students are not sufficient. It is also stated that
students are mostly involved in consumption-oriented digital environments such as social
networking, while they do not engage in content production activities such as blogging or program

development.

Lately, the concepts of digital divide or digital inequality, which address the differences in
access to technology, have begun to be discussed in terms of differentiation situations in the ways of
using technology. In this regard, it is noted that young groups with high education and income levels
benefit more from digital technologies (Correa, 2016; van Deursen, van Dijk and ten Klooster, 2015).
Similarly, it is stated that the activities carried out in online environments are affected by the skills and
socio-economic levels of the users (Hargittai, 2010). In this context, when the access to the Internet is
controlled for, it is concluded that the socio-economic level of the family affects the activities carried
out in online environments; for example, with the rise of the socio-economic level, which is considered
as the education level of the parents, it is concluded that young people use the Internet more
consciously and in variety of activities. As a result, it is stated that the more advantageous ones use
digital media for capital-enhancing activities, while others use digital media for leisure or
entertainment (Hargittai and Walejko, 2008; van Deursen, van Dijk and ten Klooster, 2015). According
to UNICEF's “Children in a Digital World” (2017) report, how technology is used and the quality of

online experiences determine digital inequality. In this respect, it is stated that the factors such as
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digital competencies, educational and socio-economic levels of the users, the types of devices they use,
the income of the family and the presence of content in their own language affect this process. It is also
underlined that educators or parents as adults need to focus on the digital experiences of the new
generation, in other words what they do online, who spend a significant portion of their time on-

screen (Hiniker, Radesky, Livingstone and Blum-Ross, 2019; UNICEF, 2017).

In today's digital age, young user groups can participate in the digital world as content
producers as well as being part of the groups that consume information in online environments. Given
the importance of online content production, it is stated that using online environments only for
production or consumption will increase digital inequality between groups (Hargittai and Walejko,
2008). Therefore, there is a need to provide relevant support to ensure that young people benefit
equally from online environments. At this point, digital literacy skills, which is the ability to use
digital technologies properly and effectively, have come up in order to enable individuals to benefit
sufficiently from technology (Ribble, 2011). Digital literacy has gained great importance among other
literacy types, and is considered as one of the most important elements for becoming a digital citizen
(Cubukgu and Bayzan, 2013). Taking the cognitive and social processes into account, actions taken
with technology could be gathered in three dimensions as “Locating and consuming digital content”,
“Communicating digital content” and “Creating digital content” and different types of literacy can be
mentioned for each dimension (Spires and Bartlett, 2012). “Locating and consuming digital content”
means the effective use of the Web and the informed selection and use of information needed;
“Creating digital content” includes the creation of digital content by users using multi-media tools,
and “Communicating digital content” means the ability to transmit the generated content effectively.
As a result, digital literacy is defined as the ability to find and consume, create and transmit digital
content while simultaneously employing a critical evaluation process. The important point here is
how individuals reach information in the digital world, how much value they add to their lives, and
how they can solve the problems they face with the help of technology (Cubukcu and Bayzan, 2013).
In other words, emphasis is placed on individuals who can utilize information to solve complex
problems, adapt to changing conditions and demands, as well as utilize the power of technology to

create new knowledge and increase individual capacity and productivity (Binkley et al., 2012).

The focus of this research is to examine the actions of young people using Web 2.0
technologies in online environments and the factors that are effective in these actions. In this direction,
the actions of high school students using Web 2.0 technologies, which enable online collaboration and
sharing of information with each other, are discussed in the context of various variables. For that

purpose, the following questions were sought;

What are the frequency of high school students' actions using Web 2.0 technologies?
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e Does it vary by gender?
e Does it vary according to the level of digital communication and literacy?
e Does it vary according to daily internet usage time?

e Does it vary according to the Internet usage experience?
Method

In this study, cross-sectional survey design from non-experimental patterns, a quantitative
research method, is used. The cross-sectional survey desing is a research model aimed at determining
the views of individuals about the subject under consideration at a given time (Fraenkel, Wallen and

Hyun, 2012).
Sample

This study was conducted on a total of 336 students in a high school in central Trabzon. 56.2%
of the students were female (n = 189) and 43.8% were male (n = 147). 58% of the participants consisted

of 9th grade (n =195), 26.5% of 10th grade (n =89) and 15.5% of 11th grade (n = 52) students.

The average experience of these students with the Internet was 6.45 years (SD = 3.11) and the
time spent on the Internet was 3.22 hours (SD = 2.30). In addition, 94.05% (n = 316) of the students
have mobile phones, followed by technologies such as laptops (69.05%) and tablets (58.93%),
respectively. When the students’ access to the Internet via these technologies were examined, it was
determined that 98.4% of students have access to the Internet with their mobile phones, 82.3% with a

laptop and 66.7% through a tablet.
Data Collection Tools

As a data collection tool, the personal information form prepared by the researchers, the Web
2.0 technologies usage questionnaire created by scanning the relevant literature, and digital
communication and literacy scale were used. The personal information form consisted of
demographic questions such as gender, grade level, Internet usage experience, daily Internet usage
time of the participants. The Web 2.0 technologies usage questionnaire was created within the

framework of the actions of students in digital environments by using Web 2.0 technologies.

In this context, the questionnaire items that include actions related to locating and consuming
digital content, communicating digital content, and creating digital content were created by the
researchers. Related items were reviewed by the researchers, and in the 20-item questionnaire,

students were asked to indicate how often they performed the stated activities by using Web 2.0 tools.

The frequency of the actions was evaluated with a 5-point Likert scale as “Never”,

V7 7i

“Everyday”, “Once / Several times a week”, “Once / several times a month”, “Once / several times a
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year”. Finally, the “digital communication and literacy” dimension of the digital citizenship scale
developed by Kocadag (2012) was used to evaluate the digital communication and literacy levels of
the students. The author stated that each dimension of the scale can be used independently and
Cronbach's alpha value for the 24-item digital communication and literacy dimension was found .96 in

the original study; and .90 for the sample of this study.
Data Analysis

Descriptive and predictive analysis methods were used to analyze the collected data. In order
to determine the frequency of high school students' actions using Web 2.0 technologies, frequency and
percentage from descriptive methods were used. As the responses given to each item were accepted as
ordinal data (Boone and Boone, 2012), nonparametric tests were used for statistical analysis. Mann-
Whitney U test was used in order to determine the change in the answers to each item according to
gender (female / male), digital communication and literacy level (low / high), daily Internet usage time
(less than 3 hours / 3 hours and higher) and Internet usage experience (less than 6 years/ 6 years and
higher). In the analysis of the data, .05 significance level was accepted and the data was analyzed with
IBM SPSS 20.0 program. In addition, effect sizes were calculated and r values was presented. r value
was interpreted as small effect from .1 to .3, moderate effect from .3 to .5, and greater effect as .5 and

above (Cohen, 1988).
Findings
Frequency of high school students' actions using Web 2.0 technologies

The actions taken by high school students using Web 2.0 technologies and the frequency of

these actions are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1. Frequency of actions performed using Web 2.0 technologies

Never  Once/Several Once/Several Once/Several Every day
times a year times amonth timesaweek (Daily)

Actions n % n % n % n % n %

Reading articles from a blog, wikioran 91 27.08 22 6.55 59 17.56 101 30.06 63 18.75
online discussion forum
Posting comments on a blog, wiki, oran 179 53.27 31 9.23 45 13.39 52 15.48 29 8.63
online discussion forum
Keeping your own blog 246 7321 19 5.65 25 7.44 26 7.74 20 5.95

Making a voice / video call (Skype, 37 11.01 41 12.20 87 25.89 90 26.79 81 24.11
FaceTime etc.)
Listening to music or watching videos 5 1.49 8 2.38 5 1.49 35 10.42 283 84.23

Downloading music or videos 8 238 8 2.38 31 9.23 109 32.44 180 53.57
Participating social networks 17  5.06 7 2.08 11 3.27 34 10.12 267 79.46
(Facebook, Twitter etc.)

Playing multi-user online computer 59 1756 44 13.10 59 17.56 85 25.30 89 26.49
games

Participating virtual worlds (Second life etc.) 196 58.33 24 714 25 7.44 43 12.80 48 14.29
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Using online word processors or 101 30.06 24 714 66 19.64 58 1726 87 25.89
spreadsheets (Google docs etc.)

Creating / editing digital pictures / 75 2232 31 923 56 16.67 103 3065 71 21.13
photos

Creating / editing digital audio files 134 3988 33 982 59 17.56 69 20.54 41 12.20
Creating / editing digital videos 104 3095 41 1220 77 2292 70 20.83 44 13.10
Sharing your own products (music, 99 2946 36 1071 90 @ 26.79 75 2232 36 10.71

video, pictures, animation, etc.) in
digital environments

Creating / editing web pages 241 7173 35 1042 22 6.55 23 6.85 15 4.46
Online shopping (Hepsiburada, 87 2590 55 1640 110 32.70 61 1820 23 6.80
Amazon etc.)

Sending/receiving emails 40 1190 45 13.39 84 25.00 99 29.46 68 20.24
Instant messaging (WhatsApp, Gtalk) 17 506 7 2.08 8 2.38 28 833 276 82.14
Attending web conferences 218 64.88 38 1131 42 12.50 25 7.44 13 3.87

Following massive open online courses 151 44.94 41 1220 49 14.58 68 2024 27 8.04
(Khan Academy, Coursera etc.)

The results showed that high school students perform the following activities using Web 2.0
technologies on a daily basis: “listening to music or watching videos”, “instant messaging (WhatsApp,
Gtalk etc)”, “participating social networks (Facebook, Twitter etc.)” and “music or video
downloading”. “Making voice/video calls (Skype, FaceTime etc.)”, “Sending/receiving e-mails”,
“Playing multi-user online computer games”, “Creating/editing digital pictures/photos” are
performed once or several times a week. The actions that high school students perform the least with
Web 2.0 technologies are “Creating /Editing a Web Site”, “Keeping Your Own Blog”, “Attending Web
Conferences”, “Posting Comments on Blog, Wiki or Online Discussion Forums”, “Participating

Virtual Worlds (Second life, etc.)”, “Following massive open online courses (Khan Academy,

Coursera, etc.)”.

When the students' frequent actions were examined, it was found that 84.23% of the students
listen to music or watch a video every day, 82.14% use instant messaging every day and 79.46% use
social networks every day. In contrast to the actions that students perform every day, 73.21% of high
school students have never kept their own blog, 71.73% have never attempted to create or edit a

website and 68.88% never attended a web conference.

Change by gender. Table 2 presents the results of the analysis regarding whether the frequency of the

high school students' actions varied according to their gender.
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Table 2. Gender-based actions taken using Web 2.0 technologies

Actions Gender n Rank Rank U z p
Average Sum

Reading articles from a blog, wiki or an online Female 189 16228  30670.50 12716 -1.373 .170

discussion forum Male 147 17650  25945.50

Posting comments on a blog, wiki, or an online Female 189 15554  29396.50 11442 -3.024 .002

discussion forum Male 147 18517  27219.50

Keeping your own blog Female 189  164.83  31152.00 13197 -1.010 .313
Male 147 17322  25464.00

Making a voice / video call (Skype, FaceTime etc.) Female 189  160.77  30386.00 12431 -1.700 .089
Male 147 17844  26230.00

Listening to music or watching videos Female 189  173.72  32833.50 12905 -1.764 .078
Male 147  161.79  23782.50

Downloading music or videos Female 189 17256  32613.50 13125 -0.964 .335
Male 147 16328  24002.50

Participating social networks (Facebook, Twitter etc.) Female 189 17197 3250250 13236 -1.053 .292
Male 147  164.04  24113.50

Playing multi-user online computer games Female 189  125.02  23628.00 5673 -9.535 <.001
Male 147 22441  32988.00

Participating virtual worlds (Second life etc.) Female 189  152.89  28896.50 10942 -3.744 <.001
Male 147 18857  27719.50

Using online word processors or spreadsheets Female 189  164.76  31139.50 13185 -0.824 .410

(Google docs etc.) Male 147 17331  25476.50

Creating / editing digital pictures / photos Female 189 17281  32661.50 13077 -0.949 .343
Male 147 162.96 23954.50

Creating / editing digital audio files Female 189  165.69  31315.00 13360 -0.627 .530
Male 147 17212 25301.00

Creating / editing digital videos Female 189  164.64 3111650 13162 -0.850 .395
Male 147 173.47 25499.50

Sharing your own products (music, video, pictures, =~ Female 189  169.06  31953.00 13785 -0.124 .901

animation, etc.) in digital environments Male 147 167.78  24663.00

Creating / editing web pages Female 189 15793  29848.00 11893 -2.852 .004
Male 147 182.10 26768.00

Online shopping (Hepsiburada, Amazon etc.) Female 189  163.00  30807.50 12853 -1.215 .224
Male 147 175.57 25808.50

Sending/receiving emails Female 189  151.19  28575.50 10621 -3.806 <.001
Male 147 190.75 28040.50

Instant messaging (WhatsApp, Gtalk) Female 189  176.67  33391.00 12347 -2.621 .009
Male 147 157.99 23225.00

Attending web conferences Female 189  163.44  30890.00 12935 -1.273 .203
Male 147 175.01 25726.00

Following massive open online courses (Khan Female 189 167.62  31680.00 13725 -0.199 .842

Academy, Coursera etc.) Male 147  169.63  24936.00

When the data in Table 2 is examined, it is seen that there is a difference in favor of male

students in the action of “playing multi-user online computer games” (z =-9.535, p <.01, r =-.520) and

this difference has a great effect. At the same time, actions “posting comments in blog, wiki or online

discussion forums” (z = -3.024, p <.05, r = -.165), “Participating in virtual worlds (Second life, etc.)” (z =

-3.744, p <01, r =-.204), “Sending / receiving e-mail” (z = -3.806, p <.01, r = -.208), and “Creating/editing

a Web site” (z = -2.852, p <.05, r = -.156) also found to be significantly different in favor of males.
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However, the effect value of the difference obtained in these actions is small. “Instant messaging

(WhatsApp, Gtalk)” (z = -2.621, p <.05, r = -.143) was found to be a significant difference in favor of

female students.

Change according to digital communication and literacy. Digital communication and literacy scores

were divided into two groups as “low digital communication and literacy” and “high digital

communication and literacy” using median split method. Table 3 shows the results of the analysis of

whether high school students' actions change according to digital communication and literacy level.

Table 3. Change of actions using Web 2.0 technologies according to digital communication and literacy level

Actions Digital n Rank Rank U z P
communication Average Sum
and literacy

Reading articles from a blog, wiki or Low 161 138.77 2234250 9301.5 -5.547 <.001

an online discussion forum High 175 195.85 34273.50

Posting comments on a blog, wiki, or Low 161 148.80 23956.00 10915  -3.888 <.001

an online discussion forum High 175 186.63 32660.00

Keeping your own blog Low 161 161.16 25947.50 12906.5 -1.705 .088
High 175 175.25 30668.50

Making a voice / video call (Skype, Low 161 153.17 24660.00 11619  -2.853 .004

FaceTime etc.) High 175 182.61 31956.00

Listening to music or watching videos Low 161 161.59 26015.50 129745 -1.975 .051
High 175 174.86 30600.50

Downloading music or videos Low 161 152.94 24623.00 11582  -3.127 .002
High 175 182.82 31993.00

Participating social networks Low 161 159.74 25717.50 12676.5 -2.250 .024

(Facebook, Twitter etc.) High 175 176.56 30898.50

Playing multi-user online computer Low 161 156.48 25193.00 12152  -2.230 .026

games High 175 179.56 31423.00

Participating virtual worlds (Second Low 161 155.80 25084.50 12043.5 -2.576 .010

life etc.)
High 175 180.18 31531.50

Using online word processors or Low 161 153.95 24786.00 11745  -2.713 .007

spreadsheets (Google docs etc.) High 175 181.89 31830.00

Creating / editing digital pictures / Low 161 149.30 24038.00 10997  -3.574 <.001

photos High 175 186.16 32578.00

Creating / editing digital audio files Low 161 141.99 22861.00 9820 -5.002 <.001
High 175 192.89 33755.00

Creating / editing digital videos Low 161 140.08 22553.50 95125 -5290 <.001
High 175 194.64 34062.50

Sharing your own products (music, Low 161 156.78 25241.50 12200.5 -2.186 .029

video, pictures, animation, etc.) in High 175 179.28 31374.50

digital environments

Creating / editing web pages Low 161 166.07 26737.50 13696.5 -0.554 .579
High 175 170.73 29878.50

Online shopping (Hepsiburada, Low 161 151.58 24404.00 11363 -3.164  .002

Amazon etc.) High 175  184.07  32212.00

Sending/receiving emails Low 161 137.13 22078.00 9037 -5.836 <.001
High 175 197.36 34538.00

Instant messaging (WhatsApp, Gtalk) Low 161 157.66 25382.50 12341.5 -2.942 .003
High 175 178.48 31233.50

Attending web conferences Low 161 161.47 25997.00 12956  -1496 .135
High 175 174.97 30619.00
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Following massive open online Low 161 153.63 2473450 11693.5 -2.844 .004
courses (Khan Academy, Coursera High 175 182.18 31881.50
etc.)

When the findings in Table 3 were examined, no significant difference was found between
students with low and high levels of digital communication and literacy levels in actions “keeping
their own blog”, “listening to music or watching videos”, “creating websites” and “attending web
conferences”. In other actions, statistically significant differences were found in favor of the group
with high level of digital communication and literacy. When the effect size of the actions with
significant difference is examined, moderate effect size in actions “Reading articles in blog, wiki or

online discussion forums” (z = -5.547, p <.01, r = -.303) and “Sending / receiving e-mail” (z = - 5.836, p

<.01, r =-.318) was found, and difference in other actions were found to be small.

Change according to daily Internet usage. Daily internet usage times of the students were
categorized as low and high using median decomposition method. Those who use the Internet for 3
hours or more per day were classified as high, and others as low. The results of the analysis of
whether the actions taken by the students vary according to their daily Internet usage times are

presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Change of actions using Web 2.0 technologies according to daily internet usage time

Actions Daily Internet n Rank Rank U z P
Usage Time Average Sum

Reading articles from a blog, Low 149 158.41 23603.00 12428.000 -1.752 .080

wiki or an online discussion High 187 176.54 33013.00

forum

Posting comments on a blog, Low 149 157.08 23404.50 12229.500 -2.098 .036

wiki, or an online discussion High 187 177.60 33211.50

forum

Keeping your own blog Low 149 166.98 24879.50 13704.500 -.330  .742
High 187 169.71 31736.50

Making a voice / video call Low 149 150.92 22486.50 11311.500 -3.045 .002

(Skype, FaceTime etc.) High 187 182.51 34129.50

Listening to music or watching Low 149 156.76 23357.50 12182500 -3.121 .002

videos High 187 177.85 33258.50

Downloading music or videos Low 149 156.27 23284.50 12109.500 -2.287 .022
High 187 178.24 33331.50

Participating social networks Low 149 157.61 23484.50 12309.500 -2.601 .009

(Facebook, Twitter etc.) High 187 177.17 33131.50

Playing multi-user online Low 149 152.25 22685.50 11510.500 -2.805 .005

computer games High 187 181.45 33930.50

Participating virtual worlds Low 149 158.71 23648.50 12473.500 -1.848 .065

(Second life etc.) High 187 176.30 32967.50

Using online word processors or Low 149 167.86 25010.50 13835.500  -.112 911

spreadsheets (Google docs etc.) High 187 169.01 31605.50

Creating / editing digital Low 149 159.34 23741.00 12566.000 -1.588 .112

pictures / photos High 187 175.80 32875.00

Creating / editing digital audio Low 149 159.39 23749.50 12574.500 -1.600 .110

files High 187 175.76 32866.50
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Creating / editing digital videos Low 149 153.68 22899.00 11724.000 -2.567 .010
High 187 180.30 33717.00

Sharing your own products Low 149 163.44 24352.00 13177.000 -879  .379

(music, video, pictures, High 187 172.53 32264.00

animation, etc.) in digital

environments

Creating / editing web pages Low 149 168.14 25053.50 13878.500  -.076  .940
High 187 168.78 31562.50

Online shopping (Hepsiburada, Low 149 156.10 23258.50 12083.500 -2.158 .031

Amazon etc.) High 187 178.38 33357.50

Sending/receiving emails Low 149 159.49 23764.00 12589.000 -1.560 .119
High 187 175.68 32852.00

Instant messaging (WhatsApp, Low 149 165.28 24627.00 13452.000 -813  .416

Gtalk) High 187 171.06 31989.00

Attending web conferences Low 149 161.38 24045.00 12870.000 -1.411 .158
High 187 174.18 32571.00

Following massive open online Low 149 167.67 24982.50 13807.500  -.148  .882

courses (Khan Academy, High 187 169.16 31633.50

Coursera etc.)

When the data in Table 4 is examined, it can be said that the students in the group whose daily
Internet usage period is 3 hours or more generally perform the actions using Web 2.0 technologies
more often compared to actions performed without any Web 2.0 technology. Statistically, “Posting
comments on a blog, wiki or online discussion forums” (z = -2.098, p <.05, r = -.114), “Making
voice/video calls (Skype, FaceTime etc.)” (z = -3.045, p <.05, r = -.166), “Listening to music or watching
videos” (z = -3.121, p <.05, r = -.170), “Downloading music or videos” (z = -2.287, p <05, r = -.125),
“Participating social networks (Facebook, Twitter, etc.)” (z = -2.601, p <.05, r = -.142), “Multi-user cycle
playing computer games” (z = -2.805, p <.05, r = -.153), “Creating/editing digital videos” (z = -2.567, p
<.05, r = -.140) and “Online shopping (Hepsiburada, Amazon, etc.)” (z =-2.158, p <.05, r = -.118) were
determined to be performed more frequently by the individuals who use the Internet more than 3

hours per day.

Change according to Internet usage experience. Median decomposition method was used to examine
whether the frequency of actions taken by students using Web 2.0 tools changes by the students’
experiences with the Internet. Internet usage experience is categorized as high for those with 6 years
or more experience, and low for less than 6 years. Accordingly, the results of the analysis are

presented in Table 5.

Table 5. Change of actions using Web 2.0 technologies according to Internet usage experience
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Actions Internet n Rank Rank U z p
Experience Average Sum

Reading articles from a blog, wiki or Low 146 142.93 20868.00  10137.000 -4.361 <.001

an online discussion forum High 190 188.15 35748.00

Posting comments on a blog, wiki, Low 146 151.44 22110.00  11379.000 -3.077  .002

or an online discussion forum High 190 181.61 34506.00

Keeping your own blog Low 146 166.10 24251.00  13520.000 -.509  .611
High 190 170.34 32365.00

Making a voice / video call (Skype, Low 146 150.56 21982.00  11251.000 -3.050  .002

FaceTime etc.) High 190 18228 34634.00

Listening to music or watching Low 146 162.78 23766.50 13035500 -1.492  .136

videos High 190 172.89 32849.50

Downloading music or videos Low 146 160.06 23368.50  12637.500 -1.550  .121
High 190 174.99 33247.50

Participating social networks Low 146 167.15 24404.00 13673.000  -.317 752

(Facebook, Twitter etc.) High 190  169.54 32212.00

Playing multi-user online computer Low 146 140.70 20541.50  9810.500 -4.713 <.001

games High 190 189.87 36074.50

Participating virtual worlds (Second Low 146 166.59 2432250  13591.500  -.354 724

life etc.) High 190  169.97 32293.50

Using online word processors or Low 146 161.84 23628.00 12897.000 -1.136  .256

spreadsheets (Google docs etc.) High 190 173.62 32988.00

Creating / editing digital pictures / Low 146 152.58 22276.00  11545.000 -2.709  .007

photos High 190  180.74 34340.00

Creating / editing digital audio files Low 146 149.85 21877.50  11146.500 -3.217  .001
High 190 182.83 34738.50

Creating / editing digital videos Low 146 142.77 20844.50  10113.500 -4.378 <.001
High 190 188.27 35771.50

Sharing your own products (music, Low 146 155.16 22654.00  11923.000 -2.273  .023

video, pictures, animation, etc.) in High 190 178.75 33962.00

digital environments

Creating / editing web pages Low 146 158.86 23193.00  12462.000 -2.011 .044
High 190 175.91 33423.00

Online shopping (Hepsiburada, Low 146 145.92 21304.50  10573.500 -3.859 <.001

Amazon etc.) High 190  185.85 35311.50

Sending/receiving emails Low 146 143.99 21023.00  10292.000 -4.167 <.001
High 190 187.33 35593.00

Instant messaging (WhatsApp, Low 146 159.39 23271.50  12540.500 -2.258  .024

Gtalk) High 190 17550 33344.50

Attending web conferences Low 146 163.58 23882.50 13151500  -.957 .338
High 190 172.28 32733.50

Following massive open online Low 146 157.59 23007.50  12276.500 -1.908  .056

cou)rses (Khan Academy, Coursera High 190 176.89 33608.50

etc.

Students' Internet usage experiences generally affect the frequency of actions they perform
using Web 2.0 tools. This effect is in favor of those with Internet usage experience for 6 years or more

for actions “Reading articles in blog, wiki or online discussion forums” (z = -4.361, p <.01, r = -.238),
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“Posting comments in blog, wiki or online discussion forums” (z = - 3.077, p <.05, r = -.168), “Making
voice/video calls (Skype, FaceTime, etc.)” (z = -3.050, p <.05, r = -.166), “Multi-user conversion playing
computer games” (z =-4.713, p <01, r = -.257), “Creating/editing digital audio files” (z =-3.217, p <05, r
= -.176), “Creating/editing digital video” (z = -4.378, p <.01, r = -.239), “Sharing your own products
(music, video, pictures, animation, etc.) created in digital media” (z = -2.273, p < .05, r = -.124),
“Creating/editing websites” (z = -2.011, p <.05, r = -.110), “Shopping online (Hepsiburada, Amazon,
etc.)” (z=-3.859, p <01, r=-.211), “Sending / receiving e-mail” (z = -4.167, p <.01, r =-.227) and “Instant
messaging (WhatsApp, Gtalk)” (z =-2.258, p <05, r = -.123). However, the frequency of “Participating
virtual worlds (Second life, etc.)”, “Using online word processors or spreadsheets (Google docs, etc.)”,
“Attending web conferences”, “Keeping your own blog”, “Listening to music or watching videos”,
“Downloading music or videos”, “Participating social networks (Facebook, Twitter, etc.)” and

“Following massive open online courses (Khan Academy, Coursera, etc.)” activities were found to be

not affected by the Internet usage experience.
Discussion, Conclusion and Suggestions

In this study, the actions of high school students using Web 2.0 tools are discussed. In this
context, it was determined that majority of the participating students who have mobile devices have
access to the Internet through this device. This proves that high school students have the basic

equipment necessary to use Web 2.0 technologies.

It has been determined that the majority of high school students perform consumption-
oriented actions frequently (every day) using Web 2.0 technologies, while production-oriented actions
were rarely or never performed. While students listen to music or watch/download videos, participate
social networks and perform instant messaging actions every day; they rarely or never keep their own
blog, comment on online discussion forums, follow massive open online courses, create web sites and
attend to web conferences. Similarly, it has been shown that high school students do not engage in
content production activities in digital environments (BTK, 2018). It is also noted that although Web
2.0 technologies are a major part of the daily lives of young user groups, very few students are able to
use these tools with high level of proficiency (Clark, Logan, Luckin, Mee and Oliver, 2009). On the
other hand, although there is the assumption that new generations are equipped with digital skills in
today's information society, Porat, Blau and Barak (2018) showed that there is a gap between the
digital competencies perceived by high school students and their actual performance in digital tasks.
To this end, educators are encouraged to design activities that will strengthen students’ digital
communication and literacy, particularly in the areas of content generation and sharing, in order to

prepare them for the future.
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It was found that there were changes in the actions of high school students according to
gender. Results showed that male students performed multi-user online computer games,
participating in virtual worlds, creating websites, commenting on discussion forums and
sending/receiving e-mails actions more frequently than female students. On the other hand, instant
messaging is more common among female students. Studies show that male students tend to share
more on the web and develop content than female students. However, when digital skills or Internet
usage experience is controlled, it is stated that there is no distinction between male and female
students (Correa, 2010; Hargittai and Walejko, 2008). Therefore, students should be sufficiently

supported and encouraged to use technology regardless of their gender.

It was determined that students with high levels of digital communication and literacy
performed different types of actions using Web 2.0 technologies compared to other students. Hargittai
(2002) also states that individuals with the knowledge and skills required for activities such as content
creation and sharing can benefit more from the opportunities on the web. However, in this study, no
significant difference was found in the actions of high school students according to their level of
digital communication and literacy in actions of keeping their own blog, creating web sites and
attending to web conferences. This may be due to the fact that such actions are not frequently
preferred by high school students. There was also no difference in actions of listening to music or
watching videos in terms of digital communication and literacy levels. This situation can be
interpreted as there is no effect of digital communication and literacy level on the realization of such

actions frequently performed by high school students.

Students who have daily Internet usage time of three hours or more was found to comment on
online discussion forums, make audio/video calls, listen to music or watch/download videos, join
social networks, play multi-user games, create/edit digital videos and shop online more frequently.
Looking at these actions, it is seen that each action is a long time-consuming activity. Although the
daily time spent on the Internet is high, it is seen that the students engage in online activities to meet
their entertainment or other needs. At this point, it is necessary to question how students interact with
Web 2.0 tools for creating and sharing production content in online environments (Hargittai and

Walejko, 2008).

Finally, it was found that reading/posting online discussion forums, making voice calls,
creating digital audio files/videos and sharing them in digital media, online shopping and instant
messaging actions are performed more frequently depending on the students’ Internet usage
experiences. However, Internet usage experience had no effect on the actions of participating social
networks, keeping their own blog, participating virtual worlds, attending web conferences, following

massive open online courses and using online tools such as Google documents. This may be due to the
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fact that students do not need prior knowledge in using social networks and they do not have
awareness for other situations. Taken all together, it is seen that students need support for using Web
2.0 tools effectively. In particular, it is important to increase students' awareness of content creation
and to support them with planned activities as it is a complex process which requires more intellectual
effort and time than content consuming and sharing (Lu, Hao and Jing, 2016). At this point, guidance
from school information technology teachers can also be taken in order to prepare and diversify
activities. At the same time, working in coordination with information technology teachers could also
be helpful to improve students’ digital communication and literacy (Yildiz and Seferoglu, 2013).
Keeping in mind that the students use technology outside the school mainly for information
consumption, it will be important for parents to support, create opportunities and encourage students
to use digital media consciously for content production purposes (Lu, Hao and Jing, 2016). In
addition, an in-depth analysis of the use of technology and the factors influencing this process both in

and out of school through qualitative research will be more guiding.
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