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ABSTRACT
Considered among the key technologies of the current world, Web 2.0 has been widely reported to be used in language education contexts; though, as implied in most cases, its success depends on how language learners perceive Web 2.0 tools. This study aims to investigate the perceptions of English as a Foreign Language (EFL) learners towards Web 2.0 tools within the framework of Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) which is one of the most commonly applied theory for delving into user acceptance of information and communication technologies. Data consisting of surveys of 572 EFL learners attending a preparatory program at a Turkish university were analysed through descriptive statistics.  Findings are discussed in connection with such variables as awareness, perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, attitudes towards use, behavioural intention and actual system usage through correlational analysis. The study concludes that EFL learners are aware of existence of Web 2.0 tools, though limited in variety, and find them acceptable and useful in general; however, their level of Web 2.0 technological acceptance for language learning is relatively lower. Also, perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use along with learners’ attitudes and ability to use are among the key predictors in determining the behavioural intention to use Web 2.0 technology. 
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1. INTRODUCTION
Generally framed in terms of development and utilization of technology tools in language education, computer assisted language learning (CALL) has been acknowledged as a well-established field rich in diversity which is manifested in the form of diversity in the wide range of technology and diversity in the users of CALL along with the diversity in the settings where CALL is used (Stockwell, 2012). Facilitated through this diversity, one emerging trend of CALL research of late is to integrate Web 2.0 tools into language instruction. 
Coined by O’Reilly (2005), and sometimes dubbed as “social web” (Kuteeva, 2011) and “read/write web” (Daniels, 2009), the term Web 2.0 is used to refer to a second-generation of web tools that involve dynamic, interactive, democratic, people centric and adaptive nature of internet (Brown, 2012). Web 2.0 is fundamentally different from its predecessor, Web 1.0 which is static, not interactive and under the control of those with programming knowledge. Anybody with a minimum level of web skills can contribute to Web 2.0 through collaborating, creating content and sharing the information in new ways. 
Considered in the domain of education, Web 2.0 tools are discussed in connection with the notions of evolution in terms of facilitating informal learning contexts, and transformation in terms of transcending formal educational contexts (Conole & Alevizou, 2010). These potentials of Web 2.0 are also assumed to enable learners to become more active producers, evaluators, and commentators within their learning activities. Depending on these promises, there has been a trend in which many educators have begun to experiment with tools offered by Web 2.0 within the field of language teaching (Wang & Vasquez, 2012), and an overwhelming body of literature mostly reporting on the positive impacts of specific Web 2.0 tools (e.g. blogs, wikis, podcasts etc…) upon language learning has emerged (Arslan & Şahin Kızıl, 2010; Kuteeva, 2011; Şahin Kızıl, 2015; Viswanathan, 2009; Warschauer & Grimes, 2007). 
However, moving beyond the scope of specific applications, it has been well established that when encountered with a new technology tool, individual users can vary in their acceptance ranging from complete rejection to active resistance (Keller, 2007). Therefore, it is of vital importance to determine learners’ attitudes and use which give ideas about their level of acceptance of Web 2.0 tools before taking the claims regarding the positive effects of integrating these tools into the educational settings as for granted. Examining students’ attitudes and use is likely to make a preliminary step for the language practitioners planning any intervention through Web 2.0 tools (L. Hsu, 2015; Selevičienė & Burkšaitienė, 2015). As Toyama (2011) states, introduction of new technologies into a teaching setting should be justified based not on the teachers optimistic views or a priori rejection but on empirical data including the learners perceptions as a significant part of such integration. 
The present study is a step in this direction aiming at evaluating EFL learners’ attitudes and acceptance of Web 2.0 tools. More specifically, this study aims to (1) determine the EFL learners’ attitudes and preference of Web 2.0 tools; (2) to identify their acceptance level within the framework of Technology Acceptance Model (TAM); and (3) to explore if TAM variables and learners’ background factors correlate with their acceptance of Web 2.0 tools for learning English.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1.  Technology Acceptance Model 
One of the most influential and frequently employed framework in identifying individuals’ decisions on technology use is Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) originally developed by Davis (1989) as an extension of Theory of Reasoned Action by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975). Originated in the field of social psychology, TAM, in due course, has found its way into the field of language education and has fostered a number of studies intending to analyse factors leading to the acceptance of certain technology tools (Chang, Yan, & Tseng, 2012; Hourigan & Murray, 2010; L. Hsu, 2015; Lin, 2014) due to its appropriateness and capacity to offer explanations for learners’ acceptance to the target technology.
TAM, also forming the theoretical framework of the current study, states that “perceived usefulness (PU)” and “perceived ease of use (PEoU)” are the two main constructs underlying the acceptance and use of new technologies. PU is defined as “the degree to which an individual believes that using a particular system would enhance his/ her job performance” and PEoU refers to “the degree to which an individual believes that using a particular system would be free of physical and mental efforts” (Davis, 1989 p.320). The dependent variables of TAM are behavioural intention (BI) to use a technology and actual use (AU). External factors are also proposed to affect intention and actual use through having impacts on PU and PEoU (Venkatesh & Davis, 1996). This study taking awareness as an external factor is built on TAM depicted in figure 1. 
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Figure 1. Technology Acceptance Model used in this study
Awareness in the present study refers to the extent to which students are aware of using Web 2.0 tools in language learning. Attitude is defined as the degree to which students find any Web 2.0 tools favourable in learning a language. Behavioural intention is the students’ continued intention to perform language learning activities through Web 2. 0 tools, and Actual use refers to the frequency of use of Web 2. 0 by the students.
Research focusing on the relationship between the core variables of TAM (i.e. PU and PoEU) and behavioural intention has revealed mixed results. Lee, Kozar and Larsen (2003) reviewed a total of 101 studies conducted within the framework of TAM and found that while 74 studies reported a significant relationship between PU and behavioural intention to use technology tools, 58 of them revealed a significant correlation between PEoU and users’ intention for future utilization of technology. This implies a need for further research with different user populations in different contexts. 
While numerous studies have analysed learners’ willingness to adopt information and communication technologies (ICT) using TAM as an underlying theory (M. K. Hsu, Wang, & Chiu, 2009; M. K. O. Lee, Cheung, & Chen, 2005; Park, 2009; Teo, 2015; Wong, 2015), fewer studies have applied the model in the context of foreign language learning (Dizon, 2016). One of the studies in language learning context was conducted by Mah and Er (2009) who investigated 58 English language learners’ behavioural intention to use blogs in their educational activities. Using correlational analysis, the researchers found that there were strong associations between PEoU, PU and behavioural intention. They concluded that measurement instruments based on TAM could make valid tools in language education contexts. Another TAM study is L. Hsu's (2015) investigation of the structural relationships among the variables of EFL learners’ perceptual learning styles and TAM. 341 EFL learners were trained through an automatic speech recognition computer system on a daily basis for three months. After the treatment, the participants were administered a questionnaire on their technology acceptance. The findings revealed that perceived usefulness was significantly related to attitude of using the system that was decisive to EFL learners’ continuing use of the technology. In their study, Selevičienė and Burkšaitienė (2015) focused on TAM variables and their relationships with language learners’ (n= 101) background factors in exploring the use of Web 2.0 tools among the participants. The results showed that almost all the participants are aware of the existence of Web 2.0 tools and find them useful for academic purposes “however, their technological acceptance levels for Web 2.0 for learning English are moderately lower” (Selevičienė & Burkšaitienė, 2015 p. 287). More recently, Dizon (2016) measured the perceptions of internet based tests among Japanese EFL learners (n=80) by focusing on the correlational relationships between PU, PEoU and behavioural intention to use internet based tests. The researcher found that students’ attitudes towards the PU, PEOU, and behaviouarl intention to use internet based tests were moderately favorable, with PU and behavioural intention more favorably perceived than PEoU. 
To recapitulate, research conducted within the field language learning has shown that TAM could make a reliable basis for understanding EFL learners’ acceptance and use of technology (Dizon, 2016; Mah & Er, 2009). Both PU and PEoU had a direct and significant impact on EFL learners’ intention to use technology (Lin, 2014); however, it has also been suggested that if a computer system is too complex or not adequately useful for learners, it might negatively affect learning process (L. Hsu, 2015). Therefore, there remains scope for further exploration of the topic (Y. Lee et al., 2003; Lin, 2014). The present study, hence, is an attempt to explore EFL learners’ Web 2.0 technology acceptance levels for learning English, and to find out whether individual learners’ background factors influence the acceptance of Web 2.0 tools. 

3. METHODOLOGY
3.1. Research Setting and Participants
This study was carried out at the School of Foreign Languages at Fırat University, Turkey, which offers its registered students a-one-year intensive English preparatory instruction with the purpose of equipping the students with language skills required to pursue their education in their respective fields of study. At the time of the study, total hours of English instruction were 20 hours per week and the students were being offered a-two hour of computer assisted language learning class where students were practicing what they had learned through a commercial, course specific learning management system in a computer lab. 
A total of 572 students participated in the study. Drawn in accordance with the convenience sampling procedure which involves choosing the nearest available respondents (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2000), the participants were all university level EFL learners majoring in different sub-fields of engineering (i.e. computer, electronic, environmental, software and civil engineering). 71.9% of the respondents were male (n=411) and the rest was female (n=161). The average age of the participants was 19.7 years (SD= 1.50).  
3.2. Research Instrument
Collected in the year 2015, data for this study comes from the responses of the participants to a questionnaire adapted from the relevant literature (Arshad & Hoon, 2012; Kennedy et al., 2007; Margaryan, Littlejohn, & Vojt, 2011). The participants completed the paper-based survey during their class hours and submitted them to the researcher upon completion. They were informed about the voluntary-basis nature of the study and privacy and confidentiality issues in advance. No reward in kind or monies was offered.
The language of the questionnaire was the participants’ mother tongue. With the purpose of precluding any misconception in the responses, Turkish version of the questionnaire was produced through a translation and back translation process which involves several rounds of translation of the target material through consulting an external reviewer to test the equality of the original and translated versions (Dörnyei, 2010). 
The questionnaire consisted of three sections: Section 1 collected data on demographic features (e.g. age, gender, majors etc…) of the participants. Section 2 asked about perceived proficiency of the participants in using Web 2.0 technologies (a total of 12 applications were presented). And the last section included 19 items focusing on variables of TAM model (i.e. awareness, perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, attitude, behavioural intention and actual usage).
Before its final dissemination to the sample, the items in the questionnaire were pilot tested with 21 students in the same research setting, and the items were revised and rephrased in accordance with the pilot test results. The survey data attained through the final administration of the questionnaire were analysed through SPSS 22.0. Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis were performed on the data. Results are presented in the following section.  
4. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
The first set of analysis was conducted on the data regarding the participants’ levels of perceived proficiency in using Web 2.0 tools. Participants responded a total of 12 items on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (do not know) to 5 (very knowledgeable). Each item in this part stands for a separate Web 2.0 tool. Decision on what Web 2.0 tools to include in the instrument was nourished by the literature about the integration of Web 2.0 tools into language learning contexts. The tools mostly highlighted as useful for language learners (Benito-Ruiz, 2009; Butler, 2015; Thomas, 2009; Wang & Vasquez, 2012) were added to the scale. Table 1 presents the results. For ease of interpretation, rating scales have been collapsed down combining do not know and not knowledgeable, and knowledgeable and very knowledgeable. 





Table 1. Perceived proficiency on Web 2.0 tools 
	Web 2.0 Tools 
	Do not know 
	Know it but not using 
	Knowledgeable 

	Social Networking Sites 
	- 
	4.7% 
	95.3% 

	Blog 
	52.5% 
	27.4% 
	20.1% 

	Wiki 
	58.8% 
	23.1% 
	18.1% 

	Google Docs 
	43.3% 
	18.9% 
	37.8% 

	Podcast 
	63% 
	14.4% 
	12.6% 

	Chatbot 
	41.7% 
	22.5% 
	35.8% 

	3D Virtual World 
	12.3% 
	26.1% 
	61.6% 

	Social Bookmarking 
	43.6% 
	41.1% 
	15.3% 

	Online Games (with real players) 
	8.2% 
	11.4% 
	80.4% 

	File Sharing 
	- 
	6.3% 
	93.6% 

	Commenting on multimedia 
	2.1% 
	23.4% 
	75.5% 

	RSS 
	38.9% 
	32.7% 
	28.4% 


As seen in table 1, the highest level of proficiency was reported to be in the domain of social networking sites (95.3%). There is a significant portion of students who feels proficient at file sharing (93.6%) and playing online games against real players (80.4%). The other Web 2.0 applications with which the participants had a high level of proficiency are making comments on shared media (75.5%) and virtual world (61.6%). However, the scene drastically changes when the content creation aspect of Web 2.0 is taken into consideration. Drawing from the discourse on digital natives suggesting that contemporary learners are not inclined just to consume information but desire to be active participants of information and knowledge creation process (Oblinger & Oblinger, 2005), it would be expected that the participants in this study would be proficient users of such technologies as blogs, wikis or google docs. However, the results indicated that only one out of five students are able to use blogging (20.1%); more than half of them have no idea about what a podcast (63%) or a wiki (58.8%) is; and nearly half of them do not know anything about google docs (43.3%) and social bookmarking (43.6%) let alone their being frequent users of these tools as claimed for them. This finding echoes the statement by Jones, Ramanau, Cross and Healing (2010) “some of the key technological tools that are identified with Web 2.0 are only used by minorities of [digital native] students” (p. 729).
The next set of analysis was related to the TAM section of the questionnaire. The data obtained from this part, initially, underwent the reliability analysis. Internal consistency estimates of reliability were calculated for the 6 dimensions of TAM used in this study and. Table 2 displays the results.

Table 2. Values of Cronbach’s Alpha by each dimension of TAM
	Dimensions 
	Number of items
	Cronbach’s Alpha

	Awareness
	3
	.83

	Perceived Usefulness
	5
	.91

	Perceived Ease of Use
	4
	.85

	Attitude 
	3
	.85

	Behavioral Intention 
	2
	.76

	Actual System Usage
	2
	.74

	Total
	19
	


 As shown in table 2, reliability coefficients for each dimension range between .74 and .91 which is an acceptable level to consider questionnaire items as reliable (Muijs, 2004). 
To identify the respondents’ levels of technology acceptance, the data were analysed using descriptive statistics and the results were presented in table 3. 

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics for EFL Learners’ Technology Acceptance Levels
	
	Items
	x
	SD

	Awarenes
	1. I am aware of the existence of Web 2.0 technologies
	4.32
	.899

	
	2. I am aware of the usage of Web 2.0 technologies 
	3.54
	.847

	
	3. I am aware that I can learn English language using Web 2.0 technologies
	3.28
	.765

	Perceived usefulness
	4. Web 2.0 technologies can help me to improve reading skills 
	4.52
	.729

	
	5. Web 2.0 technologies can help me to improve writing skills
	4.43
	.989

	
	6. Web 2.0 technologies can help me to improve listening skills
7. Web 2.0 technologies can help me to improve speaking skills
	4.11
	.905

	
	
	3.97
	.856

	
	8. Web 2.0 technologies can help to enhance my vocabulary 
	3.77
	.899

	Perceived ease of use
	9. Web 2.0 technologies are flexible in interacting and collaborating with peers and instructors
	3.92
	.875

	
	10. It is easy for me to become skilful in using Web 2.0 technologies
	3.37
	.890

	
	11. Web 2.0 technologies are easy to use
	3.21
	1.06

	
	12. Learning English through Web 2.0 technology is easy for me
	3.17
	.982

	Attitude
	13. Web 2.0 technology is useful for my studies
	3.99
	.918

	
	14. The advantage of using Web 2. technologies overweigh the disadvantages of not using it
	3.25
	.943

	
	15. Web 2.0 technology is a good strategy in learning English
	3.12
	.975

	Behavioural intention
	16. I will add Web 2.0 applications as another medium to learn English
	3.70
	.811

	
	17. I intend to use Web 2.0 technologies to improve my English
	3.82
	1.07

	Actual use
	18. I always use Web 2.0 technologies to learn English
	3.12
	1.09

	
	19. I believe that using Web 2.0 technologies can enhance my language competency
	3.86
	.877


[bookmark: _GoBack]Note: Scale range was 1-5 where 1 was “strongly disagree” and 5 was “strongly agree”.
An overall look at table 3 reveals that EFL learners in this study regarded Web 2.0 tools for language learning positively as the mean scores for each item ranged from 3.1 to 4.5. When each dimension was considered separately, following conclusions could be reached. First, EFL learners are aware of the existence of Web 2.0 tools (x=4.3) but their level of awareness regarding the use of Web 2.0 tools for language learning activities was not that high (x=3.2). Echoing the findings of previous research (Arshad & Hoon, 2012; Selevičienė & Burkšaitienė, 2015), this result could be linked to the claim that EFL learners need support to raise their awareness of applying Web 2.0 technologies for language learning purposes. Second, participants found Web 2.0 tools highly useful in improving their reading skills (x= 4.5), writing skill (x=4.4) and listening skill (x=4.1) but they did not find them helpful for vocabulary learning. This finding is interesting because CALL literature abounds with studies describing effectiveness of vocabulary learning through Web 2.0 tools (Chen & Li, 2010; Godwin-Jones, 2011). One account for the finding that participants did not find Web 2.0 useful for vocabulary learning could be related to the fact that EFL learners in the present study do not have a good grasp of the opportunities offered by Web 2.0 tools for language learning. This points out the need for explicit instruction and awareness-raising activities on full potential of Web 2.0 tools for language learners. Third, for the dimension of Perceived Ease of Use (PEoU), the highest mean score was reported on the interactive and collaborative nature of Web 2.0 (x=3.9) while lowest mean score was on the easiness of Web 2.0 tools for language learning (x=3.1). This finding is in line with the previous research (Selevičienė & Burkšaitienė, 2015) suggesting that although EFL learners regard Web 2.0 acceptable due to its participatory involvement, they do not consider it user friendly for learning English. Next, for the category of Attitude, the findings suggested that while EFL learners have a positive attitude towards Web 2.0 for general academic purposes (x=3.9), they reported that they were not sure about using Web 2.0 as a good strategy for learning English (x=3.1). This finding lends further support to the findings in the category of PEoU implying that although respondents have an idea about the role of Web 2.0 for academic purposes in general, they have not grasped its value in language learning. When it comes to the participants’ intention for future use of Web 2.0, the findings did not yield clear evidence that they had a strong intention to use Web 2.0 to improve their English (x=3.8) though there is still room for an optimistic assumption for participants’ future plans. Finally, for the category of Actual Use, the mean score in the item regarding the regular use of Web 2.0 for learning English (x=3.1) implied that not all the students exploit the full potential of Web 2.0 in the educational environment. 
Apart from descriptive analysis, correlational analysis was also conducted to determine the relationships among TAM variables including Awareness (AW), Perceived Usefulness (PU), Perceived Ease of Use (PEoU), Attitude (AT), Behavioural Intention (BI) and Actual Use (AU). Additionally, participants’ individual background features including gender, age and perceived proficiency in using Web 2.0 tools were analysed to find out whether they have any association with technology acceptance level. Results are presented in table 4.   
Table 4. Correlation analysis
	Variable
	AW
	PU
	PEoU
	AT
	BI
	AU
	Gender
	Age
	Perceived Proficiency

	AW
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PU
	.44
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PEoU
	.57**
	.78**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AT
	.41
	.64**
	.58**
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	BI
	.33
	.94**
	.82**
	.62**
	1
	
	
	
	

	AU
	.35
	.81**
	.72**
	.66**
	.89**
	1
	
	
	

	Gender
	.17
	.05
	.18
	.10
	.21
	.19
	1
	
	

	Age
	.06
	.08
	.12
	.21
	.09
	.17
	.07
	1
	

	Perceived Proficiency
	.47
	.17
	.49
	.51**
	.55**

	.47
	.14
	.21
	1


** Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
According to Muijs (2004), correlation coefficient >.50 points to a moderate correlation while coefficient ≥.80 indicates a very strong relation among the variables measured. As shown in table 4, the highest correlation was observed between PU and BI (r=.94) followed by PEoU and BI (r=.82) referring to a strong positive relationship between the variables. In line with the results reported by Dizon (2016) and Y. Lee et al., (2003), this finding suggests that PU is a stronger predictor of usage behaviours rather than PEoU. There is also a positive relationship between PEoU and PU, though not that strong (r=.78). This reinforces the claim by Y. Lee et al. (2003) that PEoU could have an indirect effect on technological acceptance through PU.  The analysis also revealed that EFL learners’ attitude towards Web 2.0 positively correlated with BI (r=.62) and AU (r=.66), signifying a moderate relationship between attitude and usage behaviour. Not surprisingly, a positive strong correlation was found between BI and AU (r=.89). As for the individual background factors, gender and age had no statistically significant correlation to any of the TAM variables whereas participants’ proficiency in using Web 2.0 tools moderately correlated with their attitude (r=.51) and intention to use technology in the future (r=.55).
5. CONCLUDING REMARKS     
Using TAM as the theoretical basis, this study set out to understand use of Web 2.0 tools and major predictors of technology acceptance among EFL learners. One conclusion reached is that participants surveyed regarded themselves knowledgeable about some of the core Web 2.0 tools (e.g. social networking, file sharing etc…), but they are not proficient users of tools related to content creation (e.g. blog, wiki, podcast etc…) though they are often cited as tools facilitating language learning in the CALL literature (Godwin-Jones, 2011). Based on this, it could be recommended that language teachers intending to make curriculum changes through technology provide learners with scaffolding to maximize the benefits of Web 2.0 tools for language learning. Another finding of the study is that almost all the respondents rated items positively within the six constructs of TAM. In other words, they are aware of existence of Web 2.0 tools and find them acceptable and useful to a large extent especially for participatory involvement; however, their level of Web 2.0 technological acceptance for language learning is relatively lower, which has important implications that include giving a wider coverage to Web 2.0 tools in the curriculum and designing awareness-raising activities on the role of technology in language learning. A final conclusion is that PU and PEoU along with their attitudes and ability to use are among the key predictors in determining the behavioural acceptance of Web 2.0 technology.  This support the idea that in order for any technology tool to be accepted and considered worthwhile, it should have critically useful functionality (Davis, 1989). Therefore, this study suggests that language instructors be able to effectively convey the advantages of technology to the language learners. Besides, learners’ ability to use technology should be taken into consideration before any decision on incorporating Web 2.0 into educational settings. 
Nevertheless, the findings of this study should be evaluated considering several limitations. First, relatively small sample size makes it difficult to draw large-scale generalizations out of the findings. Additionally, idiosyncrasy of the research setting (i.e. Turkish EFL context) and participants (i.e. first year university level EFL learners) makes the generalizability of the findings to the other settings and non-college bound learners limited.  Future studies conducted in different settings with larger EFL learner populations could contribute to have a complete understanding of the use and acceptance of Web 2.0 tools among language learners. Finally, self-report nature of data collection instrument remains a limitation, which calls for further research investigating the actual use of Web 2.0 tools by EFL learners. 
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