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OZET
YABANCI DIL OGRETMENLERININ FACEBOOK
UZERINDEN OGRENCILERI iLE ETKILESIMLERI
BOREKCI, Rabia
Yiiksek Lisans, Yabanci Diller Egitimi Anabilim Dali,
Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Bilim Dah
Tez Damismani: Do¢ Dr. Selami AYDIN
2017, 104 Sayfa

Yabanci dil 6gretmenlerinin Facebook {izerinden Ogrencileri ile etkilesimleri
lizerine ¢ok az calisma yapilmistir. Ozellikle, Tiirkiye'de yabanci dil 6gretimi
kapsaminda, Ogretmenlerin Facebook tizerinden Ogrencileri ile etkilesimleri
konusundaki ilgili alan yazin oldukga yetersizdir. Bu nedenle, bu betimsel ¢aligma
bir sosyal paylasim sitesi olarak Facebook’ta yabanci dil 6gretmenlerinin 6grencileri
ile olan etkilesim diizeyleri ve yas, cinsiyet, mesleki tecriibe, okul tiirli, mezuniyet
diizeyi, Facebook kullanim yil1, kullanim siklig1, Facebook’ta harcanan siire, arkadas
sayist, 0grenci arkadas sayisi, Facebook baglantisinda kullanilan aygit ve bilgisayar
kullanimi ile ilgili alinan hizmet-igi kurslar gibi gesitli degiskenlerin bu etkilesim
diizeyine etkisini arastirmayr amaglamaktadir. Orneklem grubu, Balikesir il
merkezinde cesitli diizey okullarda c¢alisan 146 Ingilizce &gretmeninden
olusmaktadir. Orneklem gruba, veri toplama araci olarak bir arka plan anketi ve 46
maddeden olusan, yabanci dil 6gretmenlerinin Facebook {iizerinden &grencileri ile
etkilesimleri ve Ogrencileri ile ilgili algilarina yonelik bir anket uygulanmistir.
Ardindan, yiizdelik frekanslar, aritmetik ortalama, ve standart sapma hesaplanmustir.
Ayrica, degiskenler ve 6l¢ek maddeleri arasindaki iligskiler bagimsiz 6rneklem t-testi
ve ANOVA ile analiz edilmistir. Sonuglar, yabanci dil 6gretmenlerinin 6grencileriyle
Facebook iizerinden etkilesimlerinde ¢ogunlukla edilgen davraniglari tercih ettigini
gostermistir. Benzer sekilde, yabanci dil 6gretmenleri, 6grencilerinin de Facebook
tizerinden etkilesim konusunda edilgen davraniglar1 tercih ettikleri algisina
sahiptirler. Ek olarak, cinsiyet, okul tiirli, mezuniyet diizeyi ve Facebook’ta gecirilen
siirenin baz1 maddeler iizerine etkisi oldugu gériilmektedir. Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin
Facebook iizerinden olumlu etkilesim ortamlari olusturma konusunda bilgi sahibi
olmalar1 ve boylece, 6gretmenlerin, 6grencilerinin kisisel ve akademik gelisimlerini
desteklemeleri 6nerilmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Yabanc dil; Facebook; etkilesim; 6gretmenler; 6grenciler.
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ABSTRACT

FOREIGN LANGUAGE TEACHERS’ INTERACTIONS WITH
THEIR STUDENTS ON FACEBOOK
BOREKCI, Rabia

Master's Thesis, Department of English Language Teaching
Advisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Selami AYDIN
2017, 104 pages

Limited studies are conducted to investigate foreign language teachers’
interactions with their students on Facebook. Specifically, in the Turkish FL context,
related literature on FL teachers’ interactions with their students on Facebook is quite
insufficient. Therefore, this descriptive research aims to examine the level of FL
teachers’ interactions with their students on the social networking service, Facebook,
and the effects of certain variables such as age, gender, teaching experience, teaching
level, graduation level, Facebook use in years, the frequency of visit, time spent on
Facebook, the number of friends, the number of student friends, the device used for
Facebook connection and in-service training course regarding computer use on this
interaction. The sample group consisted of 146 FL teachers working at different
levels of schools in Balikesir, Turkey. A background questionnaire and a survey
which contains 46 items to investigate the level of FL teachers’ interactions on
Facebook and their perceptions about students’ were administered to the sample
group. Then, the frequencies, mean scores, and standard deviation were computed.
Besides, the relationship between certain variables and survey items were analyzed
with t-test and ANOVA. The results indicate that FL teachers prefer mainly passive
behaviors while interacting with their students on Facebook. Similarly, FL teachers
also have the perceptions that their students prefer passive behaviors while
interaction on Facebook. Additionally, gender, school type, graduation degree and
time spent on Facebook have effects on some items in the scale. It is recommended
that FL teachers should be aware of creating a positive environment for interaction
on Facebook and in that way, teachers support their learners’ personal and academic

development.

Keywords: Foreign language; Facebook; interaction; teachers; students.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In this section, the statement of the problem, the purpose, and significance of the
study and research questions are introduced. For this purpose, first, overall statement
of problems in the Turkish FL context is presented. In addition, problems in relation
to the interaction between teachers and students, problems related to interaction on
social media and problems related to interaction on Facebook are clarified. Second,
the purpose of the present study is given. Once the significance of the study is
explained, research questions are introduced. After introducing the research
questions, limitations of the study are presented. Finally, terms, definitions, concepts
are listed.

1.1. Problem
1.1.1. Problems in the Turkish FL Context

In Turkey, learning English has attracted great attention and becomes the focus
(Buyukkantarcioglu, 2004; Celik, 2011; Dogangay-Aktuna & Kiziltepe, 2005;
Kizildag, 2009). With recent regulations, English has become obligatory in early
stages of Turkish National system and every stakeholder of the system has given
great importance to the language learning process. In other words, English is a
compulsory subject and teaching English has started in second grade. In spite of this
importance given to English classes, there exist several problems in the Turkish FL
context. These problems can be listed as the problems related to learners, problems
related to teachers and problems related to current curriculum and teaching
environment. To begin with, research show that the language learner’s learning
strategy, language level, preferences (Celik & Toptas, 2010), perception and attitudes
(Aydin, 2007; 2009; 2013; Giingoér & Yayli, 2012; Subasi, 2010), motivation and



expectations (Tercanlioglu, 2005) towards language learning, anxiety (Aydin, 2009;
2011; Subast, 2010; Tok, 2009), cultural and schematic knowledge (Alptekin, 1993)
may affect the process adversely. For instance, Aydin (2009, 2011) points out
different types of anxiety and its adverse effects on language learning process.
Second, teacher’s beliefs and attitudes (Tercanlioglu, 2005) towards the process,
competency, efficiency and confidence level (Basaran, 2013; Celik, Arikan & Caner,
2013) and error correction (Erel & Bulut, 2007) affect language learning process. For
instance, teachers’ beliefs, and attitudes towards language learning (Tercanlioglu,
2005) may lead elimination of certain factors, which might be effective for the
process, because teachers are dubious in what ways language learners are going to
use it for a specific purpose. Last of all, curriculum design and changes on English
teaching policy in Turkish National Education System, interaction environment
(Aydn, 2012;2013, Celik et al., 2013), teaching content, textbooks, teaching time,
large class sizes and the lack of required resources to acquire English (Kirkgoz,
2007) constitute problems in Turkish FL teaching and learning processes. For
instance, minimum hours are allocated for every grade is insufficient for either
performing the syllabus or acquiring any skills. Additionally, crowded classes are a
problem in Turkish FL context (Celik & Kasapoglu, 2014). Among those problems,
interaction stands as one of the most crucial ones that affects the language learning
process in Turkish FL context as interaction is related to all problems concerning

learners, teachers, curriculum and teaching environment.

1.1.2. Problems in Relation to Interaction between Teachers and
Students

Interaction in the FL teaching and learning processes is a problematic area
due to several factors such as language learners’ negative attitudes, beliefs and self-
perceptions, anxiety, error correction and task complexity (Kim, 2009, Swain &
Lapkin, 1998). In addition, under certain circumstances, learners may experience
difficulties in personal improvement or self-expression to authentic communication
(Maftoon & Ziafer, 2014), which may affect the language learning process
negatively and decrease their motivation levels (Brown, 2008). To add, anxiety may
become another key factor, as high level of anxiety prevents learners from interaction
and gaining competence in the target language (Gardner & Macintyre, 1993;
Horwitz, Horwitz & Cope, 1986; Macintyre & Gardner, 1991; Morton & Jack,

2



2005). Error correction is another factor, as it distorts interaction in language classes
(Sato & Kleinsasser, 2004). In other words, error correction during an interaction
may prevent language learners from receiving comprehensible input. Another
problematic area is the degree of task complexity that is a key element, as a learner
may become a part of on-going interaction or start an interaction in case she is able
to produce something or accomplish a task. Otherwise, without any production, a
language learner cannot become sufficient or independent while tasks are being
carried out (Wu, Yen & Marek, 2011).

In Turkish FL context, problems related to the interaction between teachers and
students show similarities with global context and these problems can be related to
learners, teachers or interaction environment. To begin with, language learners’
negative attitudes, beliefs and perception towards interaction (Aydin, 2007; Tok,
2009), anxiety (Aydin, 2007; Subasi, 2010) and lack of motivation (Solak & Bayar,
2015) have adverse effects on this interaction. For instance, students might have the
perception that it is the responsibility of the teacher to create an environment that
facilitates interaction between teachers and students (Celik et al., 2013). Thus, this
may lead the evaluation of teacher’s teaching ability and effectiveness with bias
because teachers become the authority that has to create a positive interaction
environment (Sarac-Suzer, 2007; Telli et al., 2008). Similarly, teachers’ self-
confidence, attitudes (Tercanlioglu, 2005) and error treatment (Erel & Bulut, 2009)
negatively affect the interaction between teachers and students. For instance; a FL
teacher who has the perception of having a lack of knowledge and competence may
have difficulties in creating positive interaction environment (Beceren, 2015).
Finally, interaction environment has negative effects on the interaction between
teachers and students, since in traditional language learning environment teachers are
accepted the authority and students are expected to show passive behaviors
(Alagozli, 2007; Aydn, 2013). Thus, in a teacher-centered environment, language
learners tend to demonstrate passive behaviors as otherwise these behaviors may be
perceived as a threat (Aydm, 2007; 2013). Moreover, interaction environment that
lacks authentic materials, overuse of mother tongue and creating a more traditional
environment creates boundaries between teachers and students in the FL learning
context (Solak & Bayar, 2015).



1.1.3. Problems Related to Interaction on Social Media

Recent developments in information and communication technologies have
potential contributions to interaction on social media, while interaction on social
media becomes problematic in some ways. Aydin (2012, 2014a) underlines the point
that there is a lack of research in Turkish FL context about interaction level or effects
of certain variables on this interaction. However, these limited studies indicate that
problems can be categorized under three sub-headings; problems related to learners,
teachers or environment. To begin with, teacher’s attitudes and perceptions on social
media interaction (Kinik, 2004), lack of competency, knowledge, and confidence
about using social media (Aydmn, 2013) are problematic issues since interaction on
social media is highly related to the ability of the teacher who adopts the social
media to serve it for certain needs. For instance; FL teachers who have negative
perceptions of interaction on social media are uncertain about its effects (Kinik,
2014). Second, learners’ attitudes and perceptions towards interaction on social
media (Aydin, 2014a) are other concerns. Last, research shows that interaction on
social media is perceived as a syntactic world and causes social isolation (Boulos &
Wheeler, 2007). Inappropriate comments and contents and cyber-bullying have also
negative effects on interaction on social media (Aydmn, 2014b). That is, either
teacher’s or learner’s comments, which contain harmful contents affect both sides

negatively, which becomes a serious problem in Turkish FL context.

1.1.4. Problems Related to Interaction on Facebook

The problems related to interaction on Facebook are vague when recent research
is taken into account. In this scope, problems related to interaction on Facebook can
be categorized into problems related to learners, teachers, and environment. To begin
with, learners’ attitudes and perceptions towards interaction on Facebook are
problematic (Aydm, 2014b). That is, Facebook attracts learners’ attention and
becomes an entertaining and creative environment for interaction (Aydin, 2014b).
However, some learners may not be ready to adopt interaction on Facebook (Baran,
2010). Second, interaction on Facebook affects the teacher’s credibility adversely
(Wang, Novak, Scofield-Snow & Traylor, 2015), especially in Turkey where
teachers are perceived the prominent of the society. Additionally, teacher’s ability to

use Facebook interaction is highly related to the teacher’s perception of Facebook



interaction (Aydin, 2012; 2014b). Last, interaction on Facebook is perceived as
useful for social purposes but not equally effective for educational purpose (Akyildiz
& Argan, 2012) as educational purposes are not the main aim of Facebook. Time
consumption by interaction on Facebook (Mazman & Usluel, 2010) also causes
problems. Moreover, Facebook addiction (Eroglu, 2016), accuracy (Coklar, 2012),
inappropriate comments and actions and cyberbullying (Aydmn, 2012; Balgikanli,

2015; Coklar, 2012) are other problems related to interaction on Facebook.

1.2. Purpose of the Study

In the light of issues related to problems are also highly related to attitudes and
perception of students and teachers about interactions on Facebook and their ability
to use them. Moreover, some Facebook interaction issues such as accuracy,
inappropriate comments and actions and cyber-bullying are problems listed above.
Hence, in accordance with these problems, this current study has two main purposes.
The first purpose of this study is to investigate the current level of interaction
between teachers and students on Facebook in the Turkish FL context. The latter is to
examine the possible effects of certain variables on interaction on Facebook. These
variables include gender, age, teaching experience, teaching level, graduation level,
Facebook use in years, the frequency of visit, time spent on Facebook, the number of
friends, the number of student friends, the device used for Facebook connection and

in-service training course regarding computer use.

1.3. Significance of the Study

The current study is significant for several reasons. To begin with, in the scope
of interaction, this study contributes to the related literature in global context
regarding FL teaching and learning contexts. Second, this study also contributes to
the related literature in Turkish FL context, as there has been a serious lack of
research on the interaction between teachers and students on Facebook. Last, this
study makes a contribution to the related literature in terms of practical
recommendations for teachers, learners, curriculum developers, material writers, and

policy makers.



1.4. Research Questions

The main problems, in the lights of issues, are mentioned above interaction is
crucial in language learning process on global and in the Turkish context. Thus, the

level of interaction and effects of certain variables need to be clarified.

e What is the level of FL teachers’ interactions with their students on
Facebook?

e Does FL teachers’ interaction level with their students on Facebook differ
in accordance with certain variables such as gender, age, teaching
experience, teaching level, graduation level, Facebook use in years, the
frequency of visit, time spent on Facebook, the number of friends, the
number of student friends, the device used for Facebook connection and

in-service training course regarding computer use?

1.5. Limitations

There are several limitations that can be noted. First of all, this study is limited to
146 FL teachers working in Balikesir, Turkey. In terms of demographic descriptives,
there has been a gender dominance in favor of females, which stems from the overall
gender distribution of FL teachers in Turkey. Additionally, in terms of school types,
there has been high school dominance over other school types. Second, the scope of
this study is limited to a descriptive research design that includes a background
questionnaire and a scale designed by Teclehaimanot & Hickman (2011). The tool
for collecting data is confined to a background questionnaire and a survey, which
consists of 46 items. Moreover, the focus of the research is confined to the dependent
variables. Last, the findings include Turkish FL teachers’ perceptions of interaction
on Facebook. That is, the findings of this study are limited to FL teachers’

perspectives.



1.6. Definitions

Autonomous Learning: A theory which claims that learns should take the
responsibility of their own personal learning process.

Collaborative Learning: A type of learning which two or more people attempt to
learn or learn together.

Comprehensible Input: A hypothesis which asserts that learners acquire a language
when sufficient and appropriate input is provided.

Constructivism: A theory which claims that learners construct knowledge from their
experiences, ideas, and beliefs.

Cooperative Learning: An approach which focuses on cooperation to reach a target.
Developmental Learning: A theory which claims that learners establish knowledge
through the world in a social context.

English as a Foreign Language: The use or study of English in countries where
English is not one of the official languages.

Experiential Learning: A theory which claims that learning takes place through
experiences.

Facebook: An SNS tool which helps people socializing.

Foreign Language: The study and use of different languages by non-native
speakers.

Input Hypothesis: A hypothesis which expresses the language acquisition
process.

Interaction Hypothesis: A theory which claims that language learning occurs
through interaction and communication.

Negotiation: A concept which explains the speakers’ efforts to clarify the intended
meaning.

Self-determination Theory: A theory which focuses on motivation and personality.
Situated Cognition: A theory which asserts that learning is situated in activities
bound to social, cultural and physical contexts.

Social Media: A technology which allows creating and sharing information.
Statistical Package for Social Studies: A software used for statistical analysis.

Web 2.0 tools: New generation technologies which allow generating content,

cooperation, and interaction.



Zone of Proximal Development: A concept which explains the area between the
what people can do with or without help.



2. RELATED LITERATURE

This section consists of two parts. First section summarizes the theoretical
framework of the study which includes; general definition of the term “interaction”,
the importance of interaction in human life, types of interaction, the relationship
between interaction and learning, factors affecting interaction in the learning process,
the relationship between learning environment and interaction and interaction and
technology, the importance of interaction in FL learning, theories and hypotheses
related to interaction and FL learning, social media and its contribution to education,
FL learning and interaction, general definition of Facebook, Facebook as an
interaction environment, theoretical background of the use of Facebook in
interaction, Facebook as an educational and FL learning environment. The second
section reviews the related literature to the role of interaction in FL learning,
Facebook as an educational environment, Facebook as an FL learning environment,
Facebook as an interactional environment and teachers’ interactions with their

students on Facebook.

2.1. Theoretical Framework

In this subsection, first detailed definition of interaction is introduced; second,
the importance of interaction in human life is explained; third, types of interaction
are listed; and fourth the relationship between learning and interaction is described.
This sub-section contains factors affectin interaction in the learning process, the
relationship between learning environment and interaction and interaction and
technology. Then, the importance of interaction in FL learning is briefly clarified and
on the basis of theories and hypotheses related to interaction and FL learning are
explained. Social media and its contribution to education, FL learning, and
interaction are explained in detail. Additionally, general definition of Facebook,
Facebook as an interaction environment are described and the theoretical background

of the use of Facebook in interaction is explained on the basis of related theories and



hypothesis. Facebook as an educational and FL learning environment and its positive
and adverse effects are listed. At the end of this sub-section, theoretical background
of the use of Facebook in FL learning is clarified on the basis of related theories and

hypothesis.

2.1.1. What is Interaction?

In the broadest perspective, interaction can be defined as a reciprocal action
or influence that requires at least two objects, events (Wagner, 1994) and participants
that reflect mutual acceptance and establishment upon the roles of the encounters and
rules of the defined situation related to the setting (Goffman, 1967). Interaction is
also a process which contributors participate and adjusts their behaviors according to
response (Wheeler & Nezlek, 1977). It is also defined as any encounter with another
person. Moreover, interaction also covers the activities that encourage people to
coordinate their behaviors with the others (Reis & Collins, 2004) since interaction,
which is the ability to evolve satisfying social relations with the others (Nezlek,
2001), is the expected result of social life (Verma, 2010). In addition, interaction is
the result of all human behavior that creates a relationship between the human and its
environment (Bisno, 1952) as people are interdependent and interaction is a tool to
regulate social behaviors in the group (Nezlek, 2001). Interaction is also a process
that people improve their abilities and capacities to be a member of a social group
(Friedlander, 1958) because interaction takes place when an individual
communicates with another (Ellis, 1999, p. 1). Consequently, interaction is the
mutual influence of interlocutors and it directly affects each other. Due to this
influence, the need for cooperation and regulation is provided with the assistance of
interaction. In that way, people are able to adapt themselves new or ongoing

conditions and interaction prevents the possible ambiguities.

2.1.2. Importance of Interaction in Human Life

Interaction in human life is extremely significant, as mentally and
emotionally well-being of human affect the personal and social development. To
begin with, interaction has positive effects on mental health (Sinha & Verma, 1994)

which mean the more people interact with others, the less they are prone to mental
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illnesses (McGuire & Raleigh, 1986). That is, interaction helps to promote general
cognitive functioning and supply healthy brain and mind (Ybarra et al., 2007).
Second, interaction is a predictor of emotional well-being, since meaningfulness of
interaction defines the level of loneliness (Wheeler & Nezlek, 1983). In other words,
by empathy and sympathy, humans become cognitively active; that is, interaction
adjusts emotional well-being of human to be a part of better communication facilities
with the others (Lopes et al. 2004). Third, interaction supports personal growth that
affects cognitive development of human, as according to Vygotsky (1978), cognitive
development is highly affected by the environment and its elements. Interaction is a
precondition for this mutual affection, as in isolation, people could not support their
improvement (Driscoll, 2005; Ormrod, 2004). Interaction is also one of the
components that defines social processes, activities, and interchanges (Wertsch,
1985). Moreover, interaction provides the cognitive relation with past and present
(Goffman, 1983) in that way, people are able to organize their activities, behaviors
and language. Interaction makes children develop the ability to make logical
conclusions (Roazzi & Bryant, 1998). Fourth, because human is a social being, they
are related to a society and culture and share the same background. Interaction occurs
in a context of culture, the main reason is the discourse is largely formed with
different forms from words to language and as a result, interaction becomes social
phenomena (Tappan, 1997). Fifth, interaction supports people to share time and do
several activities together (Cartright & Zander, 1953) and support human’s social
development as people are related socially to each other. Thus, interaction
encourages people to create a tight and straight relationship with others while
working, learning and watching. In addition, while doing these activities interaction
provides social coordination, which makes their lives not only easier (Finkel et al.,
2006) but also more valuable (Ybarra et al., 2007). As, coordination with others
sometimes becomes quite uneasy, inefficient and effortful, interaction enables people
to come over these obstacles (Finkel et al., 2006). That is to say, interaction
encourages people to provide efficient coordination to work in harmony to complete
some tasks such as cooking or doing homework, which is interpersonal and requires
coordination and self-regulation. Acquiring feedback is an inevitable part of human
interaction since utterances should be quick and suitable enough in social context. By
this way, people are able to be a part of the social process (Linell, 1982). Eventually,

mental well-being of the human, presence as a society member, personal
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development and social improvement highly depend on the effective interaction level
with others. Consequently, the mental and emotional well-being of human is highly
related to the individual development, for interaction in human nature positively

affects both personal and social progress.

2.1.3. Types of Interaction

Interaction could be classified into two categories depending on the context
since its type is highly related to the on-going context between the interlocutors
(Linell, 1982). The first one is non-verbal interaction that embraces written forms
and visual aids such as gestures, mimicry, facial expressions, body language (Heins
et al., 2007; Streeck & Knapp, 1992), manners and other behaviors of human (Jiang-
Yuan & Wei, 2012). The second one is verbal interaction that contains voice
included sounds, words, and word-utterances (Poyatos, 1992). In other words, the
former one is visual; while the latter one is spoken. On the other hand, these two
types increase the effectiveness of the interaction in daily life and nonverbal and
verbal interaction could compensate or substitute for each other to enable people to

interact more functionally and effectively (Linell, 1982).

2.1.4. Interaction and Learning

Interaction is a phenomenon whose value in education dramatically has risen
during past decades in the educational landscape. To begin with, interaction is a
connective activity that helps learners contact with each other (Daniel & Marquis,
1988) and a precondition of the learning process that learners will be able to reach a
higher level of cognitive development (Parker & Parker, 2013). Turmond and
Wambach (2010) defines interaction as “...the learners’ engagement with the course
content, other learners, the instructor, and the technological medium used in the
course” (p. 4); it is assumed to be one of the components of constructivist learning
environment which provides connection between new and old knowledge
(McInnerney & Roberts, 2004) and each other’s perspectives (Jonassen, 1991).
Moreover, interaction is a component which shapes the learning process and context
and it is highly critical (Anderson, 2004). In this context, Dewey and Bentley (1946)
define interaction as something that is interconnected and balanced in the learning

process. Furthermore, interaction is the starting point of the learning process and the
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means of cooperation with people, as it enables learners to improve learners’
autonomy (Little, 1995). Since learning needs cooperation and coordination,
interaction in learning both operates and controls developmental and experiential
learning. Interaction is also a function that is a feature of influential instruction
(Wagner, 1994) and takes place when objects, people or events influence each other
(Wagner, 1997).

The role of interaction in learning process has been well defined and searched
deeply and it is assumed that interaction has a widespread and highly significant role
in the learning process. To begin with, interaction is the source of human
development (Vygotsky, 1978); according to the ZDP, it is accepted that interaction
between competent and less competent person results in less competent person’s
improvement. As, in learning process less competent one, after interaction with more
competent one becomes independently proficient (Chaiklin, 2003). Moreover,
interaction is defined as an inevitable part of comprehensible input (Krashen, 1985)
and a process to help the development of communicative competence (Segovia &
Hardison, 2009). Furthermore, interaction is a path that encourages people to reflect
thoughts from individual to the other (Piaget, 1959). In the learning process, a child
could be a participant of interaction provided that a learner has the mature
psychological function and enough capability to comprehend the significance of
assistance during interaction (Chaiklin, 2003). Even locally developed learning
opportunities become beyond borders, so interaction provides more convenient
access to target learner and available to everyone (Collis & Remmers, 1997).

Being an inseparable component of every form of education (Lou et al.,
2006), interaction has five components. These components are activity, cooperation,
diversity, expectation, and responsibility (Chickering & Gamson, 1987). To begin
with, activity is the creativity of the human that helps to internalize and externalize
the process (Engestrom et al. 1999), whereas cooperation is the supporter of the
learners’ that provides individual development (Sfard, 1998).1t is also an element of
composing connections between the learner and the others (Cook-Sather, 2010).
Then, diversity is an essential component for every human since it is the core of
every biological system and enables learners to be successful (Grobstein, 1989). In a
narrower scope, diversity could be separated into two categories as cultural and
linguistic diversity (Cummins, 1997). The former means distinguishing the human

groups according to their historical, sociological or anthropological background
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(Pratte, 1979), while the latter is the difference between all languages which contains
both written and oral forms (Bloom & Keil, 2001). Expectation is the capacity of
evaluating the quality of work in the learning process (Jonassen, 1991). Last,
responsibility, shared by both learners and instructors (Haberman, 1996), is the
mutual relationship in the learning process (Knowles, 1980). That is to say, although,
in traditional teaching and learning transaction, the responsibility of the learner and
instructor is distinct and different, learners not only take the responsibility of their
own learning process but also share the responsibility of others in the classroom
(Cook-Sather, 2010).

2.1.4.1. Factors Affecting Interaction in the Learning Process

There are several factors that affect interaction in learning process and these
factors could be listed as learners’ needs and expectations, personality, age, cognitive
abilities and learning styles (Kearsley, 1995), learner autonomy (Keegan, 1996),
culture (Parker & Parker, 2013), the teaching philosophy of the instructor (Moore &
Kearsley, 1996) and interdependence (Johnson, Johnson and Smith, 1998). First of
all, learners’ needs and expectations are the factors that affect interaction in learning
process for learners have specific needs and expectations (Okan, 2003). Second,
personality becomes a significant factor in the learning process because people are
individually different; this difference affects the academic success of learners
(Komarraju et al., 2011). Third, age is another factor that affects interaction in the
learning process. Fourth, cognitive ability is one of the factors, which influences
interaction in the learning process. It is defined as the capacity that people do things
(Mayer & Massa, 2003) such as coding, deducing, scaling, utilization, confirmation
and provision (Sternberg, 1979). It also enables learners to process accurate and
convenient information (Carroll, 1993). Developments of cognitive abilities are
dependent on declarative and procedural stage (Anderson, 1982) and they alter
during one’s lifespan into positive or negative (Halpern, 2013). For instance; in the
early stages of human life, cognitive abilities are limited, then they develop
according to individual’s need and make several contributions to one’s life.
Moreover, interaction, which is socially supported, enables cognitive abilities to
improve (Shepard, 2000). Next, learning style is a factor which enables learners to
become academically successful (Komarraju et al., 2011) because people learn and
acquire new information differently (Salehi et al., 2015). Learning styles are also
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related to the development of autonomy, a process that encourages learners to supply
their learning needs and accepts learning as a lifelong process (Gockov et al., 2014).
Learner autonomy is also something that continually alters and under suitable
conditions, learners could create a balance between personal improvement and
human interdependence (Allright, 1990). Additionally, culture, defined as the shared
goals, interests and historical background of human, is a factor that affects
interaction in the learning process; however, human interaction could be set up in an
environment that learners understand each other instead of sharing same background
(Heath, 1986). According to Culture Clash Hypothesis (McGinnis, 1994), interaction
with a native speaker is one of the three areas of cross-cultural interaction and this
type of interaction enables learners to improve intercultural competence (Paige et al.,
2000). The dynamics of human interaction in cultural context facilitates both
instructors and learners to discover suitable ways to present target culture in the
learning environment (Paige et al., 2000). Moreover, according to Vygotskian
perspective, culture serves as a stabilizer which enables learners to respect the effects
of cultural, social and historical distinctions and alters the psychological condition of
individual and improves one’s condition (Wertsch, 1991). Culture also provides
opportunities for social interaction and human becomes more sensitive to differences
in either social or cultural context (Tappan, 1997). Teaching philosophy is another
factor that affects interaction in the learning process. Traditionally, teaching
philosophy means compensating intellectual capacity and guiding learners to
improve this capacity (Stern, 2003, p. 420). However, this traditional concept has
changed and broadened to applying instructors’ knowledge and experience to handle
educational issues (Beck, 1974). Moreover, teaching philosophy influences the
length and the nature of interaction in the learning environment (Moore & Kearsley,
1996). Hence, learners are encouraged to collaborate in the learning process as the
philosophy of teaching mainly becomes interaction and development of individual’s
life (Kreijns et al, 2003). Last, interdependence is a factor that affects interaction in
the learning process (Johnson, Roger & Karl, 1991). The improvement of
interdependence is highly correlated with the instructor, perceptions, behaviors and
values of a learner (Abrami et al., 2011). For instance, a learner who participates in a
small group is positively interdependent to other members and also has personal

responsibility (Abrami Chambers et al, 1995).
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2.1.4.2. Learning Environment and Interaction

Environment is an effective factor in the learning process, as according to
Pavlov (1927), human conditioned willingly or unwillingly depending on the
environment. Hence, environment, where learning takes place, becomes one of the
keystones in the process and sharply influences the effectiveness of the process.
Specifically, positive learning environment enhances the process; on the contrary, the
negative learning environment decreases the value of the process. In other words,
given that the learning environment is organized positively, learners could be able to
acquire the all the necessary skills and environment could be used as an integrating
the context for learning in every area (Lieberman & Hoody, 1998). Learning
environment could influence, reshape and improve the special needs of learners.
Moreover, learning environment consistently has an impact on the goals and
outcomes of the process and directly affects the approach used during the process
(Lizzio, Wilson & Simmons, 2002) and it is the combination of factors such as
methods, motivation, and outcome (Lizzio et al., 2002). The learning environment,
which learners organize their own process, is directly related to the interaction of
learners’ with the instructor or other participants (Meeuwisse et al., 2010; Umbach
& Wawrzynski, 2005). Moreover, it helps the establishment of feeling related to the
context (Meeuwisse et al., 2010), as environment supports the creativity, observation
ability and controlling opportunities of the learners (Weinstein & Mayer, 1983) and
provides accurate feedback which enhances the process (Soyer & Hogart, 2015).

The learning environment, which is organized similarly to real life, has two
main effects on the learning process. First, learning environment motivates learners
(Huang, 2002) and helps instructors and learners to create a process that
spontaneously resembles the real life, which has limitations, opportunities and
complexity and inspire the learners to improve complex schema and active learning
(Newmann & Wehlage, 1993). Second, the learning environment is significant to
make learning more enjoyable, meaningful and permanent, when it is suitable to
learners’ needs (Wlodkowski, 2004). In other words, the more learners are involved
in the process, the better they become aware of the elements of the process (Dam,
1995).
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2.14.3. Interaction and Technology

Technology is a crucial component, which enhances interaction in the
learning environment. Being that, interaction is strongly connected with technology
tools and its application due to several reasons (Soo & Bonk, 1998). First of all,
technology increases the quality of interaction (Anderson & Elloumi, 2004) as the
interaction between learners can be improved with the help of technology appliances
and methods (Parker & Parker, 2013). Moreover, technology enables learners to
enhance their cognitive abilities and develop individual’s knowledge (Collis &
Remmes, 1997). Second, interaction also provides cooperation and collaboration in
the learning environment (Dabbagh & Kitsantas, 2011; Dede, 1996; Huang, 2002)
and with the help of technology, learners could be a part of this interaction
synchronously or asynchronously (Huang, 2002; Soo & Bonk, 1998). Moreover,
technology allows learners to interact with others (Dede, 1996). Learners’
achievement is highly related to the interaction with the technology and the manner
and frequency are factors that affect this process (Parker & Parker, 2013). Third,
computer mediated technology enables instructors and learners to form ideal social
environment and this environment both affect the interaction dynamics that
composes the groups (Gunawardena, 1995). In addition to creating an ideal social
environment, utilizing technology for interaction provides and enhances effective
learning environment that is crucial for learning (Teclehaimanot & Hickman, 2011).
Finally, technology is one of the supporters of scaffolding (Bell & Davis, 1996), as
scaffolding is supported by not only technology but also peer interaction
(Puntambekar & Hubscher, 2005) and it becomes possible with the help of
interaction and technology in the learning environment (Puntambekar & Hubscher,
2005). To sum up, technology with its tools and applications that enable learners and
instructors to enhance interaction in the learning process is keystone which has deep
effects.

There are various factors that have effects on using technology during
interaction in the learning environment. First of all, functions of technology and its
tools affect its practicality and widely usage (Collis & Remmes, 1997). Namely,
technology develops interaction on condition that it is easy to apply (Soo & Bonk,
1998) and the key point of using technology in a learning environment is simplicity.

As, extra time spent on acquiring the appropriate knowledge to apply the technology
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distracts learners’ attention and makes them unable to focus on the content (Abrami
et al., 2011). Second, the conditions of technology are affected by both the
familiarity of the learner to the current technology and the limitations which refrain
learners from being a part of interaction because technology not only helps learners
but also limits the learning process in online learning environment. Hence, provided
that the technology is unable to assist interaction, interaction becomes limited (Soo &
Bonk, 1998). Third, the type of interaction deeply affects the appropriate technology
(Abrami et al., 2011). In other words, the more suitable technology tools are adopted,
the better learners collaborate, communicate and cognitively develop (Abrami et al.,
2011). Fourth, applying technology while the interaction is highly affected by the age
of the learners since the younger learners become, the better they adapt the changing
technology (Prensky, 2001). Last, learners’ attitudes towards using technology in
education become crucial as using technology in learning requires learners’ to be
confident enough to overcome the prejudices and use technology more effectively
(Parker & Parker, 2013). Learners’ application of technological tools defines the
level of success as increasing effectiveness and gaining overall objects are quite
possible with the help of interaction provided by technology (Bruning, 2005; Burnett,
Bonnici, Miksa & Kim, 2007; Kearsley, 2000).

2.1.5. The Importance of Interaction in FL Learning

Over 40 years, interaction has been a popular and deeply investigated subject
in foreign language learning because interaction is accepted as a term that is highly
related to the language acquisition process (Gass & Mackey, 2002). Hence, there
have been varied definitions of interaction in language learning process. For
instance; interaction in language learning is a mutual influence to each other
(Wagner, 1994, p. 8) and reciprocal events that include at least two people, objects or
events (Anderson & Elloumi, 2004). Moreover, interaction is the target of language
learning and also an instrument that enables learners to acquire communicative
language (Anderson, 2003). Long (1990) defines interaction as a provider for
linguistic forms and functions and it is also a supporter of interaction between
components of language learning process such as task and group interaction, whereas
Brown (1994) defines interaction as the core of communication for learning a foreign
language and a way to interact with the target people. In addition, it is a way to

acquire new perspectives to comprehend the world better and get in touch with
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different cultures and define common features and differences. (Archila, 2014)
Hence, learning a foreign language is regarded as a social process so interaction
between social context and learner are interrelated and inseparable parts for language
acquisition (Foster & Ohta, 2005). Interaction is also a variable which highly affects
the language acquisition process. According to Krashen’s Input Hypothesis (1985)
language acquisition takes place in an environment where learners expose knowledge
or linguistics competence beyond their current level and meaning is acquired through
interaction which also affects mutual understanding (Heins et al., 2007). That is to
say, to comprehend each other mutually, learners need to improve different aspects
of language. Moreover, interaction is defined as an instinct, which is a must for
language acquisition process (Lee et al., 2009, p. 5). Interaction is the main goal for
individuals and their own language learning ability (Ellis, 1999).

Interaction in FL learning is considerably important in language learning and
teaching processes due to several reasons. First, interaction affects personal capacity
in a positive way and also improves motivation. Namely, interaction strengthens the
self-confidence of the learner and enhances motivation and improves the ability to
apply the target language (Wu et al, 2011). In addition, learners’ motivation
improves when they get in touch with authentic materials and native speakers. Thus,
learners overcome the hesitancy to use the target language (Wu et al., 2011) as even
little interaction enhances learners’ self-esteem (Yashima et al,, 2004). Second,
interaction creates an effective environment, which is positive, rich and full of co-
operation (Long & Porter, 1985). Active participation during interaction facilitates
language learning, in that way learners are able to come across the structurally
advanced output (Mackey, 1999). It enables learners to cooperate and collaborate in
language learning process because communication is the precondition for interaction
(Philp & Tognini, 2009). That is to say, learners feel attachment and they are
motivated to be a part of the interaction (Lee et al., 2009, p. 9). As a result of this
cooperation and collaboration, learners receive feedbacks which highly affect the
learning process (Mackey, 2006). Third, interaction helps learners to provide input
and output (Braidi, 2002), with the help of these input and output provided by
interaction learners’ capacity to obtain linguistic knowledge increases. AS,
interaction has a significant role in a way that learners expose to target language,
receive feedback and adopt outcome during interaction (Pica et al.,, 1996). In

addition, interaction enables learners to perceive semantics and syntax of input and
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modify the output to become more comprehensible (Hegelheimer & Chapelle, 2000,
p. 42). Repetition, paraphrasing and modification of input also occur through
interaction (Pica, 1994). It also supports both reception and production process in
language learning (Gass & Varonis, 1994; Pica et al., 1986) and helps learners to
adapt their output according to the on-going context (Swain, 1985, 1995). Last,
interaction provides learners for negotiating the meaning which encourages them to
co-construct meaning for better communication facilities and conducts their attention
to language learning process (Chapelle, 2003, p. 56). To sum up, interaction in
language learning process not only affects the improvement of individuals’ capacity
but also develops cooperation and collaboration and improvement of reception and
production process.

In FL classes, the importance of interaction has become widely known so the
application of interaction has become common and three types of interaction are
categorized in language learning process. These categories are conversational
interaction, negotiation, and instructional interaction. To begin with, conversational
interaction is helpful for comprehension and highly effective with the application of
modified input (Pica, 1994), enables learning language (Mackey, 1999) and provides
conversational input for learners. Second, negotiation which learners convert the
interaction through negotiation enhances the possibility of the learning process (Pica
et al, 1996). Lastly, instructional interaction is the collaboration of learner-learner or
learner-instructor that takes place during the language learning process (Woods &
Baker, 2004).

2.1.6. Theories and Hypotheses Related to Interaction and FL Learning

2.1.6.1. Constructivism and Social Constructivism

Constructivism has established the idea that individuals construct knowledge
from experiences, ideas and beliefs (Duffy & Jonassen, 1992, p. 139). According to
Vygotsky’s Social Development Theory, social interaction has a crucial role in
cognitive development (Vygotsky, 1978; Wertsch, 1985). In this sense, Vygotsky
(1978) underlines the importance of social interaction and cooperation in the learning
process (Steffe & Gale, 1995). Moreover, according to Social Constructivism, social
interaction enhances knowledge and enables learners to form meaning (Orey, 2010).

Moreover, interaction is also a component that provides learners to engage with the
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subject in the learning process. In other words, knowledge is based on social
interaction in social constructivism (McDonald & Gibson, 1998). Moreover,
interaction helps learners to overcome learning obstacles with the help of technology

through social interaction, collaboration among learners improve (Huang, 2002).

2.1.6.2. Cooperative Learning

Cooperative Learning is defined as cooperation among learners to reach a
target (Johnson et al., 1986). Thus, social interaction is a precondition for learning
(Arnold, 1999) and learning experiences become reconstructed and broadened. As a
result, learners become wholly integrated into the process (Orey, 2010, p. 303). In FL
context, Cooperative Language Learning emphasizes the importance of interaction in
language learning process as in Cooperative Language Learning, learners acquire
adequate comprehensible input, output, and opportunity for negotiation of meaning
(Zhang, 2010). Specifically, interaction enables learners to negotiate the meaning and
clarify vague input so input becomes more comprehensible and output could be
modified (Crandall, 1999). Interaction helps learners to perform better language
which is more accurate and suitable for ongoing context. As a result, interaction
becomes an inseparable part of communication and listening comprehension in
Cooperative Learning (Zhang, 2010). Moreover, Cooperative Learning supports
interaction because Cooperative Language Learning environment facilitates language
acquisition (Brufee, 1993). By doing so, Cooperative Learning environment which
supports interaction among learners is ideal for language learners and also a
precondition for foreign language learning (Neves, 1983). Social interaction among
learners also enhances learners’ ZPD as there are mutual benefits for both less

capable learners and efficient learners (Vygotsky, 1978).

2.1.6.3. Autonomous Learning

Autonomous Learning is the capability of taking the responsibility of own
personal learning process (Holec, 1981). In Autonomous Learning, learners become
in charge of their own decision process (Van Lier, 2014, p. 13). Hence, the more
autonomous a learner becomes the more effective they participate in their personal
learning process (Zimmerman, 1989). Namely, a learner who is aware of her strength

to improve and weakness to deal with can easily take her own responsibility for
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learning because learning is mostly based on learner’s autonomy (Kumaravadivelu,
1994). Autonomy in language learning is based on the improvement of making
decisions and acting independently (Little, 1991, p. 4; Littlewood, 1997, p. 81).
Thus, improving the conscious of a language learner directly affects the language
learning process. As in that way a learner can make necessary adaptations about the
language learning process, learning becomes systematic (Kumaravadivelu, 1994). In
addition, through interaction, learners have opportunities to improve not only
personal learning process but also personal capacity such as critical thinking and
creativity (Freire, 1970). In this sense, interaction develops learners’ language
awareness and supports them to become autonomous (Van Lier, 2014).

2.1.64. Developmental and Experiential Learning

Developmental learning is defined as learners’ serious efforts to establish
knowledge in a social context (Zuckerman, 2003, p. 177). That is to say, a learner is
in charge of the learning process and she defines the target and finds ways to reach it.
In addition to its current complementary role, interaction enhances learners’ capacity
and reshapes it for future experiences (Zuckerman, 2003) because in a social context
the ability to launch and preserve interaction becomes useful (Zuckerman, 2003).
Moreover, development of a learner could be increased naturally constructed or
organized interactions among learners (Davydov, 1995).

Experiential learning is defined as a process that underlines the importance of
personal efforts and experiences for learning process (Oxendine et al., 2004).
Furthermore, experiential learning provides knowledge about the way people learn,
live and improve (Kolb et al., 2000) and it is a cycle that consists of some stages
(Kohonen, 1992). Besides, personal improvement, learning process, and task are
components that support language learning process in experiential learning
(Kohonen, 1992). Interaction both enables learners to develop personal concepts and
form these concepts (Rogers, 1975) and encourages them to evaluate their level and
progress (Kohonen, 1992, p. 81).

2.1.6.5. Zone of Proximal Development

ZPD, first used by Vygotsky (1978), is defined as "actual developmental level

as determined by independent problem solving and the level of potential
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development as determined through the problem-solving under adult guidance or in
collaboration with more capable peers" (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86). That is to say,
learners’ effort to acquire a language can be enhanced on condition that suitable
assistance is provided (Orey, 2010, p. 48). Thus, interaction with more
knowledgeable peers or instructor increases learners’ performance. Specifically,
interaction in language learning process minimizes the ZPD because the area
between the capacity and capability lessens. To add, interaction has positive effects
and quite beneficial in language learning process (Orey, 2010, p. 205) and mostly
becomes an effective way to overcome ZPD. As language learning is a process that
takes place in the social environment (Gibbons, 2003), interaction also enables
learners to improve capacities according to social instructions (Newman, Griffin &
Cole, 1989). What is more, interaction with more competent learners helps to
overcome cognitive gap (Vygotsky, 1978). Thus, ZPD becomes a starting point to
learn a language (Gibbons, 2003).

2.1.6.6. Comprehensible Input

Comprehensible Input in language acquisition/learning is every piece of
foreign language input which language learners are able to understand (Higgs, 1985).
There are characteristic features of Comprehensible Input (Krashen, 1985, p. 21). For
instance; Comprehensible Input is required to be beyond learner’s current knowledge
and comprehending the received message enables learners to acquire a language
(Krashen, 2013, p. 3). That is to say, learners become successful provided that s/he is
able to understand the target language written or spoken form because it is the key
component to acquire a language (Krashen, 2013, p. 4). Additionally,
Comprehensible Input simplifies the language learning process because a language
learner becomes competent by comprehending language structures (Higgs, 1985).
Namely, Comprehensible Input provides input which is the pre-requisite of language
acquisition process. Moreover, language competence is developed with the help of
Comprehensible Input since it provides a challenge for the learners with knowledge
beyond and in that way language learning process is supported. Interaction becomes
a keystone in language learning/acquisition process since participating in interaction
ensures Comprehensible Input owing to the fact that Comprehensible Input forces
learners to produce output (Swain, 1985; 1995). Furthermore, Comprehensible Input
is both essential and adequate for foreign language learning because comprehensible
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input encourages learners to modify interaction (Krashen, 1981; 1982). In that case,
modified interaction enables learners to comprehend the message.

2.1.6.7. Input Hypothesis

Input hypothesis, which, is a SLA hypothesis developed by Krashen (1981),
consists of five hypotheses explaining the language acquisition process. These
hypotheses are respectively; input, acquisition- learning, monitor, natural order and
affective filter. One of these five hypotheses is Input Hypothesis and according to
that hypothesis, learners acquire language when they comprehend the messages or
receive adequate Comprehensible Input (Krashen, 1985, p. 2). In other words, the
precondition of language learning process is that learners are able to understand the
target language input beyond their current level of knowledge which is called i+1.
Specifically, i stands for the current level of language competence and, +1 stands for
the level that is beyond the current level — next stage of the acquisition process
(Krashen, 1981; 1982). Interaction with the instructor or other learners supplies
learners’ need for extra-linguistic context (Krashen, 1985, p2). Moreover, improving
individuals’ language competence takes place when interaction is supported because,
in that way, interaction provides required condition for acquisition (Krashen, 1982, p.
2).

2.1.7. Social Media

2.1.7.1. Web 2.0 Tools and Social Media

Web 2.0 technologies, which have widened dramatically since 2003 and its
importance in our daily lives has increased particularly (Barsky & Purdon, 2006),

can be defined as below:

“Web 2.0 is the network as platform, spanning all connected devices; Web
2.0 applications are those that make the most of the intrinsic advantages of
that platform: delivering software as a continually-updated service that gets
better the more people use it, consuming and remixing data from multiple
sources, including individual users, while providing their own data and
services in a form that allows remixing by others, creating network effects
through an “architecture of participation,” and going beyond the page
metaphor of Web 1.0 to deliver rich user experiences” (O Reilly, 2005).

In a general sense, Web 2.0 is the embodiment of the web that consists of old
and brand new technologies (Alexander, 2006). All its components such as Twitter,
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Facebook, Wikipedia, and blogs are labeled as social web (Boulos & Wheeler,
2007). Social media is content that users have created (Agichtein et al., 2008) and an
area where people form the content, share, and mark (Asur & Huberman, 2010). That
is to say, enormous information is shared among a huge number of people. Web 2.0
technologies also exemplify an innovative way of administrating new information
and enable people not only reach this information but also adopt it according to
individual’s needs and store it (Boulos & Wheeler, 2007).

With its broad application, social media has several effects which users can
be exposed. First of all, social media provides content which is easy to create and this
content is also free (Barsky, 2006); users can publish it without confronting any
difficulty (Boulos & Wheeler, 2007). Thus, social media becomes a platform where
several sources and content are offered (Agichtein et al., 2008). Second, social media
supports users to share common sense and cumulative knowledge and create
common wisdom, which makes it widely applied (Boulos & Wheeler, 2007) and
encourages users to collaborate (Buus, 2012). Specifically, collaboration among
participants helps to get aid and counsel each other (Boulos & Wheeler, 2007).
Third, social media is so innovative that its content changes fast and users are free to
keep up with this content, use and reshape it (Boulos & Wheeler, 2007). Last of all,
social media encourages the users to become more interactive and helps them to
develop better interaction possibilities (Boulos & Wheeler, 2007). Specifically,
interactivity both improves the sense of belonging and lessens the sense of isolation.
Moreover, social media users foster several kinds of social media tools from Skype
to Myspace and that adaptation enables them to become a member of community and

participation during the interaction.

2.1.7.2. Contribution of Social Media to Education

Application of social media in teaching and learning activities become
widespread and social media has widely used as an educational environment. Some
applications of social media such as wikis and blogs are popular in education (Boulos
et al., 2006) and have the potential for improving learning process due to several
reasons (Brynant, 2007). First of all, social media tools such as wikis, blogs and
podcasts provide flexibility for both instructors and learners (Geser, 2007, p. 23).
That is, learners and instructors become time and place independent and free to

apply social media, create content, share and revise this content. Furthermore, this
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flexibility provided by social media provides quick and easy access to information
that encourages learners to become an active participant (Grosseck, 2009). Second,
learners are able to search for the relevant source and supply their needs for learning.
Familiar technologies enable both learners and instructors to use them easily and
more effectively (Dohn, 2009). The authentic learning environment is provided by
social media (Dohn, 2009; Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1994). Web 2.0 technologies
support learners to engage input or output that are more meaningful and
comprehensible (Aydin, 2014b). With the help of these technologies, learning
becomes more meaningful instead of compulsory or a combination of split activities;
as a result, learners become motivated and have better interaction opportunities
(Dohn, 2009). Third, with the help of social media learners become an active
participant in their own learning process and under required conditions, learners
collaborate with each other and learning becomes meaningful (McLoughlin & Lee,
2010; Virkus, 2008). Hence, social media creates connections between learners and
the learning process (Mejias, 2006). Learners have open access to these social media
application and as a result of this active participation that leads continuous
production, shaping and reshaping the knowledge (Dohn, 2009). It encourages
learners to accept their personal differences and supports learners to become an
active participant in spite of these differences. That is to say, cooperation and
collaboration are supported; learners become tolerant to these differences and
learning process is enhanced (Mejias, 2006). Educational environment supported
with social media encourages learners to create collaboration and an environment
which supports communication (Geser, 2007). Social media encourages learners to
become a part of the learning process, produce an outcome, collaborate with each
other and engage learners to the learning process individually or cooperatively (Glud
et al., 2010). Furthermore, Web 2.0 Technologies support collaboration to create
common knowledge (Dohn, 2009) and the target of web 2.0 technologies is
constructed on the participation, communication, and interaction with others,
creating and sharing content.

On the other hand, applications of social media in teaching and learning
process have some adverse effects on the process. First of all, learners’ prior
knowledge about these technologies affects social media application since
appropriate knowledge is a pre-condition and affects not only as a motivator but also

increases the effectiveness of the social media application (Bennett et al., 2012).
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Namely, the familiarity of the user becomes crucial because the more familiar a
learner or instructor becomes, the more effective the process is (Dohn, 2009).
Second, the Web 2.0 technologies have to accomplish the objectives of the learning
process because some applications of social media are inappropriate to some learning
styles and the adaptation becomes time-consuming (Ebner et al., 2010; Glud et al.,
2010). Third, social media contains a huge amount of information (Grosseck, 2009)
and accuracy of this information leads confusion (Coklar, 2012). Thus, under these
conditions, it becomes an obligatory to define the source to prevent accuracy
problems (Dohn, 2009; Harris & Rea, 2009); otherwise, inaccurate information usage
makes the learning process ineffective. Last, the capability of the instructor to adopt
the Web 2.0 and its technology to lessons become significant. Namely, social media
and its application are continuously changing so it becomes highly difficult for an
instructor to adopt fast changing context (Churcher et al., 2014; Virkus, 2008). In
other words, the instructor needs to be selective and sense the appropriate social

media application as social media is a mess (Grosseck, 2009)

2.1.7.3. Contribution of Social Media to FL Learning

Growing popularity of Web 2.0 and its applications enforces language
learners and instructors to apply them in language learning process because social
media contributes to language learning process for several reasons. To begin with,
social media helps learners to improve their language skills such as reading, writing
and speaking (Godwin-Jones, 2008; Sykes, Oskoz & Thorne, 2008). Moreover, it is
assumed that social media applications support a positive attitude to language
learning process and learners are motivated to communicate in the target language
(Kabilan, Ahmad & Abidin, 2010). Social media also provides content which is
meaningful for language development (Sykes et al., 2008) and feedback for learners
(Ducate & Lomicka, 2008). Communicative competence and cultural awareness of
language learners increase due to social media and its applications as learners have
the opportunity to practice (Borau et al., 2009). Under provided conditions, language
learners are prone to communicate more in social media and language learners’
production is more sophisticated and well expressed (Kern, 1995). Second, there are
some objectives for language learning such as self-expression, communication, and
interaction that social media support learners to accomplish (McBride, 2009).
Pedagogically, appropriate activities for language learning allow learners to be a part
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of the learning process. As a result, language learners who express feelings and
opinions become motivated and active (Borau et al., 2009; McBride, 2009) and have
opportunities to spend extra time for the learning process (McBride, 2009). Third,
social media provides authentic material for language learners (McBride, 2009).
Social media and its applications enable instructors to publish drills, activities and
other course content and a learner can join these courses and reach this content easily
(Baird & Fischer, 2005). Moreover, social media enables language learners to reach
contents which encourage collaboration and production (Sykes et al., 2008). Some
applications of social media can facilitate the transformation of cultural knowledge
and effortless and instant access opportunities for native speakers’ speech. That is,
linguistic and cultural knowledge are supported by social media and its applications
(Herron et al., 2000). Lexically, syntactically and semantically, appropriate content
creates better opportunities for language learning and raises awareness of linguistic
and cultural clues (Sykes et al., 2008). Social media applications such as wikis and
blogs help language learners to improve cohesion to investigate ways to improve its
content and structure (Sykes et al., 2008). Last, social media enables language
learners to improve personal development. Moreover, instructors, who include social
media in their learning environment, provide several opportunities for language
learners in the learning process and involve them in this process (Godwin-Jones,
2008). In addition, due to motivation and improvement of self-esteem, language
learners are able to create connections with other learners or natives and they become
autonomously developed (McBride, 2009).

Social media and its applications may have a negative impact on language
learning. First of all, the appropriateness of social media application becomes crucial
because which tools help language learners to improve the process and accomplish
the objective of the language learning process are vague. Adopting social media and
its applications is highly related to the appropriateness for instructors’ objectives.
Second, social media might require knowledge which language learners could not
satisfy as classes could not accomplish the necessary knowledge on condition that
their level is basic (Furman et al., 2009) so language level of the learners limits the
process (Borau et al., 2009). Its application requires competency because supporting
language learning with enough models is crucial (McBride, 2009). Specifically,
learning material which is supposed to be authentic should be produced by a native;

if the authentic material is not authentic enough, this might cause misapprehensions
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that prevent learners from being an effective participant in the language learning
process (McBride, 2009). Moreover, language learners’ overexposure to syntactic
information requires more cognitive ability so it becomes an obstacle in the learning
process because language learners hesitate what to focus (Herron et al., 2000). Last
of all, time is another problem as limited time has adverse effects on the process
(Borau et al., 2009).

2.1.7.4. Contribution of Social Media to Interaction

Social media directly and closely contributes to users’ interaction
opportunities due to several reasons. To begin with, social media reflects high levels
of user to user interaction (Agichtein et al., 2008). As, people are highly motivated
by collaboration and socialization opportunities, interaction becomes the
precondition for these opportunities (Bartle, 2004). Moreover, people apply social
media and its applications for communicative interaction opportunities (Aydin,
2014a). In that way, users enrich social interaction (Aydin, 2014a; Boulos, Maramba
& Wheeler, 2006) and conversational interaction, which becomes one of the
dimensions of web 2.0 technologies (Mcloughlin & Lee, 2007). By this way, it
dramatically increases interaction with the help of social media (Aydin, 2014a;
Boulos et al., 2006). A positive level of learner-learner or learner-instructor
interaction via social media improves the level and effectiveness, for becoming a part
of interaction motivates the participants. Moreover, social media supports people to
adopt a more humanistic approach that helps to improve group interaction and create
a positive environment (Boulos et al., 2006; Minocha, 2009). Furthermore, peer
interaction opportunities of social media also increase learners’ capacity to discuss,
revise and collaborate in an environment that supports scaffolding and improves the
ZDP (Churcher et al., 2014). Last, interactions via social media help learners acquire
knowledge instead of memorizing it (Churcher et al., 2014) and this type of
interaction supports learners to apply social media and engage activities and
collaborate (Dabbaugh & Kitsantes, 2011).

There are some adverse effects of interaction via social media. First of all,
syntactic versus real world confusion which stems from interaction via social media.
That is, social interaction via social media should not replace the real-world
interaction (Boulos et al., 2006) although the application of social media becomes
widely increased in individual’s daily lives (Boulos et al., 2006). Second, interaction
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via social media applications may lead users distracting their attentions and cause
time management problems (Fischer & Reuber, 2010). For instance, some
applications may be more effective and less time-consuming during interaction than
the others (Fischer & Reuber, 2010) so the selection of appropriate application
during the process becomes a crucial step for effective interaction. Otherwise, the

whole interaction becomes useless, nonsense and time- consuming.

2.1.8. Facebook

2.1.8.1. What is Facebook?

Facebook is a social tie (Ellison et al., 2007), glue (Balgikanli, 2015) and
utility (Locke, 2007) which addresses college and high school students (Acquisti &
Gross, 2006). Furthermore, Facebook is an ideal platform for both communication
and interaction (Aydin, 2012) and one of the popular ways of communication (Ross
et al., 2009), which provides opportunities such as creating personal profiles, adding
friends, sharing information and sending personal messages within a bounded system
(Aydin, 2012; Boyd & Ellison, 2008; Ellison et al., 2007; Papacharissi &
Mendelsohn, 2011; Yadav, 2006). Last, Facebook can be seen as a means of
communication which enables users to connect either personally or within a group
(Heiberger & Harper, 2008).

Facebook was established in 2004 by Mark Zuckerberg who was a former
Harvard student (Kushner, 2006). The initial aim to create Facebook was to provide
connection among Harvard students, preserve this connection and share the college
experiences (Boyd & Ellison, 2008; Cassidy, 2006; Ellison, 2008; Ellison et al.,
2007). When first Facebook was launched, it was not available for everyone, just
limited to Harvard students. So, the precondition of being a part of this experience
and community; users needed an e-mail address that ended with harvard.edu.tr
(Greenwell & Kraemer, 2006). Then, in 2005 Facebook began to support other
schools, colleges and organizations (Acquisti & Gross, 2006; Boyd & Ellison, 2008;
Lampe, Ellison & Steinfield., 2007, Stutzman, 2006; Yadav, 2006) and it became
open to other users in 2006 (Boyd & Ellison, 2008). Since then, Facebook has been
available to every user.

Users have Facebook accounts for several reasons. To begin with, via

Facebook students continue communication with other students and their families
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(Aydn, 2012) for Facebook supports users building communication opportunities for
either people they are acquainted with or people who are on their friend's list or
know somehow (Boyd & Ellison, 2008). That is to say, Facebook enables its users to
find people they have already known, acquire knowledge about their current
conditions and keep contact with them (Acquisti & Gross, 2006). Second, people use
Facebook to meet new people, collect “friends” who follows them and comment on
their sharing and observe each other’s’ pages (Ellison et al., 2007). Facebook that
encourages its users to share ideas, feelings, photos, videos and personal information
provides an environment to do these activities (Eroglu, 2016). Third, Facebook
encourages interaction among users (Coklar, 2012; Pempek et al., 2009) and users
can create social connections (Mazman & Usluel, 2010) which can be either
interpersonal or within a group (Heiberger & Harper, 2008; Huang, Yang, Huang &
Hsiao, 2010). Last of all, people have Facebook accounts to become a participant in
an educational environment (Aydin, 2012).

However, Facebook has two main harmful effects: ethical problems such as
unsuitable actions/comments, online privacy and cyber-bullying (Aydin, 2012) and
personal problems such as causing limited attention span, over sensation and
empathy-free behaviors (Balgikanli, 2015). To begin with, unsuitable actions or
comments take place when Facebook users express inconvenient or inappropriate
actions or comments on Facebook (Butler, 2010). Second, on-line privacy, provided
by Facebook and adapted to any user, is not strong enough owing to its design
(Acquisti & Gross, 2006). Thus, on-line privacy becomes a hazard (Debatin et al.,
2009) as users may face some issues such as people having several accounts,
assuming to be another person or becoming the subject of bullying (Kwan & Skoric,
2013). Then, cyber-bullying that happens by using communication opportunities and
threats the Facebook users’ highly and cause psychological harm (Kwan & Skoric,
2013). Limited attention span, which is one of the personal harms, is derived from
the fast changing content and instant interaction opportunities. Last of all, over
sensation and empathy-free behaviors cause harmful effects on users since they

affect individual’s daily life negatively (Balgikanli, 2015).

2.1.8.2. Facebook as an Interaction Environment

Facebook as an interaction environment is suitable for both communication

and interaction (Aydin, 2012) It is also defined as a mirror of social interaction
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(Debatin et al., 2009) and mainly a supporter of social interaction among people
already known offline (Pempek et al., 2009). Facebook as an interaction environment
is also an area that provides meaningful interaction and interaction possibilities
(Abrams, 2006; Coklar, 2012). It has a positive impact on users due to various
reasons. Firstly, Facebook users have positive perception on the effects of Facebook
as an interaction environment (Helliwell & Putnam, 2004) Second, Facebook as an
interaction environment provides social interaction opportunities among users
(Debatin et al., 2009; Joinson, 2008; Kwan & Skoric, 2013; Pempek et al., 2009).
Moreover, it improves social presence (Bateman & Willems, 2012) as users join
Facebook due to these opportunities (Aydin, 2012; Pempek et al., 2009). Third,
interaction with a large number of people enables users to collaborate and share
feelings and ideas instantly (Balg¢ikanli, 2015; Lampe et al., 2006). In that way,
Facebook as an interaction environment encourages interaction and collaboration
among users (Bateman & Willems, 2012; Downes, 2007). Fourth, Facebook as an
interaction environment supports interesting and different ways of interaction
(Acquisti & Gross, 2006) such as instant messaging or video sharing. These different
types have a positive outcome for not only individuals but also community (Ellison,
2008), whereas as an interaction environment, it positively affects users to adopt new
cultures (Ryan et al., 2011). Last of all, Facebook as an interaction environment can
help people to improve satisfaction level and self-respect (Ellison et al., 2007).

On the other hand, Facebook as an interaction environment has some adverse
effects on users. To begin with, Facebook is designed to increase interaction among
users; however, privacy is dubious (Debatin et al., 2009). Second, Facebook
interaction is insufficient to create a fresh relationship as users intentionally share
some information that does not lead fresh relations (Dwyer et al., 2007). Third,
Facebook interaction can raise the volume, origin and confusion on communication,
which results in communication overload (Chen & Lee, 2013). This communication
overload may lead to problems that are related to human psychology. Hence,
communication overload and self-esteem become reasons for these problems (Chen
& Lee, 2013). Last, Facebook as an interaction environment is an alternative to real
interaction and people who prefer Facebook as an interaction environment is labeled
as a coward (Mathias, 2011) due to lack of courage and self-esteem which is a

necessity for real interaction. Hence, lurking or just following others, takes place and
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affects users adversely and interrupts this interaction environment (Pempek et al.,
2009).

2.1.9. Theoretical Background of the Use of Facebook in Interaction

2.1.9.1. Interaction Hypothesis

Interaction Hypothesis that is related to the foreign/second language
acquisition processes was developed by Long (1983a, 1983b, 1985, 1996).
According to the theory, Long (1996) claims that the proficiency of language
learners is highly correlated with interaction and communication. Moreover, Hatch
(1978) defines the conversation as a key term to improve grammar, whereas Krashen
(1985) supports the idea that acquisition of a language becomes possible with the
help of Comprehensible Input. Hence, a combination of these two ideas makes
interaction the facilitator of language learning process in foreign/second language
learning. As according to Long, interaction “connects input, internal learner
capacities, particularly selective attention, and output in productive ways” (Long,
1996, p. 451). Several theoreticians make contributions to the Interaction Hypothesis.
For instance; Ellis (1991) underlines the importance of interaction in language
learning and categorizes them into two categories. The former is Comprehensible
Input, which becomes the precondition for language learning, the latter is the
negotiation of meaning (Ellis, 1991) because negotiation of meaning enforces
language learners to produce comprehensible input and language learners can modify
the on-going context both conversationally and linguistically (Mackey, 1999). In
conclusion, Interaction Hypothesis positively supports the use of Facebook during
interaction in terms of providing both comprehensible input and communication

opportunities.

2.1.9.2. Social Interaction Hypothesis

Nezlek (2001) defines social interaction as an action or event which takes
place in defined period of time. It is also basic, common and strong characteristic of
human life (Chartrand & Bargh, 1999; Ybarra et al., 2008). According to Social
Interaction Hypothesis, every human being is related to a community and her

behaviors are originated from her social interaction either among the group or one by
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one (Mead, 1934). Thus, an individual who becomes a participant of social
interaction improves learning and thinking skills (Labinowicz, 1980) because social
interaction is the natural proceed of group life (Verma, 2010). Enhancing social
interaction among learners may also affect learners’ cognitive skills (Peterson &
McCabe, 1994) because these skills have roots of social interaction (Bruner, 1983)
and when learners attend the conversation, they accomplish the needs with the help
of social interaction (Ellis, 1991). Moreover, meaningful social interaction is crucial
for language learners as it fosters natural and authentic conditions for language
acquisition (Krashen, 1981; Long, 1996). Social interaction also enables language
learners to convey the message in the target language and use it as an input for
language acquisition process (Hatch, 1978). To sum up, Social Interaction
Hypothesis affects the use of Facebook while interaction deeply because Facebook
becomes a supporter of meaningful social interaction that is the basic element of

human life.

2.1.9.3. Conversational Interaction Hypothesis

According to Conversational Interaction Hypothesis, foreign/second language
acquisition process is based on the negotiation of meaning between language learners
and interlocutors and conversational interaction provides Comprehensible Input for
language learners (Long, 1981, 1983a). Correlated with Long’s Interactional
Hypothesis, Conversational Interaction supports the idea that it promotes language
acquisition process (Ellis, 1991). Moreover, it enables language learners to create
connections between learner and input and improves learners’ personal motivation
and capacities. Hence, Conversational Interaction affects positively to the output
because it fosters a process that improves production capacities of learners (Mackey,
1999). Furthermore, Conversational Interaction becomes the supporter of linguistic
input defined as Comprehensible Input (Krashen, 1985). For instance, request for
clarification, message confirmation, and other conversational structures promote
Comprehensible Input (Long, 1985). To conclude, Conversational Interaction
Hypothesis considerably influences the use of Facebook in interaction in terms of

providing meaningful conversational interaction and negotiation opportunities.
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2.1.9.4. Facebook as an Educational Environment

Facebook that can be applied as an educational environment provides
extensive learning opportunities for not only educators but also learners who have

diverse levels of academia, background or knowledge and it is described as below:

“Any technology that is able to captivate for so many students for so
much time not only carries implications for how those students view the
world but also offers an opportunity for educators to understand the
elements of social networking that students find so compelling and to
incorporate those elements into teaching and learning” (EDUCAUSE,
2006, p. 2).

Thus, Facebook as an educational environment and adaptation of its
applications to education become widespread (Balgikanli, 2015) since Facebook is
accepted to have a positive influence (Techlehaimanot & Hickman, 2011) and
benefits on learning process (Bateman & Willems, 2012). In this perspective, there
are three factors, which deeply affect the application of Facebook as an educational
environment. First, application of Facebook is related to the beliefs of instructors as
Facebook can improve educational process and outcome of the learning process on
condition that instructors believe its effectiveness (Techlehaimanot & Hickman,
2011). Second, learners’ attitudes towards Facebook become crucial because
Facebook is quite new and fast changing the world that learners feel uncomfortable,
unfamiliar and doubtful (Boon & Sinclair, 2009; Heiberger & Harper, 2008). Hence,
doubtful approaches to Facebook may hinder the effective use of Facebook as an
educational environment (Boon & Sinclair, 2009). Last of all, software is another
factor as, on condition that the software is inappropriate, Facebook as an educational
environment becomes less useful and effective (Boon & Sinclair, 2009).

In a narrower scope, Facebook is an effective educational environment due to
several reasons. To start with, applying Facebook as an educational environment
encourages learners for social learning since learners are relatively young and easily
adapt it to their lives. Hence, college students who prefer Facebook as a social
networking site (Ellison, 2008) naturally become a part of the online learning
environment and use Facebook as a tool for social learning (Techlehaimanot &
Hickman, 2011). Due to learners’ present membership to Facebook, it becomes
logical to apply it as a learning tool because it enables learners and instructors to

create and become a member of social context (Mason, 2006). Second, Facebook
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supports multi-dimensional interaction among learners and between learner and
instructor (Mason, 2006). Thus, learners acquire peer and teacher feedback as a result
of this interaction (Balgikanli, 2015; Mason, 2006). Third, Facebook aids learners to
take part in educational communications and collaboration with faculty (Roblyer et
al., 2007) and via Facebook learners recommend each other several academic sources
such as journals, books, and essays (Selwyn, 2009). In that way, they collaborate and
encourage personal development because Facebook supports cooperation and
interaction (Krause, 2005; McCarthy, 2010). Fourth, Facebook provides creativity
for learners and improve learners’ personality and learning communication capacities
(Boon & Sinclair, 2009; Greenhow, 2009). Specifically, Facebook emotionally and
practically support learners’ ideas and encourages them to circulate ideas and
activities (Greenhow, 2009). Last of all, Facebook enables learners to engage and
actively participate in the learning process and makes learning more meaningful
(Heiberger & Harper, 2008) and fun (Burhanna et al., 2009, Balgikanli, 2015).
Specifically, application of Facebook supports learners to create and share
knowledge and mostly have fun that is largely common features
(http/digitalnatives.org). Learners are able to improve their academic skill without
depending on either time or place limitations (Coklar, 2012; McCharty, 2010).

On the other hand, the effects of using Facebook as an educational
environment are questionable due to some points. First, Facebook was not created as
an educational environment so its application requires several adaptations (Boon &
Sinclair, 2009). Second, the artificiality of Facebook may affect the learners
adversely because learners feel uncomfortable and alone (Boon & Sinclair, 2009).
Furthermore, on condition that learners are less effective to create collaboration with
others, they become suspicious about using Facebook as an educational environment
and its effectiveness becomes dubious (Heiberger & Harper, 2008). Third, the level
of engagement and meaningful learning are questionable (Boon & Sinclair, 2009) for
every learner has her own perspective. Learners also qualitatively and quantitatively
differ in the level of engagement from one another (Heiberger & Harper, 2008). Last
of all, peer guidance can cause problems while utilizing Facebook as an educational
environment as instead of searching for a valid source relying on other learners’
assumptions can damage the process (Selwyn, 2009) and learners may abuse shared
information (Arnold & Paulus, 2010).
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2.1.9.5. Facebook as a FL Learning Environment

While Facebook as an FL Learning environment seems a new area, there is
growing attention to utilizing Facebook as it is assumed to have a target language
friendly interface (Terantino & Graf, 2011). Besides, it has been applied in language
learning classroom so far (Blyth, 2010). Facebook as an FL learning environment
becomes an effective option due to various reasons. To begin with, Facebook
provides authentic knowledge about several topics and a language learner could
access this information easily without time or place limitations (Blattner & Fiori,
2009). That is to say, fostering an authentic environment for language learning,
Facebook increases communication, interaction, and discussion in the target
language. Thus, language learners can accomplish linguistic, grammatical and
functional objectives of the target language (Chen, 2012). Moreover, Facebook users
also encounter variety of language usage, which is authentic, colloguial and rich
(Chen, 2012; Lee & Ranta, 2014) as synchronous or asynchronous relation with
native speakers can enhance the language learning process (Blattner & Fiori, 2009;
Kabilan et al., 2010; Lee & Ranta, 2014). Second, improving cross-cultural ties with
the target language makes Facebook as an effective environment for language
learning (Blattner & Fiori, 2009). In that way, language learners create a connection
with native speakers and develop a positive relationship with peers who have
common likes or same point of views (Belz, 2007; Razak & Saeed, 2015). Third,
Facebook can be applied for language instruction to develop socio-pragmatic
capacity (Blattener & Fiori, 2009) and linguistic awareness, which creates a suitable
environment for utilizing knowledge and provides opportunities for learners’
engagement to communicative context (Arnold & Paulus, 2010). Fourth, Facebook
enables learners to create the sense of being a community (Blattner & Fiori, 2009;
Chen, 2012; Lee & Ranta, 2014; Razak, Saeed & Ahmad, 2013) as Facebook gathers
people and ties them as a target language community. Learners’ may also utilize
Facebook as an environment that provides opportunities for exchanging knowledge
in groups (Bani-Hani, Al-Sobh & Abu-Melhim, 2014). In this sense, Facebook may
affect learners” motivation and attitude towards language learning because Facebook
enables learners to create an environment that is both motivating and entertaining
(Kabilan et al., 2010; Suthiwartnarueput & Wasanasomsithi, 2012; Tananuraksakul,

2015). That is, Facebook groups increase motivation and enable learners to approach
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language learning process positively (Tananuraksakul, 2015). Moreover, Facebook
groups support language learning, multi-dimensional relationships both between a
learner and instructor and among learners. Fifth, Facebook encourages learners to
improve language learning process and proficiency of the language learner (Mitchell,
2009; Shafie, Yaacob & Singh, 2016) because there have been several opportunities
to develop the proficiency and support learners’ production in target language
(Kabilan et al., 2010; Yunus & Salehi, 2012; Omar et al., 2012; Ru-Chu, 2013;
Terantino & Graf, 2011; Wu & Hsu, 2011), which improves language competence
(Suthiwartnarueput & Wasanasomsithi, 2012). For instance, Facebook can be
utilized to improve learners’ reading and writing proficiency (DePew, 2011;
Haverback, 2009; Ru-Chu, 2013; Walker, 2010) since it not only simplifies the
teaching and learning process but also decreases the level of anxiety and stress
(Simpson, 2012; Suthiwartnarueput & Wasanasomsithi, 2012; Tananuraksakul,
2015). Moreover, some Facebook activities create opportunities for discussion
among language learners to improve their speaking ability and communication skills
(Razak et al., 2013; Shafie et al., 2016; Terantino & Graf, 2011). Moreover,
Facebook can improve learners writing skill, as learners can write in the target
language and easily publish it and receive feedback from instructor or peers (Razak
& Saeed, 2015; Yang & Chen, 2008). In addition, their ability to think and find
solutions to problems develop via Facebook (Yunus et al., 2012). Last of all,
Facebook can improve multi-dimensional collaboration both among language
learners and between learners and instructor (Razak et al., 2013; Suthiwartnarueput
& Wasanasomsithi, 2012; Stelter, 2008; Terantino & Graf, 2011) That is to say,
language learners receive comments and their reply or comment back develops
language skills (Suthiwartnarueput & Wasanasomsithi, 2012). Namely, language
learners with low self-esteem and satisfaction can be motivated with applying
Facebook as an FL learning environment. To add, Facebook provides opportunities
for instructors to announce information, share resources and discuss the issues online
(Suthiwartnarueput & Wasanasomsithi, 2012; Wang et al., 2012).

Facebook as an FL learning environment may affect the language learning
process adversely due to several reasons. First of all, Facebook may distract learners’
attention while learning a foreign language (Yunus et al., 2012); thus, learners may
waste their time due to overuse (Fodeman & Monroe, 2009). Second, Facebook as an

FL learning environment may affect learners’ attitude towards language learning
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negatively (Kabilan et al., 2010). For instance, learners may develop resistance to
applying Facebook as an FL learning environment since they are in favor of
traditional language learning environment (Reinhardt & Zander, 2011) or they are
unable to use this technology (Mitchell, 2012). Moreover, learners cannot provide
the necessary language and due to this reason, learners avoid using Facebook as an
FL learning environment (Mitchell, 2012) or instead of participation, learners just
prefer lurking which means just observing the online- ongoing context without
contribution (Shafie et al., 2016, p. 2). Third, instructor and learners’ control over the
quality and the accuracy of the sources (Yunus et al., 2012) and accomplishment of
language learners’ needs (Lenhart & Madden, 2007) may have negative effects. For
instance, if there is no clear outcome, language learners cannot create effective and
meaningful links (Kabilan et al., 2010). Fourth, overcorrection may prevent learner
from talking freely because that leads pressure over the language learners (Simpson,
2012). Last of all, the familiarity of the instructor affects the application of Facebook
because an FL learning environment, teacher’s approach to applying Facebook and
its applications help to accomplish the activities and determine the effectiveness
(Naditz, 2011; Simpson, 2012).

2.1.10. Theoretical Background of the Use of Facebook in FL Learning

2.1.10.1. Constructivism

The use of Facebook in FL encounters the basic principles of Constructivist
Theory. To begin with, Constructivism underlines the importance of interaction
among learners (McDonald & Gibson, 1998; Steffe & Gale, 1995; Vygotsky, 1978).
Facebook in FL learning supports social interaction and communication
opportunities for learners (Aydin 2012). Basically, as knowledge is constructed
through the negotiation of meaning, Facebook in FL learning assures language
learners to learn and acquire opportunities for constructing required knowledge
through social interaction (Chang, 2014). Moreover, the development of language
skills is affected positively and constructive outcomes become crucial as learners
collaborate (Suthiwartnarueput & Wasanasomsithi, 2012). Facebook also provides
required conditions for FL learning because meaningful interaction among learners is
constructed and supported naturally (Abrams, 2006; Coklar, 2012; Kabilan et al.,

2010). Second, Constructivist Language Learning accomplishes language learners’
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needs such as asking questions, responding and sharing knowledge that enable
learners to construct knowledge from hands-on experiences because Facebook
enables them to acquire scaffolding from either instructor or peer that enhances
language learning process through ZPD (Khan & lvy, 2014; Suthiwartnarueput &
Wasanasomsithi, 2012). Last of all, Facebook in FL learning encourages learners to
establish community (Blattner & Fiori, 2008; Kabilan et al., 2010) since Facebook in
FL learning enables users to reach a bigger audience who can actively participate in
discussions and improve learning process (Dafoulas & Shokri, 2014; Espinosa,
2015).

2.1.10.2. Collaborative Learning

The use of Facebook in Collaborative FL Learning provides several
opportunities for language learning (Dawson, 2008). To begin with, the use of
Facebook in FL learning enables language learners to come together to a platform
other than the classroom to cooperate and collaborate since Facebook in FL supports
the possibility of collaborating with people worldwide (Educause Learning Initiative,
2006). Second, Facebook in FL learning provides learners for exchanging ideas
about assignments, examinations or group works (Balgikanli, 2015, McBride, 2009;
O’Keeffe & Clarke- Pearson, 2011). That is, language learners keep contact with
their peers to collaborate on forthcoming events (Mazman & Usluel, 2010).
Moreover, Facebook in FL learning supports assistance and learners acquire either
mutual or peer feedback through collaboration and interaction (Razak & Saeed,
2015). Third, Facebook in FL fosters the sense of community and enables language
learners who share common concerns, multidimensional engagement to tasks (Razak
& Saeed, 2014) and helps language learners to participate in collaborative learning
activities that improves writing process through peer-revision (Arnold, Ducate &
Kost, 2009; Elola & Oskoz, 2010). For instance, online discussion is beneficial to
language learning since it supports language learners’ participation; develops
language output, autonomy, and collaboration (Shafie et al., 2015). Hence, language
learners gain the sense of connection and community that improves the language
learning process (Irwin et al., 2012; Terantino & Graf, 2011). Fourth, Facebook
improves learners’ capacity to multidimensional collaboration among people
(Suthiwartnarueput & Wasanasomsithi, 2012; Terantino & Graf, 2011). That is,

collaboration between an instructor and a learner, among learners or between a
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learner and the authentic audience is developed via Facebook (Suthiwartnarueput &
Wasanasomsithi, 2012S). What is more, Facebook provides an environment that
collaborative language learning takes place and facilitates active participation (Irwin
et al., 2012; Mazer, Murphy & Simonds, 2007). In addition, feedback from instructor
or peers develops the sense of collaboration (Terantino & Graf, 2011). Last,
collaborative activities enhance self-esteem (Lampe et al., 2011) because
collaborative learning activities that provide several perspectives of learners and
improve critical thinking ability through comparison, evaluation and different

perspectives (Liu, 2015).

2.1.10.3. Situated Cognition

Facebook in Situated Cognitive FL Learning fosters several opportunities for
language learners and these opportunities simplify the language learning process
(Lave & Wenger, 1991; Mills, 2011). First of all, language learning can take place
everywhere either formal or informal learning environment in case the effective
interaction among learners and instructor to construct knowledge is provided
(Kabilan et al., 2010). Thus, Facebook in FL learning provides an informal setting
for language learning. To add, there have been three basic elements of situated
cognition, namely joint enterprise, mutual engagement, and a shared repertoire that
Facebook as an FL learning environment fosters since it positively affects the
mutually dependent process (Mills, 2011). Second, the participation in Facebook and
activities enables language learners to improve the knowledge of target language and
raise the cognition to practice it in socio-cultural context (Chen, 2012) as learners
who participate in composing collective knowledge accept it more preferable
(Matthew et al., 2009). In this sense, Facebook in FL learning provides for learners a
situated platform that is both natural and suitable for socialization (Chen, 2012).
Last, authentic materials encourage different levels of literacy, improve meaningful
interaction and participation of being a member of the community and improve the

common cultural awareness (Mills, 2011).

2.1.10.4. Autonomous Learning

Facebook in Autonomous FL Learning fosters some principles that enable

language learners to take the responsibility of their own learning process (Holec,
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1981, p. 3) and decisions related to every aspect. A learner becomes autonomous
when she can form her own objectives (Nunan, 1996) and Facebook in FL learning
provides language learners several opportunities to become autonomous. To start
with, Facebook in FL learning enables language learners to form something on their
own (Kop, 2011) as it encourages language learners to be in charge of their own
learning process and improves the language learning process (Prensky, 2007).
Moreover, Facebook in FL learning enables learners to define their own learning
objectives and adapt it according to their learning needs (Downes, 2009). Facebook
also offers learners Autonomous Learning opportunities which are time and place
independent (Blattner & Fiori, 2009). To add, it fosters a common goal that improves
the critical awareness of personal autonomy of language learners (Wu & Chao,
2015). Becoming an autonomous learner, Facebook is an assistant that improves
autonomy among learners and learning process becomes more motivating and

effective (Promnitz-Hayashi, 2011).

2.1.10.5. Self-determination Theory

The application of Facebook in Self-Determination Theory supports language
learners in various ways. To start with, language learning environment that
compensates for the relatedness, competence and autonomy of the language learners
(Aydin, 2014a) motivates them because motivation is a component that affects the
language learning process positively (Aydin, 2014a). That is, learners who are able to
express their feelings and thoughts effectively in related context becomes motivated
(Nadkami & Hofmann, 2011). Moreover, the competence of language learners is
positively affected by Facebook application and improvement of language skills
correlatively (Bani-Hani et al., 2014). Facebook in FL learning helps language
learners to develop language competency with the help of interaction between
language learner and instructor or among other learners (Mason, 2006). Language
learners also feel related to a community and Facebook either on-line or off-line
creates this relatedness (Ellison et al., 2007) as people need to feel related to others
emotionally (Ryan, 1993; Deci & Ryan, 2000).
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2.2. Conclusion

Interaction can be defined as a reciprocal action or influence that requires at
least two objects, events, and participants. It reflects mutual acceptance and
establishment of the roles of the encounters and rules of the defined situation related
to the setting. It can be classified into two categories depending on the context; non-
verbal and verbal interaction. Interaction has a significant role in the learning
process. In this sense, it has five components: activity, cooperation, diversity,
expectation, and responsibility. It should be also noted that there are several factors
that affect interaction in the learning process such as learners’ needs, expectations,
personality, age, cognitive abilities, learning styles, learner autonomy, culture, the
teaching philosophy, and interdependence. As a second dimension, the environment
has effects on the learning process, because learning depends on the environment that
has two main effects; motivation and making the process enjoyable, permanent and
meaningful. As a third perspective, technology is a component which enhances
interaction in the learning environment. That is, interaction is strongly connected
with technology tools and its application due to several reasons such as quality of
education, becoming a member of a community and forming ideal social
environment. There exist some factors which have effects on the use of technology

such as practicality, familiarity, age, and learners’ attitudes.

Interaction is also important in the FL learning and teaching processes due to
several reasons such as personal development, motivation, participation, and
improvement of linguistic knowledge. In FL classes, the importance of interaction
has become widely known and three types of interaction are categorized in language
learning process; conversational interaction, negotiation, and instructional
interaction. In this sense, several theories and hypotheses related to interaction and
FL learning can be listed respectively. To begin with, Constructivism has established
the idea that defines the way that individual construct knowledge from experiences,
ideas, and beliefs, whereas cooperative learning is defined as cooperation among
learners to reach a target. Furthermore, Autonomous Learning is the capability of
taking the responsibility own personal learning process, whereas developmental
learning is defined as learners’ serious efforts to establish knowledge in a social
context. Experiential Learning is defined as a process that underlines the importance
of personal efforts and experiences for the learning process, whereas ZPD can be
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defined as learners’ effort to acquire a language on condition that suitable assistance
is provided. In the scope of language learning, Comprehensible Input in language
acquisition and learning is every piece of foreign language input which language
learners are able to understand. Input hypothesis is defined as the target language

input beyond learners’ current level of knowledge which is called i+1.

With its broad application, social media has several effects that users can be
exposed such as rich content, source, and collaboration opportunities. For this reason,
application of social media in teaching and learning activities become widespread. In
addition, social media has widely used as an educational environment and has the
potential of improving learning process due to flexibility, authenticity, and
participation. Growing popularity of Web 2.0 and its applications enforce language
learners and instructors to apply them in language learning process. Thus, social
media contributes to language learning process with improving language skills,
creating positive attitudes toward learning and meaningful content. However,
application of social media may have negatively impact language learning process
due to the inappropriateness of social media, misapprehensions, lack of knowledge
and comprehension. Yet, social media directly and closely contributes to users’
interaction opportunities due to communicative interaction opportunities, motivation
and positive attitudes towards interaction, while there are some adverse effects of
interaction via social media such as syntactic versus real world confusion, time

management, and distraction.

As a sample of social media, Facebook is an ideal platform for both
communication and interaction and one of the popular ways of communication.
Users have Facebook accounts for communication with other students and their
families, meeting new people, interaction and a participation for an educational
environment. On the other hand, Facebook has two main harmful effects: ethical
problems such as unsuitable actions/comments, online privacy and cyber-bullying
and personal problems such as limited attention span, over sensation and empathy-
free behaviors. Facebook as an interaction environment has a positive impact on
users due to positive perceptions, social interaction opportunities, collaboration,
improvement of satisfaction level and self-respect. Theoretical background of the use
of Facebook in interaction depends on Interaction Hypothesis that is directly related
to the foreign/second language acquisition processes. For example, Interaction
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Hypothesis supports the idea that the proficiency of language learners is highly
correlated with interaction and communication. Moreover, comprehensible input and
negotiation of meaning enable language learners to modify the conversation. Social
Interaction Hypothesis defines social interaction as an action or event that takes place
in defined period of time and it is basic, common and strong characteristic of human
life. According to Conversational Interaction Hypothesis, language acquisition
process is based on the negotiation of meaning between language learners and
interlocutors. In that way, conversational interaction provides comprehensible input
for language learners. Facebook as an educational environment supports social
learning, multi-dimensional interaction, cooperation and the improvement of
academic skills. In conclusion, Facebook as an FL learning environment becomes an
effective option due to authentic knowledge opportunities, improvement in cross-
cultural ties, proficiency and socio-pragmatic reasons. To conclude, based on the
theoretical background of the study, several conclusions can be drawn. First,
Facebook usage in FL learning encounters the basic principles of Constructivist
Theory. Second, Facebook in Collaborative FL Learning provides several
opportunities for language learning. Third, Facebook in Situated Cognitive FL
learning fosters various opportunities for language learners and simplifies the
language learning process. Fourth, Facebook in Autonomous FL Learning fosters
some principles that enable language learners to take the responsibility of their own
learning process and decisions related to every aspect from defining objectives,
needs and expectations of the learner to developing critical awareness. Finally, the
application of Facebook in accordance with Self-Determination Theory supports
language learners in various ways such as relatedness, competence, and autonomy of
the language learner that are positively correlated with the motivation of the
language learner. To sum up, conclusions related to the theories listed above
highlight the strength of interaction in language learning process from several
perspectives and theoretically enforces to search Facebook as an interaction

environment which enables language learners to learn a foreign language.

2.3. Literature Review

This section reviews the related literature on Facebook and its utilization as

an interactional tool. First of all, studies on the role of interaction in FL learning are
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listed. Second, studies on Facebook as an educational environment are reviewed.
Next, a review of research on Facebook as an FL learning environment is presented.
Then, results on Facebook as an interactional environment are examined. Finally,

research on teachers’ interactions with their students on Facebook is reviewed.

2.3.1. Research on the role of Interaction in FL Learning

Research shows that the role of interaction in FL learning process is crucial
and it is considerably affected by several factors such as environment, age, gender,
task complexity, proficiency level, and learner’s attitudes. To begin with, Heins et al.
(2007) investigated the nature and level of interpersonal interaction in both online
and the face-to-face language tutorials used at the Open University, UK. The
research results revealed that spoken interaction took place in not only face to face
but also online language learning environment. Differences with regards to the level
of student participation, the use of the target language and the degree of a tutor
control and focus. Moreover, Fujii and Mackey (2009) investigated learner- learner
interaction in an FL classroom and quantitative research results indicated a relatively
low rate of interactional feedback while qualitative analysis of interactions revealed
interesting trends in nature of the feedback that was provided. They also highlighted
the patterns of interaction that might be shaped by cultural, contextual and
interlocutor related factors. McDonough (2004) emphasized that the learners
believed that peer interaction through pair and small group activities was useful for
practicing oral communication skills but less useful for learning English grammar.
That is, learners who had more participation during the pair and small group
activities demonstrated improved production of the target forms, even though they
did not perceive the activities as useful for learning the language. Oliver (2002)
focused on conversational interactions between children aged 8 to 13 years and the
findings suggested that in child-child interactions, the nativeness and proficiency of
pairings influence the amount of negotiation for meaning that occurred. That is, in
terms of negotiation for meaning strategies, nonnative dyads more actively used
these strategies than native dyads. Pica et al., (1990) examined the gender factor in
interactions of a native and non-native speaker. According to four information
exchange tasks results, there existed not a clear-cut role for non-native gender as a
discriminating factor in the frequency of negotiated interaction and its associated

opportunities for comprehension of input, feedback on production and modification
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of output. Braidi (2002) reported on the occurrence and use of recasts in adult native-
speaker / nonnative-speaker interactions in a non-classroom setting. At the end of
four communication tasks, she concluded that recasts happened in native and non-
native interactions and this occurrence was affected to some degree by types of
negotiation and by levels of grammaticality. Kim (2009) focused on the impact of
task complexity on the occurrence of language-related episodes during task-based
interaction in two task types and concluded that the effects of task complexity on the
occurrence of learning opportunities differed depending on task types and learner
proficiency. Watanabe and Swain (2007) analyzed the effects of L2 proficiency
differences in pairs and patterns of interaction on L2 learning and found that the
patterns of pair interaction greatly influenced the frequency of language related
episodes and post-test performance. That is, when the learners engaged in
collaborative patterns of interaction, they were more likely to achieve higher post-
test scores regardless of their partner’s proficiency level. Last of all, Maftoon and
Ziafar (2013) studied the attitudes of EFL Japanese learners and teachers and other
factors influenced the classroom interactional patterns. The results demonstrated that
there were several factors such as the Japanese EFL learners’ attitudes towards the
role of English in their society, anxiety, Japanese culture, Japanese English as a
different form of English, motivation, and disunity in their learning styles and the

idea of ‘willingness to communicate.

Research indicates that the role of interaction in FL learning provides
opportunities for negotiation, input, output, feedback, and modification. For example,
Foster and Ohta (2005) aimed to identify negotiated interaction and the value of
language classroom negotiation of meaning from both cognitive and socio-cultural
perspectives. A qualitative analysis of the data showed that learners actively assisting
each other to transact the task through co-construction and obtaining completely
comprehensible input appeared to be of lower priority than maintaining a supportive
and friendly discourse. Furthermore, negotiation was one of a range of
conversational processes that facilitated SLA as learners’ work to understand and
express meaning in L2. Smith (2004) observed 24 intermediate level non-native
speakers of English and found that previously unknown lexical items that were
negotiated were retained significantly better as measured by immediate and delayed

recognition and objected labeling post-tests than those items where preemptive input
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alone was provided and where target items were not engaged. Smith also stated that
results provided evidence of a more direct link between negotiated interaction and
acquisition. Moreover, Mayo and Pica (2000) explored whether the interaction
between proficient FL learners could address their needs for L2 input and for
feedback focused on form in ways that interaction with native speakers and results
indicated that overall, interaction between advanced FL learners could provide as
much modified input, feedback, and output as when interaction between learners and
native speakers took place. According to the results of a case study, Nabei and Swain
(2002) found that recasting was a complex verbal behavior influenced by the
teaching environment, the interaction context, and the learner’s cognitive orientation.
Similarly, according to the quasi-experimental study, Sato and Lyster (2012)
concluded that teaching corrective feedback to L2 learners was effective especially
peer- interaction was an ideal context for suitable exchange process. Mackey (1999)
explored the relationship between different types of conversational interaction and
SLA. The results supported claims concerning a link between interaction and
grammatical development and highlight the importance of active participation in the
interaction. Additionally, Pica et al. (1996) analyzed whether L2 learners’ interaction
with other learners could address three of their supposed needs for L2 learning that
were input, feedback and modification. The findings suggested that interaction
between L2 learners could address some of their input, feedback, and output needs
but that it did not provide as much modified input and feedback as interaction with
native speakers did. Last of all, Alegria de la Colina and Garcia Mayo (2009)
examined the functions of the L1 in the oral interaction of twelve pairs of
undergraduate Spanish EFL learners with low proficiency in the target language
while engaged in three collaborative tasks and concluded that language learners
described events however the opportunity to use L2 for casual interaction was
limited. Thus, it would be desirable for students to be exposed to these types of
activities in the L2 so that they could assign sufficient semantic meaning to the
expressions used for thinking and self-regulation in the L2, which in turn could

facilitate their interaction with native speakers.

2.3.2. Research on Facebook as an Educational Environment

Research shows that the use of Facebook as an educational environment is a

controversial issue that severe debates still exist. According to research results,

48



Facebook as an educational environment enhances the learning process, self-
efficiency, interaction, meaningful learning, communication and academic success.
To begin with, McCarthy (2010) investigated blending virtual and physical learning
environments to enhance the experience of the first year by immersing students into
university culture through social and academic interaction between peers. It was
found that the online learning environment increased interaction between local and
international students. Furthermore, a physical classroom allowed students to interact
in a face to face environment, essentially transforming the often impersonal virtual
interaction into a meaningful connection. Stanciu et al., (2012) investigated the
impact of social networks on educational process in Romanian higher education.
Survey results indicated that SNS became very popular among students and might be
considered as valuable tools for education. In a quasi-experimental research, Chen
(2015) stated that learners whose learning styles were assimilating had better
performance than those with accommodating learning styles. Thus, learners had
higher self-efficacy and habit strength toward learning in mobile Facebook. Albayrak
(2012) also noted that use of Facebook for academic purposes as course management
system would continue to improve. So Facebook as an educational environment
developed interaction among learners and encourages them to think about subjects
and reviewed the learning process. Furthermore, Donmus (2010) concluded that
students continuously interacting in Facebook possibly benefited from educational
games for their learning. Furthermore, games played through social networks
motivated students and helped them to construct their own learning entertainingly.
Last, Mayende et al., (2014) stated that learners appreciated the use of Facebook for

interactive learning.

Research shows that Facebook also mediates interaction and learning become
effective when modeling, contingency management, feedback, instructing and
questioning are appropriate. In this perspective, Wang (2013) aimed to identify the
nature of student learning engagement associated with Facebook activity and
suggested the use of Facebook as an educational communication and interaction tool
to enable faculty to assume a more active and participatory role in teaching and
learning. To add, Roblyer et al. (2010) studied how likely higher education faculty
were to use Facebook for either personal or educational purposes. Results showed

that students were much more likely than faculty to use Facebook and were
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significantly more open to the possibility of using Facebook and similar technologies
to support classroom work

Research indicates that using Facebook as an educational environment affects
adversely the learning process due to several reasons such as negative evaluation, the
readiness of learners, attitudes, pedagogical factors and previous experiences. For
instance, Coklar (2012) found that students evaluated the Facebook positively
according to some aspects such as motivation, interaction opportunities or
stimulating interest. On the contrary, he emphasized that the students’ negative
evaluations depended on the control mechanism, informational convergence, and
entertainment facilities. Baran (2010) explored what students thought about the
incorporation of Facebook in their coursework and stated that not all students were
ready to embrace the use of social networking tools such as Facebook in formal
teaching, learning, and assessment. Additionally, Alm (2014) examined tertiary
language students’ experiences of the social networking site Facebook for out-of-
class language exposure. Results showed a disconnection between informal and
formal learning practices. In a review, Manca and Ranieri (2013) stated that
pedagogical affordances of Facebook had only been partially implemented. There
were still many obstacles that might prevent a full adoption of Facebook as a
learning environment such as implicit institutional, teacher and student pedagogies
and cultural issues. Last of all, Boon and Sinclair (2009) found that Facebook had the
potential and connectivity to use in an academic setting; however, it was not
improved as an educational tool and students’ experiences in using these

technologies might vary considerably.

Research also indicates some negative results about using Facebook as an
educational environment in relation to benefits and challenges, some factors affecting
the learning process such as proficiency levels, strength of social ties and possible
adaptation requirements, whereas there was a lack of research on using Facebook as
an educational environment (Aydin, 2012). As an example, Balgikanli (2015)
explored whether prospective English language teachers’ Facebook adoption
processes had an impact on their educational use of Facebook. He stated that there
was a significant and positive relationship between Facebook adoption and
educational use of Facebook whereas purposes of Facebook usage had a relatively
low effect on the educational use of Facebook. Similarly, According to Bateman and
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Willems (2012), Facebook provided both benefits and challenges to those adopting it
in the context of formal teaching and learning in higher education. They listed the
potentials and pitfalls of Facebook in higher education. Alm (2015) also stated that
some participants were eager to use Facebook as a tool for learning some were
hesitant. That is, the use of the social networking site varied according to proficiency
levels of the participants, the strength of social ties with a native speaker. Last of all,
Kabilan et al. (2010) examined whether university students considered Facebook as a
useful and meaningful learning environment that could support, enhance and/or
strengthen their learning of the English language. They concluded that the students
believed Facebook could be utilized as an online environment to facilitate the
learning of English. However, for them, teachers or language instructors had to
integrate Facebook as an educational project with predetermined learning objectives

and outcomes for the learning experience to be meaningful.

In a narrower perspective, research demonstrates that better relationship and
communication opportunities between instructor and learners or among learners,
feeling related, and improvement of academic success, the credibility of the
instructor, sharing experiences and factors such as gender, age or the year of study
are factors which affect using Facebook as an educational environment. To begin
with, Aydin (2014a) examined 121 EFL learners at a Turkish state university and
concluded that among Turkish EFL learners, passive behaviors are more common in
terms of interaction with their teachers. Moreover, Aydin (2014a) emphasized that
some factors such as age, sex or year of study were significantly correlated with
some of the items in the scale. Sturgeon and Walker (2009) found that there was an
indirect connection between faculty members’ use of Facebook and academic
performance. Moreover, although some faculty members were hesitant students felt
more willing to communicate, the relationships built on Facebook between students
and faculty members could make for a more open line of communication. Mazer et al
(2007) focused on the effects of teacher self-disclosure via Facebook on anticipated
college student motivation, affective learning and classroom climate. They concluded
that participants emphasized possible negative associations between teacher use of
Facebook and teacher credibility. After inspecting Facebook ‘wall’ activity of 909
undergraduate students, Selwyn (2009) found that Facebook appeared to provide a

ready space where the ‘role conflict’ that students often experienced in their
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relationships with university work, teaching staff, academic conventions and
expectations could be worked through in a relatively closed ‘backstage’ area.
Moreover, Akyildiz and Argan (2012) concluded that purpose statements related to
social and daily activities had a higher score than educational and school-related
purposes’ statements. Mendez et al., (2014) investigated student usage of Facebook,
its potential impact on faculty interaction and institutional policy. They found that
faculty might meet students on their turf to facilitate engagement however the
liability was questionable. Teclehaimanot and Hickman (2011) also found that
passive behaviors are preferred by students since passive behaviors were more
suitable than active behaviors. Moreover, they underlined the point that males
perceived student-teacher interactions on Facebook more suitable than females.
Whereas, there was no difference between undergraduate and graduate students, age

was not a factor to find the interactions more or less appropriate.

2.3.3. Research on Facebook as a FL Learning Environment

Research results obtained from a limited number of studies indicate that
Facebook as a FL learning environment develops positive attitudes towards learning
and motivation, improves communication, socio-pragmatic and cultural awareness,
promotes interaction opportunities and oral participation and improves writing,
speaking, reading and grammar. To begin with, Razak et al. (2013) examined the
opportunities and challenges of SNSs as learning environment in writing in English.
They observed 24 active and regular EFL learners joining the Only for English
Learning Facebook communities of practice that was a group developed and
maintained by a few instructors in English for EFL learners coming from different
EFL Arab countries. They concluded that the EFL participants perceived as an
interactive learning environment that contributed to enhancing their writing by
engaging in learner-learner and learner-instructor interaction, information sharing,
communicating and socializing with friends and developing a sense of belonging.
Omar et al. (2012) found that the use of Facebook as a platform for the information-
sharing task received very positive feedback from the participants. They suggested
that it would be a promising virtual tool and environment to promote interaction in
English learning and promoting awareness of available online tools and modeling
effective use of the tools to enhance learner’s online interactions. Furthermore,

Vetter and Chanier (2006) explored the effects of multimodality on the results which
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obtained, in particular discussing the use of text in the development of spoken
interactions. They found that, in an audio-synchronous and multimodal environment,
learners, including those who have not spoken in a foreign language for some time,
could reach satisfactory rates of oral participation in a relatively short period of time.
In addition, Blattner and Fiori (2009) analyzed the group application available on
Facebook and concluded that Facebook as an FL learning environment provided
some benefits such as authentic language interaction and the development of socio-
pragmatic awareness, which is an aspect of language acquisition. As a result,
Facebook was found to be a tool to enhance motivation and the sense of belonging to
a community. DePew (2011) also stated that multilingual writers were capable of
drawing upon their multilingual repertoire to make interesting and deliberate
decisions about how they use words and visuals to compose arguments about their
respective identities to different audiences. Mitchell (2012) investigated seven ESOL
students’ motivations for joining Facebook and use of the site and two ESOL
students’ reasons for not joining it. She reported that they were able to communicate
with existing friends, learn English and learn about American culture through
Facebook. It is also stated that they were able to accomplish their goals on Facebook
with few difficulties. Furthermore, Suthiwartnarueput and Wasanasomsithi (2012)
studied the effects of using Facebook as a medium for grammar and writing
discussions of low-intermediate EFL students and the results indicated that English
grammar was worth promoting for discussions on Facebook as there were
correlations between the gain scores in the grammar and writing parts at the
significant levels. Moreover, they noted that the students also had positive attitudes
towards using Facebook as a means of learning grammar and writing. As an
alternative learning tool, Facebook provided them a convenient and attractive means
to engage in discussions with the teacher and other users who had better grammatical
knowledge. Razak and Saeed (2015) examined peer writing revision among English
as foreign language Arab students in a Facebook group. They concluded that the
learners’ engagement in the online revision activities fostered their sense of online
learning community by creating an interactive friendly learning environment,
building and nurturing new relationships based on shared interests and developing a
sense of belonging. In addition, Bani-Hani et al. (2014) stated that Facebook groups
could be effective in teaching EFL writing. In other words, they stated that students

could develop their vocabulary by being exposed to fellow group members' posts, in
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addition to checking for misspelled words. Last, Tananuraksakul (2015) reported a
study on a Facebook group that was used as a learning management system regarding
external motivational tool to boost students’ intrinsic motivation to learn English for
specific purposes. Findings indicated that the Facebook group could give senses of
convenience, simplicity, and relaxation and reduce cultural power distance between
the instructor and students. In addition, it was found that the Facebook group could
be an online tool to facilitate English learning through error corrections.

On the other hand, research indicates that Facebook as an FL learning
environment, despite its positive effects, have adverse effects on the learning process
due to some factors such as lack of equipment, integration and creating meaningful
difference. For example, Yunus et al. (2012) found that factors such as lack of
enough equipment as well as access to the internet, and teachers’ insufficient time to
interact with the students prevented learners from concentrating on the materials.
Kabilan et al. (2010) concluded that Facebook could be utilized as an online
environment to facilitate the learning of English; however, teachers or language
instructors had to integrate Facebook as an educational project with predetermined
learning objectives and outcomes for the learning experience. What is more, Alias et
al., (2011) found that the students’ academic writing performance for both control
and experimental groups was more or less the same. In other words, participants in
both groups improved in their post-test results, while the improvement demonstrated
by the experimental group was not statistically significant. Dixon (2012) examined
student engagement with Facebook and described non-native English speakers
expectations and experience. Results indicated that the amount of time spent on
Facebook per day had no significant relationship to any measures of writing success
for a non-native speaker or native speaker. According to findings obtained from
survey results of 125 international students at a Canadian university, Lee and Ranta
(2014) noted that there existed weak associations between Facebook use and self-
assessed language proficiency. Simpson (2012) explored whether Facebook would
be an effective and easy teaching tool in ESL classes in South Korean universities. It
was found that Facebook was not different from other new teaching tools. Last,
Shafie et al. (2016) found that five emerging themes, which were poor online
communication skills, lack of confidence, learning by lurking, lack of a sense of

belonging and lurking, were the norm of Facebook groups considerably affected the
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language learning process. Learners’ active participation on Facebook groups would
be stimulated if users were sensitive to Netiquette.

2.3.4. Research on Facebook as an Interactional Environment

Research indicates that Facebook is mostly used as an interactional
environment for several reasons such as better social relations, improvement in self-
esteem and life satisfaction. To begin with, Kujath, (2011) found that interpersonal
relationships which Facebook was applied as an extension of face to face interaction
enlarged not only connection among users but also strengthened maintaining
relations and the main goal of usage enabled to create a better social circle.
Viswanath et al., (2009) analyzed the evolution of activity between users in the
Facebook social network to capture social links and noted that links in the activity
network tended to come and go rapidly over time and the strength of ties exhibited a
general decreasing trend of activity as the social network linkages that meant only
30% of Facebook user pairs interacted consistently from one month to the next.
Additionally, Pempek et al. (2009) explored why college-aged students invested their
time and how they interacted with each other at these sites. They found that college
students, who used Facebook approximately 30 minutes during the day as a part of
their daily routine, communicated on Facebook using a one-to-many style and spent
more time observing content on Facebook than actually posting content. In addition,
the results indicated that Facebook was used most often for social interaction. Ellison
et al. (2007) focused on the relationship between use of Facebook and the formation
and maintenance of social capital and found that there was a strong association
between use of Facebook and the three types of social capital that can be listed as
bridging, bonding and maintained social capital. Hence, Facebook usage enabled
students to interact with measures of psychological well-being, suggesting that it
might provide greater benefits for users experiencing low self-esteem and low life
satisfaction. Bryant and Marmo (2012) noted that interaction rules provided a useful
framework for the study of online SNS. To add, Stutzman et al., (2012) focused on
the relationship between Facebook users’ privacy concerns, relationship maintenance
strategies, and social capital outcomes. They reported that privacy concerns and
behaviors predict disclosures on Facebook, but not perceptions of social capital.
Moreover, they defined interaction effects between users’ network composition and

their use of privacy features. Similarly, Antoci et al. (2012) examined computer-
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mediated interaction and particularly online networking and concluded that an
economy where agents could develop their social interactions through two main
modes of participation, one encompassing both online networking and face to face
interactions, and the other solely based on physical encounters. Wilsonet al., (2009)
focused on user interactions in the Facebook social network. Data obtained from
crawls of the Facebook including social and interaction statistics on more than 10
million users showed that studies of social applications had to use real indicators of
user interactions in lieu of social graphs. Manago et al. (2012) explored the anatomy
friend composition of college students’ Facebook networks and its implications for
social interactions, life satisfaction, and perceived social support. They concluded
that Facebook facilitated expansive social networks that grew disproportionately
through distant kinds of relationship. Although it was at slow rates, Facebook also
improved the number of close relationships and stronger relationships. As a result,
SNS helped youth to satisfy enduring human psychosocial needs for permanent
relations in a geographically mobile world—college students with higher proportions
of maintained contacts from the past perceived Facebook as a more useful tool for
procuring social support. Charlton et al. (2009) focused on the cross-site student
software development projects, which was in operation between the two institutions
for the past four years. They stated that some of the functionality provided by
Facebook and Common Ground enabled learners to reduce the barriers to interaction
and community formation. Moreover, by creating a persistent environment that
interacted with and leverages the power of existing social networking services, team
members appeared to be better able to maintain their interactive cohesiveness, team
awareness and project planning potential beyond face-to-face meetings.

Conversely, research focuses on the less effective aspects of Facebook as an
interactional environment. These less effective aspects can be listed as passive
behaviors, trust and privacy problems, unwillingness to communicate, anxiety and
other factors such as different perceptions about its usage. To begin with, Aydin
(2014a) examined 121 EFL learners at a Turkish state university and concluded that
among Turkish EFL students passive behaviors were more common in terms of
interaction with their teachers. Moreover, he emphasized that some factors such as
age, sex or year of study were significantly correlated with their behaviors. Second,
Dwyer et al. (2007) investigated that trust was not regarded as crucial while

developing on-line interactions. That is, users did not reflect the sense of trust and
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willingness to share information to new social interaction. Similarly, Acquisti and
Gross (2006) searched privacy concerns on members’ behavior and stated that an
individual’s privacy concerns were only a weak predictor of membership. They also
noted that some people managed privacy concerns by trusting their ability to control
the information provided and the external access to it. Chen and Lee (2013) used a
structural equation modeling to define the relationship between Facebook interaction
and psychological distress and two underlying mechanisms as communication
overload and self-esteem. They found that the relationship between Facebook
interaction and psychological well-being tended to be negative. In other words, the
frequent Facebook interaction was associated with greater distress directly and
indirectly via a two-step pathway that increased communication overload and
reduced self-esteem. Furthermore, Teclehaimanot and Hickman (2011) found that
passive behaviors were preferred by students. Moreover, they underlined the point
that men perceived student-teacher interactions on Facebook more suitable than
women, whereas there was no difference between undergraduate and graduate
students and age was not a factor to find the interactions more or less appropriate.
Burke and Ruppel (2015) investigated whether individuals’ social anxiety and
interaction success were associated with their Facebook specific self-presentation
motives and their social competence. They concluded that people’s motives for
Facebook self-presentation were associated with their interaction success in different
ways, depending on their level of social competence. Moreover, they underlined the
value of considering interaction success as an outcome in addition to social anxiety,
thereby extending the reach of self-presentation theory. In addition, Lim and Ismail
(2010) collected data from users regarding Facebook interactions that included a total
number of fans, total interactions, interactions per post, post quality and unique page
views. They reported that Facebook had the potential to draw distance learners to
engage in meaningful academic conversations but the quantity and quality of posts
very much depended on the timing as well as the topics of discussion. According to
the results obtained from 14 Facebook brand pages, Cvijikj et al. (2011) found that
there was a significant effect of the post type and category on a number of likes and
comments as well as on interaction duration. That is, different post characteristics
caused a different effect on the level of user interaction on the Facebook page.
Additionally, Omar et al., (2012) explored ESL learners’ participation in an
information-sharing task conducted via Facebook groups and their feedback on the
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use of Facebook groups as the platform for the activity. Results showed that the use
of Facebook as a platform for the information-sharing task received very positive
feedback from the participants. Thus, they suggested that it would be a promising
virtual tool and environment to promote interaction in English learning. Results also
indicated that promoting awareness of available online tools and modeling effective
use of the tools would be an effective virtual tool to enhance learner’s online
interactions. Nazir et al. (2008) analyzed the usage characteristics and nature of user
interactions for three applications that Fighters’ Club, Got Love and Hugged. It was
found that there existed a small fraction of users account for the majority of activity
within the context of Facebook applications and a small number of applications
account for the majority of users on Facebook. Furthermore, user response times for
Facebook applications were independent of source/destination user locality. Sturgeon
and Walker (2009) found that although Faculty members did not put as much weight
into the use of Facebook for relationship purposes as students, students wanted to
have relationships with their professors and to know them as real people, not as
people who were always kept at arms distance for students felt more connected and
were more willing to form relationships with others as a result of online
communication. Last of all, Lasse Ellefsen (2016) examined current perceptions of
using Facebook as a means for interaction between students and lecturers at
university level and stated that there was no consensus between learners and
lecturers. Namely, students, in particular, found using Facebook for this purpose to
be most appealing but lecturers seemed to split in opinion on the matter.

2.3.5. Research on Teachers’ interactions with their Students on
Facebook

A limited number of studies indicate that teachers’ interactions with their
students on Facebook can improve the learning process, motivation, and interaction.
For example, through qualitatively constructed research methodology, Lasse Ellefsen
(2016) asserted that lecturers seemed to split in opinion whether to use Facebook a
means for interaction between students and lecturers at the university level, which
was in line with previous research on social media use in higher education. Coklar
(2012) also suggested that teachers’ interaction with their students on Facebook
could provide teacher supervision that was beneficial for the learning process. In
addition, both McCharty (2010) and Mufioz and Towner (2009) concluded that

58



Facebook enhanced teacher-student interaction. Baltaci-Goktalay (2015) found that
teacher trainees benefited from Facebook in receiving prompt feedback which
encouraged interactions among stakeholders by communicating with their peers,
supervisors and cooperative teachers, sharing knowledge, collaborating with their
peers and improving their professional performance. Lam (2012) proposed a model
to improve student’s motivation in learning with four Facebook benefits: interaction,
communication, social relationship and participation and suggested that Facebook
could be beneficial for learners’ motivation whereas there were three factors one of
which was teacher-student interaction. Last, Balgikanli (2015) investigated
prospective English language teachers’ experiences on Facebook and found that both
teacher educators and student teachers provided direct benefits from this interaction.
On the other hand, some findings reveal that teachers’ interaction with their
students on Facebook is disadvantageous due to several reasons such as time-
management, perception, the level of self-disclosure, credibility and ethical
problems. For instance, Yunus et al. (2012) pointed out that teachers’ insufficient
time to interact with the students were regarded as the main disadvantages of
integrating social networking tools into ESL writing classes. Sturgeon and Walker
(2009) also found that although faculty saw relationships between themselves and
students as an important matter, faculty members did not put as much weight into the
use of Facebook for relationship purposes as students. In another study, Mazer et al.
(2007) focused on the effects of teacher self-disclosure via Facebook on anticipated
college student motivation, affective learning and classroom climate and concluded
that teachers might consider Facebook as an important tool for interaction; however,
teacher had to be careful and explore forms of self-disclosure that students might
deem appropriate or inappropriate via this virtual. Similarly, Mazer et al. (2009)
found that teachers’ revealing highly personal information affected negatively to
their credibility. That is, participants who accessed the Facebook website of a teacher
high in self-disclosure reported higher levels of teacher credibility than participants
who viewed a low self-disclosure Facebook website. Furthermore, Wang et al.
(2015) underlined the point that credibility was highly dependent on the gender. That
is, the gender of the teacher influenced students’ perception as students evaluated
emotional disclose of female teachers more acceptable. Teclehaimanot and Hickman
(2009) suggested that teachers had to remain passive rather than active when they

interacted with students on Facebook out of class. They underlined that teachers had
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to avoid commenting on students’ personal photos or sending an invitation on their
own initiative. Asterhan and Rosenberg, (2015) found that teachers were not
oblivious to using Facebook interaction with their students and they were aware of
the handicaps because Facebook was a new area and rules were ubiquitous. Last of
all, after profiles were analyzed, Olson et al. (2009) noted that teachers were role
model for students and the nature of the inappropriate behavior was cause for
concern for teacher educators who were expected to teach and assess dispositions
and who had to decide whether or not a prospective teacher was ready for the ethical

responsibility of teaching children.

2.3.6. Conclusion

Several conclusions can be drawn from the literature review presented above.
To begin with, research shows that the role of interaction in FL learning process is
significant and factors such as the environment, age, gender, task complexity,
proficiency level and learner’s attitudes remarkably affect the role of interaction in
FL learning process. Second, research indicates that the role of interaction in FL
learning provides opportunities for negotiation, input, output, feedback, and
modification. Third, according to the results of prior research, Facebook as an
educational environment enhances the learning process, self-efficiency, interaction,
meaningful learning, communication and academic success. Additionally, it should
be stated that Facebook mediates interaction; thus, learning becomes effective when
modeling, contingency management, feedback, instructing and questioning are
appropriate. On the other hand, because of several factors such as negative
evaluation, the readiness of learners, attitudes, pedagogical factors and previous
experiences, the use of Facebook as an educational environment affects adversely the
learning process. What is more, there exist some negative results regarding the use of
Facebook as an educational environment in relation to benefits and challenges. Some
more factors affecting the learning process related to proficiency levels, social ties,
and possible adaptation requirements. However, it should be strongly underlined that
research still lacks the use of Facebook as an educational environment. Last, it
should be added that better relationship and communication opportunities between
instructor and learners or among learners, feeling related, and improvement of

academic success, credibility of the instructor, sharing experiences and factors such
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as gender, age or the year of study are some other variables that have influenced on
the use of Facebook as an educational environment.

In the scope of FL learning, the results of a limited number of studies show
that Facebook as an FL learning environment develops positive attitudes towards
learning and motivation, improves communication, socio-pragmatic and cultural
awareness, promotes interaction opportunities and oral participation and improves
writing, speaking, reading and grammar. Yet, research also indicates that lack of
equipment, integration and creating meaningful difference affect adversely using
Facebook as an FL learning environment.

In terms of Facebook as an interactional environment in FL settings is in
favored for several reasons such as better social relations, improvement in self-
esteem and life satisfaction. On the other hand, research also focuses on the less
effective aspects of Facebook as an interactional environment that is listed as passive
behaviors, trust and privacy problems, unwillingness to communicate, anxiety. As a
final point, it should be strongly emphasized that fairly limited number of studies
focused on interactions with FL teachers with their students. Those studies indicate
that teachers’ interactions with their students on Facebook can improve the learning
process, motivation, and interaction. On the other hand, some findings reveal that
teachers’ interaction with their students on Facebook is disadvantageous owing to
several reasons such as time-management, perception, the level of self-disclosure,

credibility and ethical problems.
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3. METHODOLOGY

This section introduces the methodology of the study. For this purpose, first,
the research design and the rationale behind the utilization of descriptive research
design in this study are provided. Second, participants in the study are introduced.
Then, research tools and procedure are given. Finally, information on the data

analysis procedure is presented.

3.1. Research Design

The study uses a descriptive research design, as it is necessary to gain further
inside into FL teachers’ interactions with their students on Facebook. Descriptive
study can be defined as a type of research design that includes observing and
describing aspects of a pattern as it remains (Hungler & Polit, 1999). Additionally,
descriptive design copes with a phenomenon that takes place naturally and data
related to already existing source could be gathered from first-hand experiences
(Seliger & Shohamy, 1989). Descriptive research is often quantitative (Seliger &
Shohamy, 1989) and quantitative research is defined as “formal, objective, systematic
process in which numerical data are used to obtain information about the world and
it is used to describe variables; to examine relationships among variables; to
determine cause and- effect interactions between variables” (Burns & Grove, 2005,
p. 25). In the lights of the definitions above; the study mainly focuses on the aspect
of FL teachers’ interactions with their students and descriptive research design is
appropriate to fulfill the objectives of this research. The nature and normative level
of interaction between FL teachers and students are the main interest. Thus, among
data collecting techniques, the survey was utilized as it best represents the already
existing perspectives of participants and without intervention, enables to collect first-

hand data. In conclusion, according to descriptive research design, this study presents
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a picture of descriptive statistics that were gathered from participants already formed

perspectives in a natural context.

3.2. Participants

Sample group in the study consisted of 146 FL teachers working at various
schools in the city center of Balikesir, Turkey. The group consisted of 107 female
(%73.3%) and 39 male (26.7%) teachers. It should be noted that gender distribution
reflected the overall population of FL teachers in Turkey. The mean age of the
participants is 34.5 in the range of 21 and 63. Among participants, 14 (9.6%)
teachers were under or 25, 33 (22.6%) were between 26 and 30, 39 (26.7%) were
between 31 and 35, 37 (25.3%) were between 36 and 40 and 23 (15.8%) were 41 and
over. The mean score for teaching experience of the participants was 11.5 in the
range of one and 43. Among them, 32 (21.9%) teachers had less than five years, 38
(26.0%) had six and 10, 44 (30.1%) had 11-15 years and 32 (21.9%) had over 16
years teaching experience. In terms of school types they worked, 15 (10.3%) worked
at elementary, 42 (28.8%) worked at secondary and 71 (48.6%) participants worked
at high schools and 18 teachers (12.3%) worked at vocational schools. Regarding
their graduation degrees, 125 teachers had BA degree (85.6%), whereas 21
participants had MA degree (14.4%). The mean score for having a Facebook
account in years were 6.7 in the range of two and 10 years. Among them, 15
teachers stated that they had a Facebook account less than three years (10.3%),
whereas 45 participants had an account between four and six years (30.8%). In
addition, 70 teachers an account between seven and nine years (47.9%), whereas 16
of them had a Facebook account more than nine years (11.0%). Regarding their
frequency of visit, 127 (87.0%) teachers stated that they visited Facebook almost
every day, whereas 19 participants (13.0%) did not visit Facebook every day. Among
146 participants, 107 (73.3%) teachers spent on Facebook less than one hour, while
24 teachers (16.4%) spent nearly one hour. Fifteen teachers (10.3%) stated that they
spent more than one hour. The mean score for the number of their friends on
Facebook was 435.2 in the range of 10 and 2600. In terms of the number of their
friends on Facebook, 52 participants (35.6%) had less than 250 friends, whereas 57
participants (39.0%) had between 251 and 500 friends. To add, 17 teachers (11.6%)
had between 501 and 750 friends, whereas only 20 participants (13.7%) stated that
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they had over 751 friends. Finally, in accordance with their attendance at in-service
training course regarding computer use 104 participants (71.2%) stated that they had

courses, while 42 teachers (28.8%) did not attend any course.

3.3. Tools

Within the purpose of collecting data, a survey including two sections was
utilized. First, a background questionnaire probing participants’ gender, age, teaching
experience, teaching level, graduation level, Facebook use in years, the frequency of
visit, time spent on Facebook, the number of friends, the number of student friends,
the device used for Facebook connection and in-service training course regarding
computer use was completed. Second, the survey “Student-Teacher Interaction on
Facebook” designed by Teclehaimanot and Hickman (2011) was conducted to
participants. That survey consisted of two parts; 23 unique behaviors on Facebook
with every item written once which presented the FL teacher as the performer and 23
unique behaviors on Facebook with every item written once which presented FL
teachers’ students as the performer. Each 23 behaviors on Facebook based on the
performer were categorized active or passive and answered on a Likert scale ranging

from one to five (never=1, rarely=2, sometimes=3, often=4, always=5).

3.4. Procedure

After granting necessary permissions from the National Education Directorate
of Balikesir, Turkey, schools are defined in accordance with the number of teachers
working at that school. Then, participants were informed about the purpose,
significance, and methodology of the study. Additionally, the rationale behind the
subject choice was clarified. Participants were also informed that participation was
voluntary. Moreover, participants were also ensured about the anonymity and the
confidentiality of their answers and their personal information. They were guaranteed
that the information gathered from the survey was going to be used for only scientific
purposes. Finally, data collection instrument were distributed and collected after the
participant completed them during the spring semester of the 2015 — 2016 academic

year.
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3.5. Data Analysis

In this study, SPSS was utilized to analyze the collected data. First of all, the
frequency and percentage of the survey participants’ gender were computed. Then,
the mean scores, minimum and maximum values, frequencies and percentages for the
participants' age, teaching experience, having a Facebook account, friends on
Facebook and student friends on Facebook were calculated. Additionally, the
frequency and percentage for participants’ school type, graduation level, the
frequency of visit, time spent on Facebook, attendance of in-service training course
regarding computer use were computed. Then, for each 23 items and the total survey
items, the reliability coefficients and percentages of variances were computed. For
the first 23 items that presented the FL teacher as the performer, the reliability
coefficients (Cronbach’s Alpha) is .95 and percentage of variance were 65.18%. For
the second 23 items that presented the FL teachers’ students as the performer, the
reliability coefficient was found to be .96 whereas the percentage of variance was
64.19%. The total reliability coefficients for 46 items indicated a high level of
reliability (.96) whereas the total of variance (69.82%) demonstrated that the scale
was valid for estimating levels of FL teachers’ interactions with their students on
Facebook.

After obtaining the validity and the reliability, frequencies, mean scores,
standard deviation and percentage were computed to define the distribution of each
23 items and group homogeneity. Specifically, this calculation was utilized for all the
behaviors that are categorized according to the performer (FL teachers or their
students). Then, t-test was conducted to examine the effects of variables; gender,
graduation degree, attendance of in-service training course regarding computer use,
the number of student-friends and the frequency of visit on FL teachers’ interactions
with their students on Facebook. Finally, ANOVA was utilized to analyze the mean
differences between the items in the scale and subject variables such as age, school
type, time spent on Facebook, teaching experience and the effects of device used for

Facebook connection on FL teachers’ interactions with their students on Facebook.
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4. FINDINGS

This section presents the findings of the study that obtained from the survey
results in accordance with the research questions. First, the results on the level of FL
teachers’ interactions with their students on Facebook are given. Second, the effects
of subject variables such as gender, age, teaching experience, teaching level,
graduation level, Facebook use in years, the frequency of visit, time spent on
Facebook, the number of friends, the number of student friends, the device used for
Facebook connection and in-service training course regarding computer use on the

level of FL teachers’ interactions with their students are given as well.

4.1. FL Teachers’ Interactions with Their Students

Values in Table 1 show that Turkish FL teachers presented mostly passive
behaviors while interacting with their students. To begin with, Turkish FL teachers
stated that they never sent their students “pokes” (x=1.1). Similarly, they never
posted on their students’ wall (x =1.7) and sent their students’ friend invitation
(x=1.4). Turkish FL teachers never commented their students’ status updates (x=1.8),
videos their students posted (x=1.8) and photos in which their students had been
tagged (x=1.7). They also never joined the groups their students had joined (x=1.6),
viewed their students’ friend list (x=1.5) and read their students’ contact information
(x=1.6). The finding further indicated that FL teachers rarely commented on photos
their students posted (x=2.0) and started chats with their students (x=2.0).
Additionally, they rarely sent their students messages (x=2.0) and read through the
groups their students had joined (x=2.0), their students status updates (x=2.2), their
students’ work info (x=2.2) and education info (x=2.4). They also rarely viewed the

photos their students posted (x=2.4) and in which their students had been tagged



(x=2.3) and watched videos their students posted (x=2.4). Similarly, Turkish FL

teachers rarely read their students’ personal info (x=2.0), basic info (x=2.0), and read

through the posts on their students’ walls (x=2.0). Last of all, they rarely viewed

their students’ profiles (x=2.2).

Table 1: Frequencies of the level of FL Teachers’ Interactions with Their
Students on Facebook

Statements Frequencies
On Facebook, | S o -
2 I » o he]
cE ¢ ¢ £ 5 g = °
= 2 § : § £
3 <
send my students a “poke”. 146 125 14 7 0 0 1.19 50
100% 856% 9.6% 48% 0% 0%
comment on photos my students post 146 39 63 39 5 0 2.06 .81
100% 26.7% 432% 26.7% 3.4% 0%
post on my students’ wall 146 67 50 26 3 0 176 .81
100% 459% 34.2 17.8 2.1 0%
send my students friend invitations. 146 97 37 9 3 0 143 .70
g 100% 66.4% 253% 6.2% 21% 0%
S comment on my students’ status 146 69 43 27 7 0 1.80 .90
‘©  updates. 100% 47.3% 295% 185% 4.8% 0%
®  start chats with my students. 146 47 58 35 6 0 200 .85
2 100% 322% 39.7% 240% 41% 0%
< send my students messages. 146 40 64 34 7 1 2.07 .87
100% 27.4% 438% 233% 4.8% 7%
comment on videos my students post. 146 62 55 24 5 0 1.80 .83
100% 425% 37.7% 164% 3.4% 0%
comment on photos in which my 146 69 54 19 4 0 171 .79
students have been tagged. 100% 47.3% 37.0% 13.0% 2.7% 0%
join the groups my students have 146 78 44 20 4 0 165 .81
joined. 100% 53.4% 301% 13.7% 27% 0%
read through the groups my students 146 48 52 40 3 3 2.04 93
have joined 100% 32.9% 35.6% 274% 2.1% 2.1%
view my students’ friend lists. 146 89 36 17 3 1 156 .82
100% 61.0% 24.7% 116% 21% T%
view photos my students post 146 25 53 50 16 2 243 94
100% 17.1% 36.3% 342% 11.0% 1.4%
read my students’ status updates. 146 33 64 36 10 3 221 94
100% 22.6% 43.8% 24.7% 6.8% 2.1%
read through my students’ work info. 146 26 66 45 8 1 226 .83
100% 17.8% 452% 30.8% 55% 7%
» read through my student’s education 146 24 56 48 16 2 242 93
E info. 100% 16.4% 384% 329% 11.0% 1.4%
g watch videos my students post. 146 24 58 47 14 3 241 94
ia] 100% 16.4% 39.7% 322% 9.6% 2.1%
g view photos in which my students 146 22 62 50 8 4 238 .90
a have been tagged. 100% 15.1% 425% 342% 55% 2.7%
o read my students’ personal info (e.g., 146 41 62 33 8 2 209 91
interests, activities, favorites, etc.). 100% 28.1% 425% 226% 55% 1.4%
read my students’ basic info (e.g., 146 48 59 30 7 2 201 .92
political ~ views, religious view, 100% 32.9% 404% 205% 4.8% 1.4%
relationship status, etc.).
view my students’ profiles. 146 32 64 40 8 2 220 .89
100% 21.9% 438% 274% 55% 1.4%
read through the posts on my students’ 146 45 65 27 7 2 201 .90
walls. 100% 30.8% 445% 185% 4.8% 1.4%
read my students’ contact information 146 75 50 20 1 0 163 .74
(e.g., e-mail, phone number, etc.). 100% 51.4% 342% 13.7% 7% 0%

67



The findings presented in Table 2 also show that from Turkish FL teachers’
perspective, their students displayed mainly passive behaviors that showed
similarities to their FL teachers. To begin with, Turkish FL teachers stated that their
students rarely sent them “pokes” (x=1.6), viewed their teachers’ friend list (x=2.3)
and joined the groups their teachers had joined (x=2.1). Accordingly, FL teachers’
students rarely read their teachers’ contact information (x=2.4), the groups their
teachers had joined (x=2.3) and posted on their teachers’ wall (x=2.3). The findings
further indicated that Turkish FL teachers’ students sometimes commented on photos
their teachers posted (x=2.7), status updates (x=2.5), videos their teachers posted
(x=2.6). According to findings, students sometimes started chats with them (x=2.7)
and sent them messages (x=2.9). Similarly, FL teachers declared that their students
sometimes commented on photos in which their teachers had been tagged (x=2.7),
read their status updates (x= 2.8), their teachers’ work info (x=3.0) and education
info (x=3.0). Their students also sometimes watched videos they posted (x=3.1),
viewed the photos in which their teachers had been tagged (x=3.0), read their
teachers’ basic info (x=2.8) and personal info (x=2.9). They sometimes read through
the posts on their teachers’ wall (x=2.9). Last of all, these findings showed that
Turkish FL teachers’ students sometimes sent them friend invitations (x=3.3),
viewed photos their teachers posted (x=3.1) and viewed their teachers’ profiles
(x=3.3).
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Table. 2: Frequencies of the level of Students’ Interactions with Their Teachers
on Facebook

Statements Frequencies
On Facebook, my students @
g . > £ 2
E £ T £ & = &
z z c Bw O < S 3
send me a “poke”. 146 82 44 14 6 0 161 .82
100% 56.2% 30.1% 9.6% 4.1% 0%
comment on photos | post. 146 10 48 61 24 3 2.73 .88
100% 6.8% 32.9% 418% 16.4% 2.1%
post on my Wall. 146 36 45 50 11 4 232 101
100% 24.7% 30.8% 342% 75% 2.7%
send me a friend invitation. 146 14 28 30 45 29 332 125
g 100% 9.6% 19.2% 20.5% 30.8% 19.9%
= comment on my status updates. 146 24 50 42 23 7 258 1.08
S 100% 16.4% 34.2% 28.8% 158% 4.8%
@ start a chat with me. 146 19 40 56 18 13 276 110
2 100% 13.0% 27.4% 384% 12.3% 8.9%
< send me a message. 146 12 42 45 29 18 299 114
100% 8.2% 28.8% 30.8% 19.9% 12.3%
comment on videos | post. 146 27 42 41 23 13 267 120
100% 185% 28.8% 28.1% 158% 8.9%
comment on photos in which | 146 26 41 43 21 15 271 121
have been tagged. 100% 17.8% 28.1% 295% 144% 10.3%
join the groups | have joined. 146 49 47 38 9 3 210 101
100% 33.6% 322% 26.0% 6.2% 2.1%
can read through the groups | 146 39 39 49 12 7 237 110
have joined. 100% 26.7% 26.7% 33.6% 8.2% 4.8%
can view my friends list. 146 55 32 32 10 17 232 134
100% 37.7% 21.9% 219% 6.8% 11.6%
can view photos | post. 146 15 29 42 37 23 316 221
100% 10.3% 19.9% 28.8% 253% 15.8%
can read my status updates. 146 19 38 52 21 16 284 116
100% 13.0% 26.0% 35.6% 144% 11.0%
can read through my work info. 146 15 35 52 23 21 3.00 118
100% 10.3% 24.0% 356% 158% 14.4%
3 can read through my education 146 13 33 52 27 21 3.06 1.16
g info. 100% 8.9% 22.6% 35.6% 185% 14.4%
s can watch videos | post. 146 17 26 49 28 26 313 124
o 100% 116% 17.8% 33.6% 192% 17.8%
4 can view photos in which I have 146 16 28 52 26 24 309 121
% been tagged. 100% 11.0% 192% 35.6% 17.8% 16.4%
o can read my personal info (e.g., 146 18 34 47 25 22 299 122
interests, activities, favorites, 100% 12.3% 233% 322% 17.1% 15.1%
etc.).
can read my basic info (e.g., 146 29 33 40 24 20 281 130
political views, religious view, 100% 19.9% 22.6% 27.4% 164% 13.7%
relationship status, etc.).
can view my profile. 146 16 23 35 42 30 332 127
100% 11.0% 15.8% 24.0% 28.8% 20.5%
can read through the postson my 146 20 34 47 24 21 294 121
Wall. 100% 13.7% 23.3% 322% 164% 144
can read my contact information 146 46 31 35 20 14 248 131
(e.g., e-mail, phone number, 100% 31.5% 21.2% 24.0% 13.7% 9.6%

etc.).

69



4.2. Relationship Between FL Teachers’ Interaction Levels and Certain
Variables

In this subsection, the effects of subject variables on FL teachers’ interaction
level are presented. For the purpose, findings on the effects of certain variables such
as age, gender, teaching experience, teaching level, graduation degree, Facebook use
in years, the frequency of visit, time spent on Facebook, the number of friends, the
number of student friends, the device used for Facebook connection and in-service
training course regarding computer use were analyzed.

The result of the current study indicated that there was no statistically
significant difference on FL teachers’ interaction levels with their students on
Facebook in accordance with certain variables such as age, teaching experience,
having a Facebook account, the number of friends and student friends on Facebook,
the frequency of visit, the device used for Facebook connection and attendance of in-
service training course regarding computer use. On the other hand, according to the
results, there exists a statistically significant difference in certain variables such as
gender, school type, graduation degree and time spent on Facebook.

Values in Table 3 indicate that there is a statistically significant difference
between gender groups regarding two items in the scale. For instance, female
teachers seemed more interested in viewing photos in which their students had been
tagged (p=.039). Second, from teachers’ perspectives, male teachers stated that their
students seemed more interested in sending pokes than female teachers’ students did
(p=.042).

Table 3 Gender effects on FL Teachers’ Interactions with Their Students (t-test)

Statements
Gender  Number  Mean Sd F Sig.

On Facebook,
I view photos in which my Female 107 2.47 .95

6.98 .039
students have been tagged. Male 39 212 .69
My students send me a Female 107 1.53 .76

135 .042
“poke”. Male 39 1.84 93

Values in Table 4 show that there is a statistically significant difference in
school types regarding four items in the scale. To begin with, high school
teachers appeared more prone to watching videos their students posted than
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elementary, secondary and vocational school teachers did (p=.038). Second, high
school teachers seemed more interested in commenting on photos which their
students had been tagged than elementary, secondary and vocational school
teachers (p=.011). Third, secondary school teachers defined more interested in
reading their students’ contact information than elementary, high and vocational
school teachers (p=.012). Last of all, from teachers’ perspective, vocational
school teachers’ students had a tendency to sending their teachers a friend
invitation than elementary, secondary and high school teachers’ students did.
(p=.038).

Table 4 School type effects on FL Teachers’ Interactions with Their Students
(ANOVA).

Statement School Number  Mean Std. F Sig.
Type Deviation

On Facebook, I ...

I watch videos my Elementary 15 1.86 74

students’ post. Secondary 42 2.28 99
High 71 2.59 94 288 038
Vocational 18 2.44 .78
Total 146 241 94

I comment on photos in Elementary 15 1.40 .63

which my students have Secondary 42 150 63

been tagged.
High 71 1.92 .89 3.83 .011
Vocational 18 1.61 .60
Total 146 1.71 79

I read my students’ Elementary 15 1.73 .70

g?r:]]:(l:,t ;%?;?gg%%éig” Secondary 42 2.19 1.01

etc.). High 71 2.14 91 3.78 012
Vocational 18 2.00 .84
Total 146 2.09 91

My students send me a Elementary 15 3.06 1.03

friend invitation. Secondary 42 2.92 1.43
High 71 3.06 1.20 288 .038
Vocational 18 3.33 97
Total 146 3.32 1.25

Only one item shows a statistically significant difference in FL teachers’

graduation degree as presented in Table 5. That is, from teachers’ point of views
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students whose teachers had BA degree seemed more tendency to viewing their
teachers’ friend list than students whose FL teachers had MA degree (p=.037).

Table 5. Graduation degree effects on FL Teachers’ Interactions with Their
Students (t-test)

Statements Graduation ~ Number  Mean Std. F Sig.
Degree Deviation

On Facebook,...

my students’ can view BA 125 242 1.36

my friends’ list. MA 21 1.76 109 3333 .037

According to results presented in Table 6 indicated that there is a statistically
significant difference in time spent on Facebook concerning two items in the scale.
First, FL teachers who spent nearly one hour on Facebook appeared more prone to
sending their students a poke than teachers who spent less than one hour and more
than one hour (p=.003). Correspondingly, from teachers perspectives, students whose
FL teachers spent nearly one hour on Facebook seemed more interested in
commenting on videos their teacher posted than students whose teachers spent less
than one hour and more than one hour (p=.034).

Table 6. Time spent on Facebook effects on FL Teachers’ Interactions with
Their Students (ANOVA)

Statement Time spent  Number  Mean Std. F Sig.
on Deviation
On Facebook, ... Facebook
I send my students a poke.  Less than 107 1.14 42
one hour
Nearly one 24 1.50 .78
hour 591 .003
More than 15 1.06 .25
one hour
Total 146 1.19 .50
My students comment on Less than 107 2.61 1.19
videos | post. one hour
Nearly one 24 3.20 1.02
hour 346 034
More than 15 2.26 1.33
one hour
Total 146 2.67 1.20
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5. CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This section consists of four sub-sections that present the findings of the
study in accordance with the research questions. First, conclusions reached in the
study are presented. Second, the results of the study obtained from the research are
compared with the ones reached in prior research. Third, practical recommendations
for learners, teachers, educators, and material or curriculum developers are

presented. Last of all, recommendations for further research is provided.

5.1. Conclusions

According to findings of the study that aims to explore FL teachers’
interaction levels with their students on Facebook, seven conclusions were reached
as listed below:

1. The first conclusion is that Turkish FL teachers mainly prefer passive
behaviors while interacting with their students on Facebook. These passive
behaviors consist of reading through the groups students have joined, the posts
on student’s wall, status updates and basic, personal, work, education and
contact information, viewing profiles, friend list, and photos and watching
videos students have posted. In other words, they feel less comfortable while
performing active behaviors such as sending a poke, messages and friend
invitation, posting on the wall, joining the groups, starting chats or
commenting on photos, status updates, videos, and photos.

2. The second conclusion is that FL teachers perceive that their students mostly
prefer passive behaviors. These passive behaviors consist of reading through
the groups their teachers have joined, the posts on teachers’ wall, status
updates and work, education, personal, basic and contact information, viewing
profiles, friend list and photos, watch videos their teachers have posted.

3. The third conclusion is that the gender is a considerable variable regarding FL
teachers' interactions with their students on Facebook. Female teachers feel

more acceptable when they viewed the photos in which their students had
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been tagged. When FL teachers’ perceptions were considered, it can be stated
that male teachers’ students feel more appropriate to send them a poke.

The fourth conclusion is that the graduation degree is a considerable variable
regarding FL teachers’ interactions with their students on Facebook. In other
words, FL teachers who have BA have a more positive perception on viewing
their friends’ list by their students.

The fifth conclusion is that time spent by FL teachers on Facebook is a
considerable variable regarding FL teachers’ interactions with their students
on Facebook. That is, FL teachers who spent nearly one hour on Facebook felt
more comfortable sending their student pokes. Moreover, FL teachers who
spent nearly one hour on Facebook perceive that their students find more
appropriate to comment on videos which their teachers posted.

The sixth conclusion is that school type is a considerable variable regarding
FL teachers’ interactions with their students on Facebook. That is, high school
FL teachers find appropriate to watch videos which their students have posted.
Furthermore, high school FL teachers felt more suitable to comment on photos
in which their students had been tagged. Secondary school FL teachers also
find more convenient to read their students’ contact information. On the other
hand, FL teachers perceive that vocational school FL teachers’ students felt
more comfortable to send them a friend invitation.

The last conclusion is that variables such as age, teaching experience, having a
Facebook account, the number of friends and student friends on Facebook, the
frequency of visit, the device used for Facebook connection and attendance of
in-service training course regarding computer usage are not considerable
variables that show the difference in terms of the level of FL teachers’

interactions with their students on Facebook.

5.2. Implications

According to the findings obtained from the current study, several

pedagogical implications can be drawn. First of all, this study provides evince for

interaction between FL teachers and their students on Facebook. That is, Facebook

provides interaction opportunities for FL teachers and their students. These results

are parallel to the findings of similar studies which indicate the opportunities for
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interaction on Facebook (Aydin 2012; 20144, Berg et al., 2007; Sturgeon & Walker,
2009; Teclehaimanot & Hickman, 2011) and its strength to maintain relations
(Kujath, 2011). On the other hand, this conclusion contradicts the findings of Lasse
Ellefsen (2016) that asserted that lecturers seemed to split in opinion whether to use
Facebook as a means for interaction between students and lecturers. Second, FL
teachers mainly prefer passive behaviors such as reading through the groups which
students have joined, the posts on student’s wall, status updates and basic, personal,
work, education and contact information, viewing profiles, friend list, and photos and
watching videos students have posted and they avoid active behaviors. FL teachers
perceive that their students also prefer passive behaviors. Similar findings are
obtained by Teclehaimanot and Hickman (2011) whose study concluded that
students find passive behaviors more appropriate than active behaviors while
interacting with their teachers on Facebook. Additionally, in Turkish FL context,
Aydin (2014a) also states that Turkish FL students prefer passive behaviors while
interacting with their teachers on Facebook. That is, passive behaviors such as
reading their teachers’ status updates and basic, personal, work and education
information, reading through the groups their teachers joined, the posts on their
teachers’ walls, viewing their teachers’ profiles and photos and watching videos
posted by teachers are more acceptable. The findings also match the findings
obtained by Pempek et al. (2009) whose study also suggested that students prefer
observing the content instead of posting any content on Facebook. Moreover, the
findings by Mazer et al. (2007) point the negative association between the teachers’
interaction with their students on Facebook and their credibility. That is, students’
perception of their teachers about being consistent encourages them to interact on
Facebook and the passive behaviors such as accessing teachers’ page encourages
them to interact.

According to results, regarding gender difference between male and female
FL teachers and their perception of students, it can be stated that the study has
contradictory results. To begin with, some studies concluded that male students find
student-teacher interactions on Facebook more appropriate than females (Hewitt &
Forte, 2006; Mazman & Usluel, 2011; Teclehaimanot & Hickman, 2011). In terms of
gender difference, the findings of this study indicate that male FL teachers have the
perception that their students feel more comfortable to send them a poke which is an
active behavior. To add, Wang et al. (2015) conclude that the credibility of the
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teacher is highly related to gender and emotional disclose of female teachers are
more acceptable. Moreover, the conclusion reached by Aydin (2014a) which shows
that female learners feel more comfortable about reading their teachers’ status
updates, viewing their teachers’ profiles, and joining the groups their teachers joined
is similar to this study because according to the findings, female teachers feel more
acceptable when they view the photos in which their students are tagged.

The results of the present study suggest that school type, graduation degree
and time spent on Facebook constitute significant variables and match the findings of
prior research. For instance; Teclehaimanot and Hickman (2011), Roblyer et al.
(2010) and Aydin (2014a) noted that higher education students have positive
perceptions of interaction on Facebook. In this study, findings indicate that high
school FL teachers find it appropriate for watching videos which their students have
posted, commenting on photos in which their students had been tagged. That is, these
findings are parallel to these studies in terms of school type. On the other hand,
secondary school FL teachers have a more positive perception on reading their
students’ contact information. Moreover, FL teachers working at vocational school
have the perception that their students felt more comfortable to send them a friend
invitation. It can also be noted that FL teachers who have BA have more positive
perceptions on viewing their friends’ list by their students. This result contradicts the
result of Teclehaimanot & Hickman’ s (2011) findings that suggest no difference
between graduate and undergraduate and the result of Aydin ‘s (2014a) findings
which suggests juniors and seniors feel more comfortable sending messages to their
teachers and reading their teachers’ contact information. Additionally, FL teachers
who spent nearly one hour on Facebook felt more comfortable sending their students
a poke and FL teachers who spent nearly one hour on Facebook have the perception
that their students find more appropriate to comment on videos which their teachers
posted. As it is found by Pempek et al., and Ellison et al. (2007) members use
Facebook approximately 30 minutes per day as a daily routine however they feel
more comfortable while observing or maintaining bridges. In terms of the time spent
on Facebook, the results of Pempek et al. (2009) and Ellison et al. (2007) show
differences with this current study. On the other hand, the results of this current study
show similarities to the findings of Debatin et al. (2009) which suggest that they

spend up to an hour a day.
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In conclusion, Facebook as an interaction environment for FL teachers and
their students can be used an alternative environment for interaction for Facebook,
which is open for innovations. Facebook is also interesting and a useful tool for
interaction. However, there have been several factors affecting Facebook interaction
and using it as a means of environment for interaction has some superiority to the
traditional face to face interaction when increasing interest of people in using
technology and SNS tools, especially Facebook, are considered. In other words, FL
teachers could utilize interaction on Facebook in addition to traditional methods and
enhance the language learning process. The contradiction between findings of this
research and the results of other studies can be interpreted in connection with some
factors such as culture, age, gender etc. Finally, this study has contributions to the
related literature in terms of FL teachers’ interaction with their students on Facebook
and effects of certain variables such as gender, age, teaching experience, teaching
level, graduation level, Facebook use in years, the frequency of visit, time spent on
Facebook, the number of friends, the number of student friends, the device used for
Facebook connection and in-service training course regarding computer use.
Moreover, it also contributes to the related literature in Turkish FL context because
the number of research on the interaction level of FL teachers with their students and

the effects of certain variables is insufficient.

5.3. Practical Recommendations

In the lights of findings of the present study, some practical recommendations
are presented below. First of all, FL teachers should be aware of creating positive
interaction opportunities with their students on Facebook. For instance, FL teachers
who utilize only a traditional face to face interaction need revising this. In other
words, real life interaction between teachers and students are of course crucial;
however, teachers should be aware of the recent innovations and ways to attract
learners’ attention. Additionally, traditional teachers’ role can be transferred from
controller to participant. In that way, FL teachers’ interaction with their students and
their perception of students may change. Second, interaction on Facebook expands
the time spent with students so teachers share extra time with their students while
interacting on Facebook that may improve the language acquisition process and the

relationship between the teachers and their students. On the other hand, adopting
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dominant behaviors as expected from teachers in Turkish culture may prevent
effective teacher-learner interaction as general expectations of passive student
behaviors become a hindrance as well. Moreover, FL teachers can encourage their
students to become a part of interaction on Facebook instead of avoiding these
opportunities because Facebook is just one of the effective platforms for interaction.
In that way, interaction between teachers and students can increase and better
understanding opportunities become quite possible. Third, interaction on Facebook
provides both teachers and students to improve their living and learning experiences
and creates opportunities for both making necessary modifications and
improvements. Moreover, effective interaction between teachers and students may
improve classroom environment and enhances involvement and academic success.
To contribute students’ learning process, interaction on Facebook supports social and
cultural learning in a constructivist environment.

Additional recommendations to other factors in the educational process are
listed as well. First, with recent changes in curricula, technological improvements
take parts in language learning process, so some adaptations to use Facebook
effectively can be organized. Furthermore, course designers and curriculum
developers should enhance the importance of teacher-student interaction on
Facebook and support this interaction with the relevant content. Other teaching
materials such as course and text books can be adapted to improve the online
teacher-student interaction.

To sum up, given FL teachers’ passive behaviors while interacting with their
students and their perception of their students, FL teachers should increase their
interaction with their students. That is, teachers need to spend more time to interact
with their students since this teacher-student interaction enhances both personal
improvement and academic achievement. Additionally, interaction on Facebook
enhances both learners and teachers awareness to use Facebook as a language
learning environment. With the help of relevant content, materials and curriculum,

interaction on Facebook improves teacher-student interaction.

5.4. Recommendations for Further Research

In the lights of current findings, further research should focus on the level of

interaction of other stakeholders of the learning process on Facebook. In other words,
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these results reflect the FL teachers’ perspective about interaction on Facebook and
their perception about their students. Hence, more research is necessary to define the
perceptions of other stakeholders because different perspectives would be worth to
search. These different perspectives may include other actors of educational process
such as families, managers or curriculum developers. Moreover, the effects of
different variables such as cultural, social and economical differences should be
focused since participants’ perspectives about interaction on Facebook may relate to
these factors. That is, the effects of cultural differences such as ethnicity, religion,
social norms and economical background on interaction on Facebook should be

carried out.
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Appendix 2. Background

questionnaire

and Student-Teacher Interaction on Facebook

Ocar participant,

The purpose of thiy questionuaire is to collect data on your interactions with vous students oy Facebook

in the scope of s seicatitlc research. Information gathered from the questionnaire is going 1o be preserved and

used solely to provide further insight inro the €L teachers® interaction with their students vn Facebook, Please

vead the following statements and questions, cirele the snswer that best represents your response and fill iy the

blanks when appropriate.

Rabiz BOREKCE, MA Student

rabin_bovek

Shoat you ..

10.

. Have ever joinad an education refated o computer usage?

What is your pender? (1) Female {23 Male
What is your age?

Flow lony have you heen teaching?
Which schoa) have yon been worsking?

(1) Elementary (2) Secondary (3) High {4) Voeational
What grade did you graduste lasi?

(hyRa () BA 3) P,
How long do vou have a Facebook account?
How often do vou visit Facebook?

(1) Onee ovtwice a year {2) Onee ar twice 4 month

{3) Onee or twice a week (4) Almost every day
How mch time do you spend o Facebook when yau enter Facehook?

(1) Lessthanone how () Nearly one hour (3) Nearly two hours

(4) Newly three hours (3) Nearly fonr hours () More than five hows
How many friends do you have on Facebook?

How many of your friends are your students on Faeebook?

. Which onc do vou prefer using for Facebook?

[

ton PC (2) Notebook (3) “fablet

5 Muobile Phoue (33 Orher (Please specify)

(1) Yes () No
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©n Favebuok, my students ...

send me a “poke”.

conunent on photos 1 past.

post onr my Walf,

3.

a4 can read through the groups | have joined.

5. can view my friends s

5. seud me a friend invitation.

7. comment on my status updates,

& can view photos ¥ posts.

o, stark a chut with e,

™ dohnthe groups T have joined. T

tatus updates,

an vead my

ek e a s e,

can read rhl"imgh my wark into.

13

3¢ can read through my education info.

&

15 wan watch videos [ post.

6 n view photos i which { have heen tagged,

17 s read iy personat info (2.g., intevests, activities, favorites, ete.).
can read my basic infa (e.g., political views, religions view,

ig. retatia 3 stafus, ete.). A

19 can view my protile.

comment on videos { post.

can vead through the posts an my Wall.

comment on phatos in which § have been tas

can read sy contset MONBALON (&g, e-maif, phane number. S1c.).
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On Facebuol, £ ...

send my studenrs s poke”.

cormment on photos my students post,

post on my stucents” wall,

reud through the

2rGUPE My Stadents Bave joined,

view 1y students® friend fis

send my students friend invitations.,

conument on my stUdenra’ status updates.

view photos my students post.

start ehats with my stuclents,

Join the groups my studen

send my students e

read through my students” work i,

read through wy teacher’s education info.

wateh videos iy students post.

vigw photos in which my studenis have been tageed.

read my students’ personal info (.., interests, aetivities, favorites,

e

read my students’ basic info (e political views, religions view,

relationship stafus, ele,

view mty students’ protiies.

conunent on videos my students post.

I~

veud wy students” contact informatior
[SIEn R

phone numb
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