SOCIAL NETWORKING SITES UTILIZATION FOR TEACHING AD
LEARNING

A THESIS STUDY SUBMITTED TO
THE GRADUATE SCHOOL OF NATURAL AND APPLIED SCIENCES
OF
MIDDLE EAST TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY

BY

DUYGU ALBAYRAK

IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR
THE DEGREE OF DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
IN
COMPUTER EDUCATION AND INSTRUCTIONAL TECHNOLOGY

FEBRUARY 2012



Approval of the thesis:

SOCIAL NETWORKING SITES UTILIZATION FOR TEACHING AN D
LEARNING

submitted byDUYGU ALBAYRAK in partial fulfillment of the requirements for
the degree oDoctor of Philosophy in Computer Education and Instuctional
Technology Department, Middle East Technical Univesity by,

Prof. Dr. Canan Ozgen
Dean, Graduate School Nfatural and Applied Science

Prof. Dr. Soner Y Id rm
Head of DepartmenGomputer Edu. and Instructional Technology

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Zahide Y ldrm
SupervisorComputer Edu. and Instructional Tech. Dept., METL

Examining Committee Members:

Prof. Dr. Arif Altun
Computer Edu. and Instructional Tech. Dept., HapettUniversity

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Zahide Y Id rm
Computer Education and Instructional TechnologytDépETU

Prof. Dr. Soner Y Id rm
Computer Education and Instructional TechnologytDépETU

Prof. Dr. Kiur at Ca Itay
Computer Education and Instructional TechnologytDé&pETU

Assist. Prof. Dr. Yam Capa Ayd n
Educational Sciences Dept., METU

Date: February 9, 2012



| hereby declare that all information in this document has been obtained and
presented in accordance with academic rules and ettal conduct. | also declare
that, as required by these rules and conduct, | havfully cited and referenced
all material and results that are not original to tis work.

Name, Last name : Duygu ALBAYRAK

Signature



ABSTRACT

SOCIAL NETWORKING SITES UTILIZATION FOR TEACHING AN D
LEARNING

Albayrak, Duygu
Ph.D., Department of Computer Education and Instbnal Technology

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Zahide Y Id r m

February 2012, 243 pages

The purpose of this study was to investigate stigdsocial networking sites (SNSs)
involvement, students’ involvement of Facebook asiree management system
(CMS) in face-to-face course, students’ acceptawte Facebook, students’
motivations, students’ achievements, and theirtiglahips. The study, used
Facebook as CMS, was conducted in a private uriiyerith 42 participants in two
different freshman courses. Maximum variation sangplas employed in selecting
12 students for interview. Mixed method was emptbge part of an action-research
approach. Both quantitative and qualitative datéectiton methods were utilized to
thoroughly analyze Facebook use as CMS. Quanttatata were collected through
three questionnaires about Facebook acceptanceyatmmt to the course and
involvement of Facebook and course Facebook pabe. qualitative data were
collected through both individual interviews andalission posts of course Facebook
page. The quantitative data analysis consiste@sgriptive statistics, and correlation
analyses. Coding schemes were used to both findepth-of-discussion posts and
convert qualitative data into quantitative data.
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The results stated that students’ SNSs involvemshidents’ acceptance of
Facebook, students’ motivations, students’ achiergmand their relationships were
different according to the taken course. Possiglasons of the differences of
utilization and engagement in the course activittese clarified in the study. Results
support that students and instructors could befreih Facebook usage in learning
and teaching. Most of the participants believed ihkie of having CMSs in all

courses. Moreover, they preferred Facebook as CdSommmunicate easily, to

increase their active participation and interaciontheir courses.

Key words: Social networking sites, technology ataece model, course

management systems, instructional use of socialarking sites



Oz

SOCIAL NETWORKING SITES UTILIZATION FOR TEACHING AN D
LEARNING

Albayrak, Duygu
Doktora, Bilgisayar ve Qretim Teknolojileri E itimi Bolimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Zahide Y Id rm

ubat 2012, 243 sayfa

Bu cal mann amac ¢&encilerin sosyal a sitelerine (SAS) kat | m, Facebook’a
ylzyuze bir derste ders yodnetim sistemi (DYS) dataat| m, 0O rencilerin
Facebook’'u kabullenmeleri, @encilerin motivasyonu, @encilerin baar lar ve
bunlar aras ndaki ilkileri aratrmaktr. Facebook’'u DYS olarak kullanan caha,
iki farkl birinci s nf dersinde 42 kat| mc ilézel bir Universitede gergekieildi.
Gorumeler yap lacak 12 @encinin segiminde maksimum ¢ilik 6rnekleme
yontemi uyguland . Karma yontem ilkeleri eylem a&rana yakla m n n bir parcas
olarak kullan Id . Facebook’un bir DYS olarak kullen n n 6zenle incelenmesinde
gerek nicel ve gerekse nitel veri toplama yontemlgyguland. Nicel veri
Facebook’'u kabullenme, Facebook ve dersin Facelsagkas na kat| m ve ders
motivasyonu anketleri arac lyla toplanId . Nitel veriler ylz ylze goOrine ve
dersin Facebook sayfas ndaki tarta postlar n n deerlediriimelerinden topland .
Nitel veri analizi tan mlay c istatistik ve korelgon analizlerini icerdi. Kodlama
tablolar hem tartma postlar n n derinliklerinin bulunmas nda hemrdel verinin

nicel veriye cevrilmesinde kullan Id .
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Cal mann sonuclar @&encilerin  SAS katlm, Orencilerin Facebook
kabullenmesi, drencilerin motisvasyonu, d@encilerin baarlar ve aralar ndaki
ili kilerin al nan derse gore farkl olunu gosterdi. Farkl | klar n olas nedenleri
belirtiimi tir. Cal ma sonuclar &enci ve 6retmenlerin Facebook kullan m ndan
0 renme ve etim ac¢ s ndan yaralanabileceklerini gdstertini Kat | mc larn ¢o u
tum derslerde bir DYS olmas n n d=ine inand klar n bildirdi. Bununla birlikte,
Facebook’u kolay iletim kurmak, aktif kat | mlar n ve etkilemlerini art ran bir
DYS olarak tercih ettiler.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Sosyal asiteleri, teknoloji benimseme modeli, ders yonetim

sistemleri, sosyal asitelerinin eitimde kullan m
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This section presents background of the study, qgeepof the study, the research
guestions, the significance of the study and tHenitiens of the key terms used in

the study.

1.1 Background of the Study

Researchers and academicians have been interestbd role of technology and
social networking in educational setting to makelshts more active and involved
in course and course related activities. Coursedgement Systems (CMSs) are
used to increase students’ social interaction amdlvement in the course activities.
However, users (such as students, instructors)rejagt using CMS. One of the well
known reasons of this situation is that the usesndt accept the technology. As a
result, researchers continue to find a technolbgy iis accepted by both instructors
and students to use as CMS such as Social Netvgofkites (SNSs) or a way to
increase the acceptance of today’s CMSs. The numbeelated research in the

literature shows that there is great attentioméouse of SNSs in higher education.

The use of SNSs is nowadays an important issueedfigher educational researches
(Boyd, & Ellison, 2008) since not only SNSs sushFacebook and MySpace have
become popular among students of all ages (Acqdistross, 2006; Ajjan &
Hartshorne, 2008; Cain, 2008; Farmer, Bruckner, kCo& Hearing, 2009;
Subrahmanyam, Reich, Waechter, & Espinoza, 2008) ateo they may offer

workspaces to facilitate information sharing, commation, and social interaction

1



among participants, students and instructors (Bri& Liyanage, 2008; Liccardi et
al., 2007; Harris & Rea, 2009; Jones, Johnson-Yiidermaier, & Pérez, 2008;
Malcolm, 2005; Santos, Hammond, Durli, & Chou, 2009

SNSs, also named as online social networking (O$Hi), be defined as virtual
places that are used to communicate, share andsdisdeas. Academicians have
started to question and explore how SNSs can b faseacademic purposes since
SNSs have exploded over the past few years. Howéwerextent of adoption and
perception of SNSs for academic purposes is ndilyelnown (Carosu & Salaway,
2009). Carosu and Salaway (2009) stated that stsidese SNSs mostly to
communicate with their classmates. However, thdesits in their study showed that
they liked the idea of interacting with the instars and the teaching assistants using

the same SNS mechanisms as classmates and freads( & Salaway, 2009).

Nowadays, students come to universities with eepee on SNSs. Especially,
interacting with online SNSs is a daily activityrfaollege students (Baatarjav,
Phithakkitnukoon & Dantu, 2008; Carosu & SalawayQ2, Debatin, Lovejoy, Horn,
& Hughes, 2009; Ellison, Steinfield, & Lampe, 2000)learly, there is a need to
analyze whether SNSs can be employed as CMS ihitepand learning in blended

learning.

Dunlap and Lowenthal (2009) pointed out the impwréa of social process of
learning and how we can employ SNSs to provideespad opportunities which can
be employed in social activities in teaching anardéng. The social activities or
social interactions that occur among studentsy {p@érs and instructors could play
an important role in the learning process. Theefahe reasons or possible
determinants of the interactions in SNSs, more ipalty in Facebook should be
analyzed. Some of determinant of the activitied~atebook can be the students’
acceptance of Facebook, students’ motivation, @ndests’ achievements. This
leads to the questions of whether students’ acoeptaf Facebook, students’

motivation, and students’ achievements contributestudents’ involvements in

2



Facebook in teaching and learning processes. & &dses questions about the
relationships between students’ motivation and estigl involvement in the course

Facebook page.

Hence, from empirical standpoint, some questionso/be addressed are:

1. Does students’ acceptance of Facebook have aorethip with the level of
their involvement in course online social netwog&n

2. Does students’ involvement in course online sog&tivorking contribute to
their achievements?

3. Are students’ motivations related to their invohemh on the course
Facebook page?

4. How do students with different motivation and agkiment levels use course

Facebook page?

Therefore, there is a need to analyze the reldtiprisetween students’ acceptance of
Facebook, students’ motivation, students’ involvetnm Facebook and students
achievements to determine Facebook utilizationaicefto face (F2F) courses and

how those factors are related to one another.

1.2 Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to examine relatipsshetween SNSs involvement
or SNSs utilization, students’ acceptance of SNS&sdents’ involvement of
Facebook as CMS in face-to-face course, studentstivation, and students’
achievements in teaching and learning. Based oleatetl data, determinants of

SNSs utilization were also investigated.

The aim of this study was to understand and explain
1. The importance of determinants (perceived eass@fperceived usefulness,
attitudes toward use, facilitating conditions andjective norms) in the
students’ intention to use SNSs as CMS in the lddrodurses.



2. The relationships between course SNSs’ involvemamd students’

motivation, students’ achievement, SNSs acceptance.

1.3 Research Questions

The research questions that guide this study afalaws;

RQ1. What are the students’ Facebook acceptance andecbacebook involvement

levels?

RQ2. Is there a relationship between students’ Faceboo&ptance (perceived ease
of use, perceived usefulness, attitudes toward sseial norm, and behavioral

intention to use) and student involvement in coufseebook page (time spent,
number/type/depth of the posts)?

RQ3. Is there a relationship between students’ motvedti profiles (self-efficacy,
intrinsic goal orientation, extrinsic goal oriemtet and task value) and student
involvement in course Facebook page (time spemibew/type/depth of the posts)?

RQ4. Is there a significant relationship between stisleachievement (course
grade and CGPA) and course Facebook involvemene (spent, number/type/depth

of the posts)?

RQ5. Is there a significant relationship between Faok&hovolvement (time spent)

and Course Facebook involvement (time spent)?

RQ6. How do students compare Facebook, course Facqlamekand Moodle?
6.1 How do students compare Facebook and course Falcepage

utilization?



6.2 How do students compare course Facebook page aodI#in face-to-

face (F2F) course?

Research questions can

acceptance, students’

be studied in five relatgdnpeters: students’ Facebook

motivation, students’ achieve, course Facebook

involvement and Facebook involvement presentedgarg 1.

Facebook Acceptance

Perceived Ease of Use
Perceived Usefulness
Attitudes Toward Use
Facilitating Conditions
Subjective Norms
Behavioral Intention to U:

Motivation

Self-Efficacy

Intrinsic Goal Orientation
Extrinsic Goal Orientation
Task Value

Course Facebook Involvement

Time spent in course Facebook page

Type of Posts (discussion, video...
Number of Posts

Achivement

Depth of the Discussion Posts

Course Grade
CGPA

Facebook Involvement

Time spent in Facebook

Figure 1: Research Questions Related Parameters



1.4 Significance of the Study

Some researchers believe that SNSs must be addli@sdemployed in education to
see their impact on teaching and learning (Ellisttejnfield & Lampe, 2007; Harris
& Rea, 2009; Santos, Hammond, Durli, & Chou, 2068)wever, after an extensive
review of literature review, there are not enougipeical researches that have been
found to identify what the effects of SNSs in edimra and the determinants of
utilization of SNSs in teaching are. The resultstlog study might be helpful to
evaluate and clarify the effects of SNSs in edocasind some factors of using SNSs
which may have a connection with the achievemestudents.

One important reason for this study is that, culyerthe relationships between
students’ acceptance of SNSs in F2F course, SN&dvament, motivation and
achievement are not clear. Researchers have caudogmerous research studies to
state the factors influence on SNS use, how stades¢ SNS and social uses of
Facebook. The literature has focused on the usHigeetices in SNSs. In contrast,
the involvement and usage in academic purposes tla@dcorrelation between
students’ acceptance of SNSs, SNSs involvementiests’ motivation and
achievement in learning and teaching have not Istedied. There is a need on
possible academic uses of SNSs (Bosch, 2009). érantihre, how the impact of
students’ with different motivational profiles amavolvement of SNSs related to
students’ achievement has not been studied befor¢his study, the researcher
aimed to examine the relationship among studentglvement of course Facebook

page, students’ motivation and students’ achievésnen

Motivational theorists have focused on explainirigdents’ behaviors, activity

choice, engagement and performance in the majarfityeducational researches

(Meece, Anderman, & Anderman, 2006). This studyretevant since it uses

motivational theories to explain how students walifferent motivation profiles

behave in Facebook environment and what are tiheices, achievements and the

relationship between students’ choices and thehliesements. In this study,
6



researcher aimed to provide details about how stsdeith different motivation

profiles behave in Facebook environment and whattlaeir choices, achievements
and the relationship between students’ choices #rar achievements. By
considering the result of the study, the relatigmshinstructional designers might

design more effective F2F courses via Facebook\S.C

It would be interesting and essential to exploren hstudents with different
motivation profiles participate in SNSs, and to skestudents’ involvement is
different depending on their motivation level. ¢t also important to explore if the
different involvements in SNSs and students wifffled@nt motivation profiles have

made any distinction on their achievements.

Astin’s (1999) Theory of Student Involvement hagmesed in a variety of ways to
frame educational researches. Nowadays, educati@salrchers investigate and
explore the ways of assessing different forms wbivement such as involvement in
SNSs. Using SNSs as learning management systen2kncéurses, this research
might contribute to the literature in this area. rstaver, with this study, one of
Astin’'s questions, “What are the ideal combinatioos different kinds of

involvement in facilitating the maximum amount e&ining?” might be answered by

explaining how Facebook can be utilized in F2F sesr

The results of this study might clarify the fact¢esy. students’ motivation, students’
achievements, students’ acceptance of SNSs andngfidhvolvements to SNSs) to
increase utilization of SNS in F2F courses. Thdifigs of this study can be used in
creating hybrid courses by using SNSs as CMSs. deare the result of this study
may provide information about current SNS usagthefinstructors and students in

course related activities.

SNSs are different from CMSs, as they tend to behmiocused and lack the
personal interaction and less networking capa@tady, Holcomb & Smith, 2010).

As a result, using SNSs as CMS in F2F courses miiglly to increase student
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engagement and extent learning beyond the boulsdafithe classroom. With this
sense, the result of this study might be helpfuldentify whether the utilization of
SNSs as CMSs can increase the student engagentestuatents’ involvement in

out of classroom activities.

Brady, Holcomb & Smith, (2010) emphasized that e¢hisr currently little research
which specify the educational benefits of SNS3aailon. The results of the study
can help instructors to discover beneficial or iegarelationships between the use
of SNSs and the student’s achievements and learmfwyeover, this study aims to
discover and investigate unknown educational benedf SNSs by employing
Facebook as CMS. CMSs are used to increase ititeraaf students outside the
classroom in F2F courses. However, students mdstiyot prefer to use CMSs for
discussion and communication purposes. This stasylts might be helpful to
understand whether the reason is that CMSs arereliff software which students did

not use in their daily lives by using Facebook wstudents use as daily.

This study is important to the field of instructadrdesign because it explored how
the utilization of SNS may be beneficial to increamllaboration, communication,

and interaction in F2F courses. Moreover, instangl designers will see an example
of how SNSs can be utilized in F2F courses. Theltesf this study are also crucial

for both instructional designers and practitiontersnake clear the expectations of
students from a CMS. The results of this study midgémonstrate instructional

designers and practitioners might recognize stwsdardmparison of Moodle and

Facebook as CMS.

This study observes how the students’ at Compueamhiiology and Information
Systems (CTIS) Department of Bilkent University apending on SNSs and
identifies their online social networks. These abagons may be used by both the
CTIS faculty members and practitioners as guidslifoe making decisions on how
to use SNS in their courses. Since the data gattifeven this study might facilitate

to discover the successful strategies of using badeas CMS in F2F courses. This
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knowledge may assist both instructional designexd practitioners in designing

their courses via Facebook.

1.5 Definition of Concepts and Terms used in the Study

In this section of the study, some terms are ddfaeording to their meaning used

in this research. These terms are;

CGPA: Cumulative Grade Point Average used for educatiorsalking and

evaluation method. It is one of the student pararset

Course Management System (CMiS)a software program or integrated platform
that contains a series of web-based tools to stigpoumber of activities and course
management procedures (Vovides Y. et al, 2007}thénstudy, Facebook will be
used as CMS.

Facebook: is a social networking site, in which users cannaxt with friends and

co-workers in different networks and places.

Hybrid Course The course is a mixture of traditional teachimyisonments with
element of e-learning. Instructors who teach irs€laourses may choose to use
“blended” approach by utilizing the CMS as a tool deliver additional or
supplementary course materials to the studentss f#aching method is usually
called “blended learning” and the courses are délgbrid courses” (Vovides Y. et
al, 2007).

STARS_DAIS Student Department Academic Information System wekiich
transcript of the students can be viewed.



Technology Acceptance (TAM3: a model that explains the key constructs essdenti

to accept a new technology.

Perceived usefulness of SN&sthe degree to which a student believes thatgusin

SNSs would enhance his/her course related perfaenana F2F course.
Perceived ease of use of SNBsthe degree to which a student expects thagusin

SNSs would be free to effort. In other words, usaNSs as a CMS in F2F courses is

easy to use in terms of using the site and hanéimgronmental issues.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Literature reviews in research are conducted fdfemint reasons. The primary
purpose of this chapter is to provide backgrounrimation to explain current
research and to provide theoretical backgroundstdrsequent research regarding
this thesis subject. The chapter aims to describat /¢ meant by SNSs, to discuss
the features, barriers and roles of SNSs in empogeuniversities to adopt
themselves for the demands of thé' 2&ntury. It also explains the possible factors
that determine the SNSs utilization, theories tuatstruct the theoretical framework

of the study. Finally, a summary of literatureiesvis provided.

2.1 Online Social Networking - Social Networking Sites

A large and growing body of literature in both aeauic and practitioner journals has
been inspired by the concept of SNSs. SNSs is a WMekiechnology. Web 2.0

technologies includes blogs, wikis, SNSs, sociabknearks, instant messaging,
Internet telephony and video sharing sites. Sintibaother Web 2.0 technologies,
such as wikis and blogs, SNSs encourage more agiereinvolvement opportunities
(Baltac -Goktalay & Ozdilek, 2010). SNSs are digtirshed from other virtual forms
of communities by enabling the users to articulatel make visible their social
connections. There are a variety of SNSs such asbBak, Myspace, LinkedIn,

Friendster and Twitter. SNSs are different in theatures and type of users (Boyd &
Ellison, 2007). Facebook and MySpace, used amardgsts, are the most popular
two SNSs (Cain, 2008; Harris & Rea, 2009; Santoamhbiond, Durli & Chou,

2009). Facebook is a synthesis of many Interneddasmmunication tools that are
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previously disconnected to use (Greenhow & Rob&@)9; Heiberger & Harper,
2008).

Users of SNSs can establish social networks to stapuch with their friends,
colleagues and family (Ajjan & Hartshorne, 2008yB& Ellison, 2007). Moreover,
SNSs are used for making plans, new friends, shama uploading photos, videos,

and links.

With the help of SNSs, users can create their oersgnal profiles (Ajjan, &
Hartshorne, 2008; Kord, 2008). Profiles are com@axfeset of personal information
such as name, e-mail, birthday, location and isteréBoyd & Ellison, 2007; Kord,
2008). The visibility of a profile varies by sitenéh according to user permission
(Boyd & Ellison, 2007). Body and Ellison (2007)epented the features and history
of SNSs by discussing key changes and developm@imisy also summarized

existing scholarship concerning SNSs.

2.2 Facebook

Facebook was initially designed for college studant2004 by Mark Zuckerburg
who developed it as an online dating website (K@@D8; Boyd & Ellison, 2008).
By September 2006, registration to Facebook hadredgd to everyone (Figure 2).

From its creation in 2004 to today, Facebook hasvgrrapidly and added lots of

features. According to Facebook statistics (20Higure 2 shows timeline of
important dates and events of Facebook.
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Expand from Harvard to Stanford,
Columbia and Yale

Groups application is added
The Wall is added as a Profile feature

Support more than 800 college
networks

Expand to add high school networks

Expand to add work networks

News Feed & Mini-Feed are introduced.
Expand registration to anyone

Share feature added on Facebook,
simultaneously launched on over 20
partner sites

Launch Marketplace application for —___ May
classified listines & Facebook Platform

July
Acquire startup Parakey

November
Launche Facebook Ads ————

co-sponsors  Presidential Debates —J2NUary_
with ABC News

Update privacy controls to include ___ March
Friend List privacy and launches in

German

Connect becomes generally available —December |

January
CNN Live/Facebook integration

Launch Facebook Usernames

Reach over 300 million active users

Reach over 400 million active users February

Reach over 500 million active

Reach over 750 million active users

Figure 2: Timeline for Facebook
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Mark Zuckerberg and co-founders
launch Facebook from their Harvard
dorm room

Move its base of operations to Palo
Alto, Calif

Change name to Facebook from
thefacebook.com

Photos 1s added as an application

Facebook begins to add mternational
school networks

Facebook Mobile feature launches
Facebook development platform

launches.  Notes  application s
introduced.

Virtual gift shop launches as a feature.

Facebook updates site design and adds
network portals

Launch Facebook Platform for Mobile
& expand advertising deal to cover
international markets

launch in Snanish and French

Launch Facebook Chat and releases

Translation  application to 21
additional languages

Join OpenlD board and“Like” feature

added

Acquire FriendFeed

Reach over 350 million active

Launch beta Questions

Launch Places



By July 2011, according to Facebook statistics {30Eacebook became one of the
most popular SNSs for college students with ovér milion active users (using the
site in the last 30 days) and it is still growifi@ble 1 presents the number of active
Facebook users.

Table 1: Number of Active Users of Facebook

Month # of Active Users
December 2004 Nearly 1 million
December 2005 More than 5,5 million
December 2006 More than 12 million

April 2007 20 million
October 2007 Over 50 million
August 2008 Over 100 million
January 2009 Over 150 million
February 2009 Over 175 million
April 2009 Over 200 million
July 2009 Over 250 million

September 2009  Over 300 million
December 2009 Over 350 million
February 2010 Over 400 million
July 2010 Over 500 million
July 2011 Over 750 million

According to Socialbakers, Turkey Facebook Stassti Penetration and
Demography, there are total 29.951.960 Facebookrsusa Turkey

(http://lwww.socialbakers.com/facebook-statistickityy. 63% of these users are

male, while 37% of them are female. Figure 3 preserser age distribution on
Facebook in Turkey. The sample in this study fosuse the undergraduate
university students which mostly fall into age 18-2According to Figure 3, this age
group composes the largest portion of the popula88%.
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13-15 9%
16-17 10% ™
18- 24 33%
25- 34 2B m
35-44 12%;m

-_,::—\\JI _.»j':x; 45-54 404 m
Ly i
a4 55- 64 1%
65-0 2%

23%

Figure 3: Age Distribution of Facebook Users in Turkey (s@&:
http://www.socialbakers.com/facebc-statistics/turkey18 August 2011, 23:()

Facebook providepersonalized profiles whichllow its users to communicat
create a friend list, photo albums, send messaget, write comments on ws, join
groups, createew groups, page share views in group discussioplay games etc.
(Mazman & Usluel, 201; Ulrike, Arjan, & Zaphiris, 2009)There are also oth
features like video calling, events, questicand notesFacebook profiles of evel
user have irdrmation about the person, his/ interest, posts such as status upd.

The list of Facebook frnds is the users who can interaod view the activities ¢

the user.

Facebook pges, which were introduced in November 2 allowed users to have a
profile page on Facebo related to their businessésacebook pageare similar to a
user’s profile.The page behaves like a friend of the L who liked i. The page

usergreceive updates from the p..
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2.3 College Students, Technology and Social Networkirfgites

Today, SNSs has grown in popularity among studdisil, Arjan, and Zaphiris
(2009) investigated 6000 MySpace user profiles with goal of identifying and
analyzing age differences and similarities. Theydiwted quantitative analysis with
Linguistic Inquiry Word Count tool developed by Pebaker, Francis, and Booth
(2001). The result of their study stated that tlieiopeople prefer to use MySpace to
connect with their friends to a lesser extent theenagers. According to the Peéfil,
Arjan and Zaphiris (2009) study, unlike older peppsocial capital of younger

people is larger in size and homogenous concethm@ge distribution of friends.

2.4 Social Networking Sites in Education

College students have grown up using the newelkhtdogies as quickly as they are
introduced to the market (Kord, 2008). As a rediére are numerous numbers of
researches that examined how and when the newdegynwas used by students
and appropriate utilization of the new technologytéaching and learning. Jones,
Johnson-Yale, Millermaier, and Pérez (2008) coreth@n online survey to college
students at two-year and four-year public and peivalleges and universities in
United States to determine college students' acadeses of and attitudes towards
the Internet. The major trends that were discovetemved a slight decline in using
e-mail to contact professors and overall rise udents’ perception of Internet as

having a positive impact on their educational eiqrere.

To explore the disruptive nature and opportunitysotial networking for higher
education, Jones, Blackey, Fitzgibbon, and Chew Riess) employed both
guantitative and qualitative research methods. Tgreferred quantitative paradigm,
web-based questionnaire to investigate the pattérisocial software usage of
learners while they used a qualitative paradignteruniews to clarify students’
attitudes towards social software for learning. &ter, there was a guideline about

using social software for learning. From socialrhéag perspective, knowledge
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constructed while students are engaging in aawiéind participating in interactions
with other students, and/or instructors (Hill, SaagWVest, 2009). Social learning
influenced by several factors such as context,ucellt community and learner
characteristics (Hill, Song & West, 2009).

Web 2.0 technologies (e.g. SNSs) can be used ialdearning processes. Ajjan and
Hartshorne (2008) studied the faculty's awarendsthe benefits of Web 2.0 to
supplement in-class learning and better underdi@ndty's decisions to adopt these
tools using the decomposed theory of planned behal®@TPB) model. The
participants of their study were for all clinicalsiting, assistants, associate, and full
professors at a large university in the southeadteited States. Result of Ajjan and
Hartshorne study are important to the current rebedecause it provides evidence
of the pedagogical benefits of Web 2.0 applicatiod®st of the important and
related results of the study were about social oetsy viewed as useful tool for
improving student satisfaction in courses and blogsved as the most useful Web
2.0 application to improve student learning.

To answer which Web 2.0 tools are expected by théesits on technology-based
learning environment, Cavus and Kanbul, conducteesaarch in Turkey and their
study’s results showed that learning managemen¢sgs(LMSs) were the tool that
was expected by the students to be the most eféeetieb 2.0 tools (Cavus &
Kanbul, 2010). The participants specified abilityaccess lecture notes anytime any
where is the most important feature (4.93 out ofTgble 1. in Cavus & Kanbul,
2010). The second most important attribute wasaaidétion (4.88). Opportunity to
get into on-line communication with teachers and dbow students’ own
performances were the next desirable attributds 4it0. All these four items can be

part of SNSs to be used in education.

From its creation to today, Facebook has gainedegponential growth and

popularity. Many faculty members are not as knogésble as college students

17



(Roblyer et al, 2010). However, academicians hawerested in evaluating its

challenges and opportunities to both teaching eaching.

The limited researches were done to understandttigents’ experience on SNSs
and to identify the distinction between the studeatirrent usage of SNSs. One of
the descriptive studies, to provide information @thihe use of the SNSs by college
students was Pempek, Yermolayeva, and Calvert89R2@Pempek, Yermolayeva,
and Calvert’s (2009) study focused on 92 undergatau(60 females; mean age =
20.59 years, SD=1.07) from two psychology classesmivate university in a large
metropolitan area. Participants completed a dikigy tneasure to report daily time
use and an activity checklist was used to assedgipants’ use of Facebook.
Results show that students were observing rattar plosting content on Facebook

and the amount of time spending on Facebook omemnglay varied greatly.

Pempek, Yermolayeva, and Calvert's (2009) studyontep that students used
Facebook mostly for social interaction with frientlsat they have an offline

relationship and they create or join groups buelyaparticipate in those groups.
This result is parallel to the result of BurhanB8&eholzer, and Salem’s (In Press)
study. In Burhanna, Seeholzer, and Salem (In Petsdy, information was gathered
through both the focus group interviews and a bsigfvey from undergraduates at
Kent State University to understand the student ars# familiarity with selected

Web 2.0 sites. The results showed that the paatitgpused only SNSs frequently
and they separated educational and social spat¢ks BNSs. Moreover, participants
described educational topics on Facebook as futewliney saw instructor-organized

groups as formal.

Similar to the result of both Pempek, Yermelayyemad Calvert (2009) and

Burhanna, Seeholzer, and Salem (In Press) stutiesesult of Santos, Hammond,
Durli, and Chou, (2009) study was also showed 8N$s were popular among most
of the students and students used these sitesefpiketouch with friends. Santos,

Hammond, Durli, and Chou, (2009) employed both ttetive and qualitative
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analysis of University students (13 undergraduedenfa teaching-training Institute
in Singapore and 22 Masters students in Educatiom &razilian University)
focusing on to what extent university students usimg SNSs to engage in study-
related activities and whether they benefit fromsth exchanges. Santos, Hammond,
Durli, and Chou (2009) suggested that there isaaegpfor SNSs in education. Since
their study results showed that many students \mighat they benefited from

exchanges in the SNSs.

Selwyn (2009) is another study that examines thecatbnal use of Facebook.
According to Selwyn (2009), one of the main edural benefits of SNSs results
due to their support for interaction learners betwéearners facing the common
dilemma of negotiating their studies. Selwyn (2088)dy results illustrated how

Facebook walls were valuable means of informatiahange between students.

Similar to Selwyn (2009), Mazman and Usluel (2019re also examined the
educational use of Facebook. Mazman and Usluel OR20stated the users’
satisfaction, motivation or social presence as g factors affecting Facebook
adoption in educational purposes to have effeciing active learning. Moreover,
their study results showed that Facebook utilizatio education has positive
relationship with its use for communication, cobtiadtion and resource or material

sharing.

In addition to the studies that examine the edanati benefits of SNSs, there are
studies investigating both perspectives and pemeptof SNSs utilization for
educational purposes. Roblyer et al. (2010) studgmened how likely higher
education faculty are to use Facebook for eithesg®l or educational purposes.
The results of their study showed that studentsrareh more likely than faculty to
use Facebook and are significantly open to theilpiissof utilization Facebook for

educational purposes.
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Similar results were found in the study done inKeyr Tiryakio lu and Erzurum
conducted a survey with 67 professors from diffesademic titles. The results of
their study suggest that % of instructors have Ibaale accounts (Tiryakidu &
Erzurum, 2010). They found no differences betwemndle and male participants’
attitudes toward Facebook. They found that the thwas of the faculty think that
Facebook has a potential to contribute social &autéwns among students as well as
to communicate between the students and the porytes©On the other hand,
professors elder than 45 years old stated that deyot believe in the value of
Facebook utilization in education (Tiryakia & Erzurum, 2010, p. 137). According
to Gullbahar, Kaleliolu & Madran (2010) in Tiryakiolu & Erzurum (2010)

university students continue to re-access learpingess over the web.

In addition to Tiryakiolu & Erzurum (2010), Kert & Kert studied usage putal of
SNSs for educational purposes in Turkey (Kert & tke&010). They surveyed
students to collect the students’ views on edunatiase of SNS. The majority of the
samples, 91.2%, were composed of male studentsrdiog to the study, majority
of the students 288, out of 303 male and 27 fenstlelents, 288 use SNS to
communicate with their friends, 239 students tal fiheir friends. The sample in the
study was composed of randomly selected high scbbaalents from the same
school.

In addition, the study conducted by Baltac -Gokgata Ozdilek that examined the

pre-service teachers’ perceptions about Web 2.@ntdogies in their learning

process, and to understand their acceptance |eals attitudes towards these
technologies (Baltac -Goktalay & Ozdilek, 2010).eTfindings of their study state
that use of social networking (including Facebookli ¢ySpace) is 20.8%, which

comes after other Web 2.0 technologies, instantsagesg (27.4%) and Internet
telephony (22.3%).

With similar purpose, Bulylkimdat et al.’'s (2011udy examined the pre-service

information technology teachers’ Facebook usage #radr perspective about
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Facebook as a professional development tool in &urkCommunication, sharing
and socializing capacity of Facebook were statedamsimportant professional
development tool. Moreover, their study resultsvat that in Turkey, pre-service
teachers are aware of the benefits of the Facebtl@ation on education. Similarly,
T nmaz (2011) study results demonstrated that Featels perceived as a usable tool
having a potential in instruction. The participamsr nmaz’s (2011) study believed
that Facebook can be a good learning and teachoignth the help of its features
such as videos, feed, wall posts and chat. Moredkey stated Facebook as reliable

tool to access on information.

2.5 Course Management Systems

In the literature, LMS is used inappropriately dd&that “are used primarily online
or blended learning supporting the placement ofsmunaterials online, associating
students with courses tracking student performasicging student submissions an
mediating communication between students as wetheais instructors” (Watson &
Watson, 2007). According to Watson and Watson (200MS and LMS have some
of same functionality but CMS and LMS also havefeddnt functionalities as
presented in Table 2 (Carliner, 2005). Moodle Bratkboard, that are CMSs, are

examples of confusion of LMSs and CMSs in the ditere.

Learning Management System (LMS) is a general tesed to describe computer
systems that incorporate providing instructionckmg achievement and managing
resources for individual students and an orgammafWatson, Lee & Reigulth,

2007). LMSs have capacity to construct virtual mé@g environments for F2F

learning environments and are even used for fuiljne virtual universities (Coates,
James & Baldwin, 2005). Results of Y Id r m et @009) indicated that LMSs were
used for instruction, data management, assessraedtsommunication. Moreover,
the information-age functions of LMS, and limitat®and benefits of LMSs were
summarized by Y Id r m et al. (2009).
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Table 2: Summary of Differences among LMSs and CMSs (Carli2@05)

Functions CMS LMS

Support for ongoing classroom courses
Enroliment

Automatically generated confirmation
notes

Course catalog
Skills management list

Checks for prerequisites before allowing
enrollment

Seamless link to e-learning

Automatically generated follow-up
correspondence

Grade book

Administers tests and quizzes (with some
limitations)

Automatically transfers completion
information to the permanent record

Discussion board for between-class Sometimes
“conversation”

A CMS can basically be defined as a software progi@ntaining a series of web-
based tools to support a number of teaching, legr@nd course management
procedures. Most use of CMSs is to enhance regukcheduled F2F classes
(Morgan, 2003). CMSs are tools that focus on thenagament of one or more

individual courses by an instructor (Watson, LeR&igeluth, 2007).

Over the past eight years, CMS systems, considergidal software for both

colleges and universities, have developed quicklyl¢ & Foster, 2008). The CMSs,
being utilized in education in different forms, aeolving. A CMS can be used as a
supplement to the traditional classroom curriculuen, as an electronic repository of

course materials (Vovides et al, 2007). Traditiomatructional activities such as

22



presenting information, managing course materiafg] collecting and evaluating
student work can be completed online using a CMBithoften used as a platform to
support hybrid or blended online F2F courses. Tdmgety of functions and features
of CMS should provide more choices and increaseutieeof the system (Yueh &
Hsu, 2008).

Most used features of CMS are publishing syllalsesding e-mails and providing
soft copy of lecture notes or readings while thengwnicative and interactive
features and tools of CMS are mostly unused (Kvatilal. 2004; Morgan, 2003;
Yueh & Hsu, 2008).

Table 3 shows the students perceptions of CMS lisradffeatures in Kvavik et al,

2004. The results show if the students believebdreefit of the feature of CMS, they

used it more and learning occurred more.

Table 3: Ranked Students Perceptions of CMS Benefits (Kvavi, 2004, p.71)

Features Used Learning Rank Management Rank
Sharing materials with students 52.8% 1 30.8% 6
Track grades 47.9% 2 80.3% 1
Faculty feedback on assignments 42.3% 3 27.0% 8
Sample exams online 42.0% 4 38.4% 4
Online readings 37.8% 5 42.0% 3
Turn in assignments 35.9% 6 34.6% 5
Syllabus 27.3% 7 28.6% 7
Online quizzes 26.8% 8 54.0% 2
Online discussions 22.5% 9 17.5% 9

Common CMSs in higher education environment inclua& are not limited to,

WebCT/Vista, Balckboard, QuestionMark, WebMCQ, WM, LearningSpace,
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eCollege, Desire2Learn, Angel, METU-Online, MoodleeleTOP and eCollege.
Most CMSs today include content organization ares@ntation, communication and
student assessment tool, gradebooks and classroaterimh and activities

management (Kvavik, Caruso & Morgan, 2004).

Nowadays, one of the most commonly used CMS is Neoddhodular object
oriented developmental learning environment), & fearning management system
enabling the creation of powerful, flexible and agipg online courses and
experiences (Romera et al, 2008). Moodle is thg opkn source system available
that has complete features for educational uses ghmere are educators in developer
team. That is the advantage of an educator drieesug market driven system. Cole
(2005) compared some of the features in two leadoognmercial CMSs,
(Blackboard and WebCT) with Moodle in Table 4.

Table 4: Feature Comparisons of CMSs (Cole 2005, p.6)

Feature Blackboard WebCT  Moodle
Upload and share documents Y Y Y
Create content online in HTML N Y Y
Online Discussions Y Y Y
Grade discussions / participation N Y Y
Online Chat Y Y Y
Student peer review N N Y
Online Quizzes / Surveys Y Y Y
Online Gradebook Y Y Y
Student submission of documents Y Y Y
Self-assessment of submission N N Y
Student workgroups Y Y Y
Lessons with paths Y Y Y
Student Journals N N Y
Embedded glossary N N Y
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Student submission of documents, self-assessméntission, student journals and
embedded glossary features exists only in Moodle rmt in Blackboard and
WebCT.

Miller-Cochran S.K. and Rodrigo R.L (2008) examirntbe reasons why the some
elements of the design seem to work well for someents while other elements
don’t. In ECAR study done by Kvavik R. B. et al0() pointed out “Students do
have a sharp sense of knowing which courses usedissions well and which did
not”. Students may conclude this result by lookagheir previous experiences by
considering the course content or the instructpreperties. This shows that there
are some factors that influence the use of CMSsindents may use that info and
decide in which course the use of discussion tb@MS is most suitable. This point
should be researched. Currently, most CMS reselaashanalyzed how and why
individual CMS features are used, instead of amadyzhow and why multiple

features are used (Malikowski, 2008).

The adoption of CMSs for web-based instruction ic&s to increase in universities
to raise the effectiveness of the courses. Theoreas the increase is both due to
technological and educational reasons that theneteare the potential democratize
education, lower costs and ultimately improve thealidy of courses and also
curriculums (Bennett & Bennett , 2003). MoreovBennett and Bennett (2003)
stated that students can have and experience emutst using internet, similar to
the F2F, traditional one. As a result, researcfaenssed to find the effective ways in
utilizing CMSs in courses. Furthermore, they exadithe most important reasons
of using CMS to support traditional courses. Acaogdto Yueh and Hsu (2008),
utilization of CMSs in university courses increasies accessibility, flexibility, and
choices for interactivity. To promote collaboratilearning, to enhance critical
learning environment and to give equal opportutotyhe students are some of the
reasons of utilization of CMSs (Dabbagh, 2000). miir to Dabbagh (2000),
Vovides et al. (2007) stated that CMSs can suplearner centered activities and

change the instructor’'s role as a facilitator andrdinator in the learning process.
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According to Kultir and Williams (2008), CMSs creata learner centered
environment that results in active constructiorkebwledge by the help of peer to

peer and student to teacher interactions.

To monitor student activities and to identify pdteh problems in the learning
process stated as another reason of CMSs utilizdiyp Mazza and Dimitrova
(2007). Romero, Ventura and Garcia (2008) addet “D&ISs lets instructors to
distribute information to students, produce conteaterial, prepare assignments and
tests, engage in discussions, manage distanceeslassd enable collaborative

learning with forums, chats, file storage areasysgervices, etc”.

Some of the past studies (Shaw & Venkatesh, 2086; P005; Bradford, Poriello,
Balkon & Backus, 2007) agreed that CMSs most priybabcourage and increase
student motivation to the course. Furthermore, sother studies (Ushida, 2005;
Carty, 2007) stated that motivation is the mostangmt factor in utilization of
online systems such as CMSs.

The reasons of CMS utilization can be summarizedlasvs. With CMS:
Transmission of knowledge teaching model provideseminteractive
student learning.

Communications is easy, quick and possible at amg. t

Students can easily access the resources. Sineeuatles are available in
one location and at any time.

Different learning styles can be easily supported.

Instructor role is changed as a coordinator, ardititor of the learning

process.

The results of Yueh and Hsu (2008) suggested thatobd the barriers limiting CMS
use at universities is the fear of technology. Meez, they also stated that it is
possible to design a LMS and CMS to meet the neédaculty members without

extensive computer skills.
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Another problem of using CMS is stated by Mazza 8maitrova (2007) as the
students may feel isolated due to the limited adintéth the instructor and other
students, can get disorientated in the course bBgpee, may lose their motivation,
and often find it difficult to manage without apprate institutional support and
technical supports which is also a problem forriungbrs with limitted technical

information.

Kvavik et al, (2004) stated that most of the stusledentified access problem as a
barrier to classroom technology use. Many studehts use the Internet at home via
modem report that service is slow and downloadangd files is annoying and time-

consuming.

It is strange that in ECAR studies done by Kvauvikak, (2004) stated: “Students
don’t read other student’s responses, only thostepgdy the faculty member. They
write responses in order to fulfill the particigmati requirements of the class”. This
situation is also barrier to increase the use difettereness of discussions and

forums. Moreover, the interaction between the sitgleannot be established.

Nowadays, defining the factors that affect the aB€€MS is an important issue.

Knowing the factors that affect the use of CMSnsiracreasingly important source
of competitive advantage for educationists. Waingl.e(2006) is one of the studies
that defined and examined factors of Web-basedilegrenvironment. Learner

attributes (e.g. interest, attitude or motivatiotgarning experiences (such as
misconceptions, mental models or alternative mesttakctures), and learning styles
are considered a valid predictor of success in d-Wsed learning environment
(Wang et al., 2006).

Another study examining the factors that affect ti6zation of CMSs is Bennett
and Bennett (2003). According to Bennet and Ber{2@03), relative advantage,
trialability, observability, complexity, compatiii}f are factors that influence the
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adoption rate of technology, specifically the CMSimilarly, the study of
Malikowski et al., (2006) investigated how the atilmp of individual features was
influenced by factors that are external to a facaiember. These external factors
were class size, the college in which a class Vifeseal, and the level of the class.
Findings showed that the college in which a claas wffered was the only external
factor that showed a statistically significant tilaship to the adoption of individual
CMS features. For instance, faculty members inllege of social science adopted a
CMS quiz more than other faculty members, and fgamembers in a college of
education adopted CMS discussions more than facoésnbers in other colleges.
Surprisingly, class size or level showed no sigatiit relationship to the adoption of

specific CMS features.

With similar purpose, Kvavik et al., (2004) summnzad the factors that affect the use
of information technology, specifically CMS. Thecfors examined, in this study are
gender, major, level of students (senior or fresiimaand age. Moreover,
technological skill levels of the students wereoagamined in the study, the result
showed that the strongest factor for course managegystems is Institution and the
next strongest factor is the major (business). Tdley stated that students use IT
primarily to manage coursework, communications antkrtainment. Students’ skill
with software applications varies significantly aisdvery much influenced by the

requirements of their major.

Brady, Holcomb and Smith (2010) stated that CMShsas Moodle and Blackboard
tend to be much focused and lack the personal coatal networking capacity that
SNSs offers. Moreover, they emphasized that in rashtCMSs that are class
centered, SNSs are user centered and have thetipbtem increase student
engagement by encouraging personal interactionsle Ta presents the comparison
of SNS and CMS tools.
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Table 5: Comparisons of SNS and CMS Tools (Brady, Holcom8rgith, 2010)

Tools SNS Traditional CMS

Forum

Blog

Media Sharing
Messaging

Wiki

RSS

Chat

Calendar

Tagging

Own Brand & Visual Design
Real-time Activity Stream
Groups

Friends

Profile Sharing

File Sharing

2.6 Computer Mediated Communication

Romiszowski and Mason (2004) defined computer-miediaommunication as “the
process by which people create, exchange and peragormation using network
telecommunication systems that facilitate encoditrgnsmitting and decoding
messages”. According to constructivism, studentsishbe encouraged to construct
their own knowledge. Computer-mediated communicatiffectively supports
constructivist theory due to emphasis on accessreBpurces and extent of
collaboration between students promoted throughutiization of discussion boards
(Romiszowski & Mason, 2004). According to constiuist theorists, learning is a
social process and it occurs through interactions sharing information with each
other (Ajjan & Hartshorne, 2008). Some researchéi@ve examined to
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constructivism particularly Vygotsky’'s social consitivism to understand and

evaluate the potential benefits of peer collaboraiin SNS.

Greenhow and Robelia (2009) indicated that studesgstheir online social network
for their social learning functions and they werg&ged in communicative and
creative activities (Greenhow & Robelia, 2009). Rorbetter understanding of
conceptual frameworks, both for old and new litesa@nd SNSs, the readers may
refer to (Greenhow & Robelia, 2009).

One example research that used social construttitasshow the benefits of peer
collaboration in Web 2.0 application was Ajjan dartshorne (2008) by employing
Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) of Davis (198%jjan and Hartshorne
(2008) pointed out that Web 2.0 application suclsBS$s and wikis provide places
for collaboration and sharing of information to popg the networks needed for
social and active learning. Result of Ajjan and tslaorne (2008) study was proved
that the use of Web 2.0 technologies has signifigaimmproved learning and
teaching in higher education. This study will regsbautilization of SNSs in F2F
courses to see the factors that impact on creaimgnteractive, collaborative
learning experience for students in a media thatstindents are familiar with. The
study will also examine the effects of created Hesy environment on learning
process or outcome. Moreover, Ajjan, and Hartsh@2068) stated that SNSs can be
used to supplement F2F instructions to createdntee and collaborative learning

environments which students are familiar with.

Vygotsky's social constructivism emphasizes theiadoaspects of the theory.
Therefore, teacher and peers take on an extraimolearning. Online learning
environments can be considered cultural tools dtinteraction (Lavin & Claro,
2005). Various types of information sharing andlatmdration opportunities for

learning processes are available with SNSs.
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Using multiple modes of representation, collaborabpportunities, experience with
multiple perspectives, learner centered, learnEvaat, and social negotiation of
online tools or environments can be stated as swrttee guidelines and suggestions
about creating constructivist learning environmgi@snningham, Duffy & Knuth,
1993; Jonassen, 1991; Jonassen, 1994). This stlldadapt some of them in SNSs.

College students are now using SNSs to help irr theademic studies for group
(Griffith & Liyanage, 2008). The various networksdasocial structure established
within SNSs can help to support further interactbmiween instructor and student
(Griffith & Liyanage, 2008).

Since 2004, social computing with the elements @bVE.0 has aroused interests in
learning and collaborations, especially in the sreaf peer learning and
collaborations (Ryberg & Christiansen, 2008). Iritlstudy that examined a social
networking site, they defined development in acaoog with Vygotsky’s concept of
the zone of proximal development, and learning atoadance with Wnger’s
concepts of communities of practice. Ryberg andisfihnsen’s study also depicts
related theoretical frameworks including Vygotskgaciocultural theory. Internet
communications have been said to be antisocial ampared to face-to-face
communications, yet the online communication cannbwe friendly, social and
intimate than face-to-face communications (WaliReParks, 2002 in Greenhow &
Robelia, 2009). Computer-mediated communicatiorlseh have demonstrated the
potential for online social interactions to improgelf presentation, relational

maintenance and social binding (Greenhow & Rob2089, p.1133).

2.7 Theoretical Perspectives and Framework

Given the focus of the study on examining whethHe8$ has a place in teaching and

learning, Theory of Technology Acceptance (TAM),edhy of Planned Behavior
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(TPB), Astin’s Involvement, and Motivation theoripsovided theoretical bases for

this study.

This study has an important assumption that utibmaof a technology which is
accepted by students may solve the problems of CBf#d as increasing the
interaction and involvement of out-of classroom\aiés on CMS. Therefore, TAM
and TPB theories are essential to provide bettelergtanding and explanation of

different factors and determinants of acceptingtéitdnology utilization.

Second important element of this study is to idgrhe involvement of students on
course Facebook page. Astin’s involvement theorymigortant to provide deeper
understanding of student involvement on course li@mepage.

Motivation theory is another theory which is one tbe most cited theoretical
frameworks. It is used to clarify whether differenbtivational profiles have central
role in the involvement of out-of classroom actest on course Facebook page.

Moreover, motivation is listed in the major factofsstudents’ achievements.

Analyzing SNSs through these theoretical lensesldharovide valuable description
for the relationship between motivation, achievemewolvement of SNSs, usage of
SNSs and college student learning. In the followsegtions these theories will be

focused.

2.7.1 Technology Acceptance Model (TAM)

Many researches have done to predict and explagm behavior to the new
technology with studied and proposed models ancdoribe for technology
acceptance. Each of these theories has propodsededif factors and determinants
that play important roles in the new technologyizgtion. TAM of Davis (1989) has
been accepted, applied, examined and extendedeasf time most powerful model to
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examine the acceptance of new information technolggmmenwerth, lller, &
Mahler, 2006; Fetscherin & Latteman, 2008; GefersSttaub, 1997; Kultir, 2009;
Lee, Kozar & Larsen, 2003; Rosen and Sherman, 280én & Eder, 2008)

TAM of Davis (1989) analyze why users accept oecep system. According to the
TAM model, the user acceptance of information tetbgy is determined by two

constructs: perceived usefulness (PU), and perdezase and use (PEOU) (Davis,
1989; Lee, Kozar & Larsen, 2003; Quin, Kim, Tan & 2009; Rosen & Sherman,
2006). PEOU and PU are defined in Table 6. Botistracts themselves depend on

design features of the system (Figure 4).

Table 6: Definition of Constructs of TAM Model

Beliefs of TAM Definition
Perceived Usefulness“The degree to which a person believes that using a
(PU) particular system would enhance his/her job peréme”

(Davis, 1989, p. 320)

Perceived Ease of UséThe degree to which the prospective user expéesdrget
(PEOU) system to be free of effort” (Davis, 1989, p. 320)

Davis (1980) figured out the parameters and facddr§AM as in Figure 4 where

arrows represent causal relationships andgaXe the design features. According to
Davis (1980) model users attitude towards usingséesn was hypothesized to be a
major determinant of whether or not user actuaBgsuthe system (technology).

Moreover, attitude towards using is a function bf&d PEOU.
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Technology Acceptance Model (TAM)

X; User Motivation

Perceived

Actual
System Use

Attitude Toward

Using
Perceived / =

Ease of Use

i
i
i
Usefulness i
i
1

X

Design Cognitive Affective Behavioral
Features Response Response Response

Figure 4: Technology Acceptance Model (Davis, 1980, p. 24)

TAM model was extended and adopted by other reBearaelated to the
technologies used in different purposes and arfe@sn 1986 to 2003, process of
TAM was investigated by the study of Lee, Kozar dmaisen (2003) and in this
study, researches (101 articles published by |gagharnals and conferences) done
in this period were examined and grouped into fperiods as introduction,

validation extension and elaboration of TAM (Fig&)e

34



Venkatesh & Davis  Wenkatesh et al.

{2000) {2003)
Madel Elaboration
Straub Gefen et al.
[1994) (2003)
Adams et al. Davis & Venkatesh
119%2) [1995)
Maodel Valldation
Davis Tayler and Todd
(1986) (1933)
Maodel Inerunllnn

1986 1990 1995 2000 2003

Figure 5: Chronological Process of TAM (Lee, Kozar & Lars2@03 p. 755)

Davis (1989) suggested that numbers of externahbias related to the design of
features, should be examined and introduced intMT®uin, Kim, Tan and Hsu
(2009) investigated the determinants of user aeoept of SNSs with the external

variables privacy concern and social influence ihdM.

Lai and Li (2005) applied TAM in the context of émbhet baking acceptance. Their
findings stated that TAM was invariant to gendge and IT competency in Internet
baking acceptance. Another research that adopted Abetter analyze the socio-
organizational-technical factors that influenceddoption was Ammenwerth, lller,
and Mahler (2006). According to Ammenwerth, lllend Mahler (2006) existing
framework of TAM was failed to include an importdattor, the interaction between

user and task, which is important in clinical inf@tion systems adoption.
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Another extended TAM was constructed in Fetschand Lattemann (2008) study
to observe the factors influencing user intentiod acceptance of Virtual Worlds.
By means of survey data with 249 users from Setdfedtheir study results showed
that traditional models of TAM have to take comnyractors into account in the

context of Virtual Worlds.

Factors of educational information technology métion has also been investigated
and discussed in educational context to examirtepdace and modify TAM in
teaching and learning processes such as Huangaoédhai (2008). Huang, Yoo
and Choi (2008) investigated the relationship betwiearning styles and utilization
level of Web2.0 applications (Blog, WIKI, online gal community/Facebook,
online video sharing/YouTube, online video & audionference/Skype, social
virtual environment/Second Life) among college stud by using TAM. Their
results showed that the students with differentnieg styles perceive and utilize
Web 2.0 applications differently. They stated thiiire studies should promote such
relationship and create customizable Web 2.0 legrmnvironment guideline to

address different learning needs.

Another study that examined factors for utilizatioof information and
communication technology (ICT) in Turkey was cortédcby Usluel, Akar and Ba
(2008). They examined the relationship between 1&Cllities, perceived attributes,
and ICT usage for higher education. The study tesallicated that there was a

positive effect between ICT facilities and perceiadtributes.

Lee et al.’s study (2003) examined students’ atdtutoward using the technology by
utilizing TAM. Their study showed that initial exgtation of students affected by the
perceptions of, attitude toward and use of theesystMoreover, in the social

network analysis, their results demonstrated thatlemt's attitude change was

significantly influenced by other students’ attisuchange.
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Mazman and Usluel (2009) examined the SNSs diffusio educational field.
According to their study results, social factorgrqeived ease of use, perceived
usefulness and innovativeness were constructs &f T#at effect adoption process
of Facebook in education.

According to Sledgianowski and Kulviwat (2008),antion to use a technology,
proposed by TAM, is significantly influenced by thser’s beliefs of PEOU and PU
of the technology such as SNSs. Moreover, theidystwhich showed that

playfulness was the strongest factor to use SNSeofsistent with Rosen and
Sherman (2006) study. Rosen and Sherman (2006pgedpa new research model
for acceptance of social networking websites (hedwmriormation systems). Similar

to Rosen and Sherman’s (2006) study, Shen and £¢2008) study proposed a
research model based on the TAM and extended fastmh as perceived enjoyment

of participating in the virtual world.

Different than the studies that examined the factor TAM, Kiraz and Ozdemir
(2006) pointed that existence of technology dodsasseure its usage in educational
purposes. They emphasized that all models of tdobgpacceptance were focused
on technology related factors. As a result, theyi$ed on educational ideologies that
might have different effects on technology accegtan

According to literature, that used extended or redimodel of TAM, PEOU and
PU are the most common construct variables for neldgy adoption and
acceptance.

2.7.2 Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB)

TPB was proposed in 1991 by Ajzen to predict aetgrof intensions and behaviors
(Teo, 2010). TPB is an extension of theory of reasicactions (TRA). According to
TPB, an individual’'s behavior can be explained hg/ler behavioral intention

influenced by attitude toward the behavior (ATUubgctive norms (SN) and
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perceived behavioral contrcFigure 6 demonstrates tis¢ructural diagram of TP

The intention is the most important and powerf@dictor of behavio(Teo, 2010).

— Attitudes
Toward
Behavior

|

Subjective
Norm

> Intention > Behavior

Perceived
Behavioral
Control

Figure 6: Theory of Planned Behavior (Arjen, 1991 p. ]

The intention construct is the fundamental to THBilar to the TRA. SN, the la:
construct added to TRA, is the weakest predictantntion (Armitage ¢ Conner,
2001) while facilitating conditions (FC is a key factors influencing the use

instructional technologies in teaching (Groves, &m&l, 200C.

Ajzen (2002) stated thaehavior of a person is guided bghavioral, normative ar
control beliefs.Behavioral beliefs, the likely outcomes of the baba and the
evaluation of these outcomehave a positive or negativMepact on the attitude
toward the behavior while normative beliebring about subjective non and

control beliefs produce perceivbehavioral control.
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According to Cook, Moore and Steel (2005), TPB banconsidered as successful
model of attitude-behavior relationship due to ibibf predicting and explaining
human behavior. Some of the researches pointethauT AM neglects some factors
that may be important predictors of informationhtealogy and system utilization
(Luarn P. & Lin H., 2005). Table 7 shows the adufiil constructs of TPB to TAM.

Table 7: Definition of Constructs of TPB Model

Beliefs of TPB Definition

Attitude Towards Use “One’s positive or negative feelings about perfargi

(ATU) a behavior such as using technology” (Teo, 2018) p.

Facilitating Conditions “Factors in the environment that shape a person’s

(FO) perception of ease or difficult of performing aktas
(Teo, 2010, p. 5)

Subjective Norm “A person’s perception that most people who are

(SN) important to him or her think he should or shoubd n

perform the behavior ” (Teo, 2010, p. 4)

Behavioral Intention to Use“The function of three determinants: attitude,
(BIU) subjective norms and perceived behavioral control”
(Lee & Tsai, 2010 p. 603)

Mathieson (1991) stated three main differences éetvd AM and TBP as
1. Degree of generalityTPB employs specific beliefs to each situation. &8s
result, TAM is easier to apply diverse user conteah TBP.
2. Absence of Social Variable in TAMPB explicitly include social variables
while  TAM does not. According to Davis (1989) sdciaorms are
independent outcomes.

3. Treat Behavioral Control Differently
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2.7.3 Involvement Theory

Understanding the factors that contribute acadesumress is essential to design
more effective learning environments. One of th@anmant factors that determine

the academic success of learner is the level aflwevmnent in academic activities.

Astin’s (1999, p. 519) Involvement Theory can g@&othe main five basic postulate
as:

1. Involvement requires physical and psychologicalrgynieinvolvement refers
to the investment of physical and psychologicakgpén various objects;

2. Involvement occurs along a continuuRegardless of its object, involvement
occurs along a continuum — that is different st’ldemanifest different
degrees of involvement in a given object, and thmes student manifests
different degrees of involvement in different oligeat different times;

3. Involvement has both quantitative and qualitatieatdires: Involvement is
based on both quality (whether the students reded comprehend reading
assignment or simply stare at the textbook) andigyaghow many hours the
students spend studying) of degrees of commitment;

4. Development is proportional to quantity and qualdf involvement:The
amount of student learning and development assatiaith any educational
program is directly proportional to the quality amgiantity of student
involvement in that program;

5. Educational effectiveness is related to capacitintvease involvemenihe
effectiveness of any educational policy or pracigelirectly related to the

capacity of that policy or practice to increasalstut involvement.

Active participation of student in learning procésemphasized by Astin’s theory of

involvement (Astin, 1999). According to the Astirtlseory, student characteristics

such as gender, academic preparation should beimxéno see if there is a

relationship between the students’ characteristiath the different forms of

involvement. Moreover, Astin wants researchers xangne if specific type of
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involvement produces different outcomes for differéypes of students. Theus
(2009) investigated the relationship between stutiankground characteristics and
involvement in college activities, especially theskated with technology, contribute
to their academic growth and development in geregtatation and use of computers
at community colleges. Theus (2009) stated thadlestu characteristics have an

impact on their levels of involvement.

Astin’s (1999) Theory of Student Involvement hasmesed in a variety of ways to
frame educational researches. Based on a frametwatkuses the Astin’s theory of
involvement, Heiberger and Harper (2008) exploradent and potential uses of
Facebook to increase college student involvemeeibaiger and Harper (2008)
pointed out that Facebook is a vehicle for achigvthe goal of maximizing

communication with college students, student aftaff.

Astin’'s Theory of Involvement is also employed byrH (2008) to examine the
relationship between online social networking (sashFacebook) and academic and
social integration and intentions to re-enroll fimst-year freshmen residential
students at Middle University. The participants Kdrd (2008) study were 696
residential first year students. Kord (2008) stdtet online social networking was a

negative influence on the student academic expsgien

Another educational research that used Astin’s mheb Involvement to frame the
study was Flowers (2004) with the aim of invesiiggtthe extent to which student
involvement experiences impacted education outcofoedAfrican Americans in

college. The result of this study showed that botkclass and out-of class
experiences positively impacted development of oafni Americans student in

college.

According to Astin’s Theory, student’s engagindg-acebook can be considered as a
form of involvement. In this research, Facebook wsead as a medium for achieving

the goal of maximizing both interaction and comneation of F2F courses and the
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amount of time and effort spend on Facebook forrsmuelated activities were
described and measured as a component of Facelibpétion by considering the
Astin’s notion of involvement (Figure 1). Astin’duglent Involvement Theory serves

as the bridge in connecting SNSs involvement aadhiag in F2F courses.

2.7.4 Motivation Theory

A large and growing body of literature in both agauic and practitioner journals has
been inspired by the concept of motivation. Althougotivation can basically be
defined as a desire to achieve a goal, following list of such definitions:
“Motivation is the forces that account for the asaly selection, direction, and
continuation of behavior.” (Li & Pan, 2009, p. 123)
“Motivation is the performance of an activity.” (@.eLim & Lai, 1999, p. 26).

“Motivation is defined as an academic enabler.”nfienbrink & Pintrich,
2002, p. 313).

“Motivation is the process whereby goal-directedivaty is instigated and
sustained.” (Pintrich & Schunk, 1996, p. 4).

“The Latin root of the word “motivation” means “tmove”; hence, in this
basic sense the study of motivation is the studgotibn. Modern theories of
motivation focus more specifically on the relatmfrbeliefs, values, and goals
with action.” (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002, p.110).

Pintrich P. (2003) stated that the student motwafppears as the central research
subject in the content of learning and educatianand Pan (2009) conducted a
survey to reveal the relationship between motivadaod achievement. The result of
their study showed that interest plays an importatg and high achievers, having
greater integrative motivation than lower ones,ehavstrong sense of achievement.
Furthermore, Li and Pan (2009) stated that instnielanotivation influences both

high and low achiever.
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Brookhart and Durkin (2003) emphasized the impagaof student motivation and
learning variables in the cognitive psychologyrhtere since these variables may
operate differently for each classroom assessmieoe to the importance of
motivation in education, researchers focused ondinelopment and use of new
instructional interventions and innovative techigidal tools to deal with student’s
motivation problems. Furthermore, Mazer, Murphy &@ichond (2007) stated that
using Facebook is perceived by students as an pittienfoster positive relationship
with them. As a result, using Facebook may havatipeseffects on important
learning outcomes by increasing the student matingiMazer, Murphy & Simond,
2007).

Aydin, Uzuntiryaki and Demirdéen (2011) examined the relationship between
motivational and cognitive strategies. Their stuelsults showed that task value was
a positive and important predictor of learning &gees. This means that if a student
believes that the course material is importantn thihe has a tendency to use more

learning strategies.

Mayer (2007) summarized four views of motivatioattiare related to the academic
achievement as motivation based on
Interest: Students work hard when they believe in the imgrare of learning
Self-efficacy:Students work hard when they recognize themselsesapable
of doing well.
Attribution: Students work hard when they consider that wéart will pay
off.
Achievement goalsStudents work hard when their goal is to undetsthe

material.

Meece, Anderman and Anderman (2006) pointed ouintip@rtance of influence of
classroom environments not only on students’ ac@&eengagement and

achievement, but also on their motivation and tkelf-perceptions. In their study,
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they used the achievement goal framework for exemgithe influence of different

classroom and school environments on children’ldgvnent as learners.

Study of Dawson, Macfadyen and Lockyer (2009) destrated that a student’s
motivation for learning explained in terms of stotepreferred achievement
orientation. According to Dawson, Macfadyen and Kyer (2009), educators can
better identify the underlying motivations drivirsgudent participation in learning
process by understanding student’s achievementtatien. Similar to Dawson,
Macfadyen and Lockyer (2009) study, Maehr and Magigl1991) study employed
goal orientation theory. Their study suggested Hiosvschool can be redesigned to

enhance student motivation and learning by the betwal theory.

Another research that examined the relationshipvdet students’ motivation and
achievement was Bruinsma (2004). The expectediopsdtip was found between
students’ expectancy, values and the deep infoomgirocessing approach, which
did not affect students’ academic achievement.

According to Ajjan and Hartshorne (2008) SNSs cdigdused to establish academic
connections, to increase and encourage motivatmoperation, and collaboration in

F2F courses in higher education.

2.8 Summary of Literature Review

The purpose of literature chapter is to supply @bkground information to explain
current research and theoretical background fosement research regarding this
thesis subject. The first part of this literatureview chapter has provided an
overview of existing literature related to SNSsluding specific information on
utilization of students. The second part has sedploutline history of the
development of Facebook from its creation in 2004oday by including statistics
and research related use of Facebook in educdtiord section of literature review

chapter has presented literature on technology S8s use of college students.
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Fourth part has presented literature on SNS inadc Fifth section has supplied
uses of LMS and CMS and their limitations. Literatvelated to computer mediated
communication was presented as sixth part of ttegalure review. Final part of
literature review has explained theories that costthe theoretical framework of
the study. This summary of literature review chagtias been organized around

according to the themes mentioned in the sectibhiteature review chapter.

Web 2.0 technologies such as blogs, wikis, SNSowages more active user
involvement. SNSs, that can be used to communieéte friends, colleagues and
family (Ajjan & Hartshorne, 2008; Boyd & Ellison0R7), are used for sharing and
uploading photos, videos and links. Facebook, dnine most popular SNSs with
over 750 million active users in July 2011 (Cha@®&; Harris & Rea, 2009; Santos,
Hammond, Durli & Chou, 2009), was designed in 209Mark Zuberburg (Boyd &
Ellison, 2008; Kord, 2008). College students, nmarewledgeable than many faculty
members, have grown up using Facebook. As a regkelte are numerous numbers
of researches that studied how and when Faceboskisetd by college students. The
limited researches were done to understand therfaof utilization of Facebook in
teaching and learning. However, academicians haterested in evaluating its

challenges and opportunities to both teaching aarhing.

CMSs have been considered as important softwarkedibr colleges and universities
to support teaching and learning processes in kRffses. Most used features of
CMSs are publishing syllabus, and providing softycof lecture notes or readings
while the communicative and interactive featuresl &mols of CMS are mostly
unused (Kvavik et al. 2004; Morgan, 2003; Yueh &uH2008). Nowadays, Moodle
which has become one of the most used CMSs hasletnipatures for educational
use by including educators in developer team. Rasatures pointed out that there
are some factors that influence the use of CMS tmate factors should be
researched to cope with the barriers limiting CM® and to increase and establish
active student involvements. Brady, Holcomb andtBr{2010) declared that SNSs

are user centered and have the potential to inereasdent engagement by its
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communication and networking capacity. TherefoldSS can be employed to solve
the problems of CMSs.

According to Romiszowski and Mason (2004), compuatediated communication
effectively supports constructivist theory due topdasis on access to resources and
extent of collaboration between students promotewugh the utilization of
discussion boards. Vygotksy’'s social constructivisamd computer-mediated
communication have been examined to understan@\waddate the potential benefits
of peer collaborations in SNS. However, furtherdsta to discover dynamics of
SNSs utilization on learning and as a mean of cderpuediated communications

are needed.

TAM and TPB used to predict and explain user bedraa the new technology with
proposed different factors and determinants thay pmportant roles in the new
technology utilization. The factors of utilizatiah new educational technologies has
been investigated and discussed in educationakxbnthe relationship between
utilization of Web 2.0 applications and learningyles was investigated among
college students by using TAM and the results o&mty Yoo and Choi (2008) stated
that further studies should be made to promote @pdte customizable Web 2.0
learning environments guideline to address diffefearning needs. Moreover, in
social network analysis, employing TAM, Lee etstudy’s (2003) results showed
that student’s attitude significantly affected leit friends attitude. According to
literature, PU and PEU are the most common cortstragables for technology
adoption and acceptance. Understanding the detamtsiof utilization of SNSs such
as Facebook will be important to predict and expldie role of SNSs in both

teaching and learning processes.

Similar to understanding utilization factors of négchnology, understanding the
factors contributing academic success is impot@amtesign more effective learning
environments. One of the most important factoremeining the academic success

of learners is defined as the level of involvemardcademic activities as declared in
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Astin’'s theory of involvement. According to Astinhdory of involvement,
researchers should examine if specific type of Ivement produces different
outcomes for students with different charactemsstidlowadays, by employing
Astin’s theory of student involvement, educatiomakearchers investigate and
explore the ways of assessing different forms @blwements such as involvement
in SNSs. Heiberg and Harper (2008) have explorecentiand potential utilization
of Facebook to increase college involvement ofegdl students. In their study,
Facebook is pointed as a vehicle for achieving th@al of maximizing
communication between students and student affatedf. Astin’'s Student
Involvement Theory serves as the bridge in conngc®NSs involvement and

learning in F2F courses.

According to Printrich (2003), the student motieatiappears the critical research
topic in the context of learning and education. e@o the importance of motivation
in education, researchers focused on the developamehuse of new instructional
interventions and innovative technological toolsleal with motivation problems of
students. Using Facebook may have positive effattsnportant learning outcomes
by increasing the student motivation (Mazer, Murghgimond, 2007). According
to the results of Ajjan and Hartshorne (2008) siu8IMSs could be employed to set
up connections, to raise and encourage studentvatiot, cooperation, and

collaboration in F2F courses in higher education.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

This chapter includes the purpose and researchigne®f the study, the design of
the study, the research participants, the procedsee in the study, data collection
and instruments, data collection, data collectiootess, validity and reliability, data

analysis, role of the researcher, assumptionsiaathfthe limitations.

3.1 Purpose and Research Questions

The purpose of this research was to investigatestidents’ SNSs involvement or
SNSs utilization, the students’ SNSs involvementdsents’ involvement of
Facebook as CMS in face-to-face course, studentsemance of Facebook,
students’ motivations, students’ achievements, ted relationships at a private

university in Ankara. The research questions giiithe study were:

RQ1. What are the students’ Facebook acceptance andecbacebook involvement

levels?

RQ2. Is there a relationship between students’ Faceboo&ptance (perceived ease
of use, perceived usefulness, attitudes toward sseial norm, and behavioral

intention to use) and student involvement in coufseebook page (time spent,
number/type/depth of the posts)?
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RQ3. Is there a relationship between students’ motveti profiles (self-efficacy,
intrinsic goal orientation, extrinsic goal orientet and task value) and student

involvement in course Facebook page (time spembew/type/depth of the posts)?

RQ4. Is there a significant relationship between stisleachievement (course
grade and CGPA) and course Facebook involvemene (pent, number/type/depth
of the posts)?

RQ5. Is there a significant relationship between Faok&hovolvement (time spent)

and Course Facebook involvement (time spent))?

RQ6. How do students compare Facebook, course Faceiammkand Moodle?
6.1 How do students compare Facebook and course Falcepage
utilization?

6.2 How do students compare course Facebook page aodI®lin face-to-
face (F2F) course?

3.2 Design of The Study

This study is an action research with mixed desiggthodology, in which both
guantitative and qualitative approaches were engolognd combined into the
research methodology of a single study (Tashal&dreddlie, 1998).

Action research is a type of research performedptactitioners into their own
practices to solve problems and to improve theacpeces (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007;
Corey, 1954; Kemmis, 2007; Mckay & Marshall, 200R).this dissertation, action
research approach was applied to collect and amaihyz data. The researcher was an
insider in this research. She has been an instratt€TIS department of Bilkent
University since 1997. She has used different CMi&sh as Moodle, Blackboard,
and METU Online in lectures both as a student andirstructor. From her
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experiences with CMSs, she believed that existifdSE€ are not accepted by
students, and they are not used effectively aretagtively in daily life of students.
Therefore, to solve problems such as lack of comaation and interaction, she
started to use Facebook as CMSs in her F2F couvkesover, the researcher aims
to gain further insights and generate knowledgetiiization of SNSs for educational

purposes.

According to Mckay and Marshall (2002), there ave tvays of approaching action
research. Figure 7 presents the approach usedsisttidy which is declared as the
accepted way of approaching action research in Wekal Marshall (2002). In this

approach, the possibility of finding solution foresal world problem situation might

initiate and form research interest and researd@stgpns. Through informed action
and reflection, suitable problem solving and reseaesults are reached (Mckay &
Marshall, 2002).

Opportunity
to do AR

AR intervention
guided by conceptual

Research Interest /
Research Questions

framework
REFLECTION i
v
New insights about Problem situation
research intere improved

Figure 7: Approach to Action Research (Mckay & Marshall, 2@0223)
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Action research is an iterative process that isy@ecof problem identification,
diagnosis, planning intervention and evaluatiothefresults of action (Avison, Lau,
Myers & Nielsen, 1999; Brydon-Miller, Greenwood, Maguire, 2003; Cassel &
Johnson, 2006). In the first utilization of CM8%e researcher used Facebook group
as CSM in CTIS 154 — Discrete Mathematics Il couks@wever, in this utilization,
she saw that Facebook groups did not behave Ik&cabook friend. The wall posts
of groups did not appear on the members’ home pHge.was a barrier to increase
communication between the students since there a@raotifications of activities
done on Facebook group. Students should enter dovebBok group to see the

activities which is similar to the cases in CMSs.

In the second iteration, pilot of the study, reskar employed Facebook page as
CMS in CTIS 488 — Data Analysis course to solvel#oi of notification problem of
the first iteration. Other activities such as sh@rvideo, discussing, adding events,
etc were same with the previous utilization. Thaalcstudy was similar with the
pilot study.

For further iteration, the researcher continuesitibze Facebook as CMS in the
courses she instructed. The differences of thization are

1. Continuation of Utilization:Researcher continues to use previous semester
Facebook page for the courses to see continuatiotheo utilization of
previous semester students and the interactioneegtwprevious semester

students with the new students.

2. Integration of Facebook page with MoodIResearcher continues to use
integration of Moodle and Facebook page to sohesgmtation problem of
resources. Moodle can be used for sharing resoumcas organized way,
whereas Facebook can be used particularly to stpgmnmunication,

interaction and social activities.
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The main reason to employ mixed method approadh take advantages of both
guantitative and qualitative research methods aatgrto the situations and the
needs. Table 8 lists some other reasons for uigiboth quantitative and qualitative

research method in this study.

Table 8: Reasons for Used Research Method

Research Method Reason for Using

Quantitative - To describe briefly the data collected from quesiaires
descriptively that is important to understand gation of
SNSs, Facebook involvement and course Facebook
involvement.
To answer the research question with quantitaggearch
method.

Qualitative - To give details of quantitative results.
Some of the research questions cannot be answétted w
guantitative research methods.
According to McMillan and Schumacher (1993), qasiite
designs are most dominantly used
- in explanatory research
- when little documentation is available and
maintained to describe and analyze a situation or
event.

Creswell and Plano-Clark (2006) classified mixedthnd designs into four major
types as

1. Triangulation designs,

2. Embedded designs,

3. Explanatory designs, and

4

. Exploratory designs.

The research study employed both triangulation explanatory method type of
mixed method design according to the research igumsst
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The results of different forms of data collectioerer interpreted together. This type
of mixed method design, in which quantitative datad quantitative data are
analyzed separately and the results of quantitasind qualitative findings are

compared and combined for validation, is calledresgulation type (Creswell &

Plano-Clark, 2006).

To deeply explain the result of quantitative dazglitative data were collected after

gathering quantitative data. This type of mixedhodtdesign, in which quantitative

data is more emphasized than qualitative datalieccas explanatory type (Table 9).

Table 9: Definitions of the Employed Mixed Method Design

Method Definition

Triangulation  The results of quantitative and oia#ive forms of data collections
are interpreted together to validate and compaaatifative findings
with qualitative ones (Plano-Clark, Huddleston-Gas&hurchill,
Green, and Garrett, 2008).

Explanatory  Used qualitative data to expand oexmtain findings of quantitative

data.

Creswell & Plano-Clark (2006) listed the convergenenodel, the data
transformation model, the validating quantitatis@admodel and multilevel model as

the four variants of triangulation design.

The researcher collected and analyzed quantitatidequalitative data separately on

the same phenomenon and then the different resudiee converged during

interpretations to compare result and to validtesonfirm quantitative results with

gualitative finding. Moreover, in the analysis cépdh of post, the qualitative data

were transformed into quantitative type by usingieg scheme. These quantified

post scores were then analyzed with quantitative, desing correlations to identify
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the relationsAs a result, n this study researcher employed both the conver

model and the data trsform model of triangulation model.

The convergence model and the data transform naddelangulationdesigns were
figured on Creswell and Plano Clark’s (2006) aBigure8.

QUAN QUAN 9
data data QUAN
collection analysis results
Compare
and Interpretation
Contrast QUAN + QUAL
QUAL QUAL }
data data QUAL
collection analysis results
a. Convergence Mod
QUAN
data QUAN data analysis
collection

S

Compare and

Interrelate two Interpretation

QUAN data sets RN + QUAL
QUAL QUAL Transform
data data QUAL data
collection analysis into quan data

b. Data Transformation Model (Transforming Qual data iQuan

Figure 8: Triangulation Design (Creswell & Pla-Clark, 2006 pp. €-64)
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3.3 Participants of the Study

In this study, convenience sampling was used. d&hfnen students enrolled in the
study. CTIS 163 (Discrete Mathematics) and CTIS 18ftroduction to
Programming) courses were selected for the stuldg.study was conducted in CTIS

department of a private university in Ankara, Tyrke

The department is a four year education prograrh ghepares individuals to the
software industry and aims to provide its studenfgomising career by providing
high level education of information, computer aldnenunication technologies. The
courses in the current curriculum can be groupéa fmlowing categories (Number
of courses in that category): Information Technglagd Information Systems (17),
Analytical Thinking and Problem Solving (3), Managent (3), Communication-
Research Analysis Skills and Technical Electived.(The department currently has
about 400 students, employs 15 instructors andsistaats. Most of the faculty

members are using Moodle to support F2F courses.

CTIS 151 course has 8 hours per week: 4 lectureé,Zatab hours. The subjects
covered in the course are: Syntax and semanticprojramming languages.
Programming style. Program debugging and testingta Drepresentation, simple
arithmetic expressions, decision and control statem Arrays. Introduction to
standard libraries, structured and modular programgriechnique will be introduced
along with the usage of C language. During spri@f12 35 students of CTIS 151
enrolled in the study. CTIS 151 was three sectmmspring 2011 and only one of
the sections was instructed by the researcher.

CTIS163 is a 4 hours lecture per week course.duges on the construction and
computation of objects. As an introductory discretathematics course it covers:
Logic and proof, graph theory, Boolean algebraoiheof trees, combinational

circuits, automata theory, grammars and langu&festudents from CTIS 163 were
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involved in the study. CTIS 153 was two sectionsspring 2011 and all sections

were instructed by the researcher.

These courses were conveniently selected. Therggidere given 5% participation
grade in each course. In CTIS 151 participatiompeias given based otlass
participation, while in CTIS 163 it was given based thre course Facebook page

involvement.

Table 10 presents the demographics information tatheuparticipants. The subjects
of this study consisted of 42 freshman student€TS during spring 2011. 35
(83.33%) of the participants took CTIS 151 while (89.05%) of them took CTIS
163. Among the 42 students included in the stu@y(52.38%) of them took both
CTIS163 and CTIS151 courses. 13 (30.95%) of themk tmly CTIS151, while 7
(16.67%) of them took only CTIS163. Figure 9 presethe distribution of
participants according to the courses.

Table 10: Demographics and Distributions According to the Sea

Number of Students Range
Enrolled Courses Female Male Total Age Egrr;;lifsd
Only CTIS 151 154% 84.62% 13 20 - 28 10-25
2) (11)
Only CTIS 163 14.3% 85.71% 7 19 -22 8-22

) (6)
Both CTIS 151 & CTIS 163  9.1% 90.91% 22  19-25 12-23

(2) (20)
Total 11.9% 88.1% 42 19-28  8-25
() 37)
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CTIS 163 CTIS 151

Figure 9: Participants’ Course Enroliments

Interview Participants
Table 11 presents the distribution details of wieawees according to the courses
taken. Among 42 students, 12 students who haverdiit achievements (course total
grade out of 100) levels, and motivations (selfeaffy, intrinsic goal orientation,
extrinsic goal orientation and task value) to thmirse were selected through
maximum variation sampling. The aim of using maximvariation was to
sample heterogeneity.
maximize diversity relevant to students’ achievemdsvels, students’
motivation to the courses and students involvememtscourse Facebook
page.
have representative sample.

Table 11:Distribution of Interviewees According to Courseskén

Enrolled Courses Number of Interviewee
Only CTIS 163 3

Only CTIS 151 3

Both CTIS 151 and CTIS 163 6

Total 12
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Table 12 and Table 13 show the motivation and aehient levels of interview

participants according to the courses taken.

Table 12: Motivation and Achievement Levels of Interviewear<JTIS 151

Interview Motivation Achievement

Participants SE INT EX Task Course Grade GPA  CGPA
R2 413 425 6.00 5.83 C- 2.19 2.13
R4 6.50 7.00 4.75 7.00 C 2.32 2.16
RS 2.88 6.50 5.00 5.17 F 1.77 1.77
R6 5.00 6.00 6.50 5.67 F 0.86 1.42
R7 150 3.25 7.00 3.17 FX 0.80 1.13
R8 1.00 1.00 7.00 1.00 F 1.02 1.59
R9 700 525 325 7.00 B 2.99 2.99
R11 513 550 6.25 4.67 D 1.03 1.58
R12 538 5.75 6.00 6.00 F 1.78 2.20

Table 13: Motivation and Achievement Levels of Interviewer<aTIS 163

Interview Motivation Achievement

Participants SE INT EX Task Course Grade GPA  CGPA
R1 6.13 6.25 6.00 6.33 A 2.43 241
R3 6.63 4.00 6.00 5.00 D+ 1.45 1.95
R4 588 6.25 5.75 6.00 B 2.32 2.16
R5 563 575 450 6.67 C+ 1.77 1.77
R6 3.13 3.75 6.25 250 D 0.86 1.42
R7 3.88 5.00 7.00 4.17 F 0.80 1.13
R8 6.25 7.00 7.00 7.00 C- 1.02 1.59
R9 563 3.75 1.00 7.00 B+ 2.99 2.99
R10 413 500 7.00 5.33 B 3.00 2.94
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Figure 10 shows the distribution of participantshi@vement, total grade according
to the course. Red data points are the interviestedients.
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Figure 11 illustrates the distribution of partianpsl self-efficacy scores according to

the course. Red data points are the interviewetksts.
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Figure 12 demonstrates the distribution of paréinig’ intrinsic motivation scores
according to the course. Red data points are teeviewed students.
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Figure 13 presents the distribution of participarggtrinsic motivation scores
according to the course. Red data points are teeviewed students.
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Figure 14 shows the distribution of participan&sk value scores according to the

course. Red data points are the interviewed stadent
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3.4 Procedures of the Study

Major phases of the study consist of quantitatimd gqualitative phases. The data
collection phases of the study can be divided agnbéng, during and after the
study. Phases of the data collection procedureprasented in Table 14.

Table 14:Data Collection Procedures of the Study

Phase of the Study  Data Collection Procedures

Beginning - Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire

During - Facebook Utilization
0 Sharing resources (video & documents) on the
wall course Facebook page
o Opening discussions
0 Announcing events
Demographic Information and Facebook Acceptance
Questionnaire
Involvement Questionnaire

End - Interview
Facebook Logs
0 number of likes,
o number of discussion posts,
0 number of comments
o depth of discussion posts

Both quantitative and qualitative phases of thelyitan be divided in minor phases
that researcher followed. Figure 15 presents the fine for the procedures of the
study.
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3.5 Human Subject Ethics

Before starting to collect data, the researchediegpgo the Research Center for
Applied Ethics (RCAE) to get permission for the sfi@nnaires, interview questions
and the informed consent document (Appendix A) frboman subject ethics

committee.

With the approval of human subject ethics commif&ependix B — Form 1), the
researcher visited the CTIS department chair atairedd verbal permissions for the
data collection procedure while giving brief detaglbout the study. The researcher
also applied and obtained the official permissibthe CTIS Department (Appendix
B — Form 2). In addition to both human subject ethcommittee and CTIS
department permissions, the researcher also appti@@btained the approval for the

provost office of Bilkent University (Appendix BForm 3).

3.6 Utilization of Facebook as CMS

Facebook was used as CMS in two courses, CTIS D@3CIIS 151. Course
Facebook pages were created before thieolir of semester, spring 2011. First day
of each section, the tentative outline (AppendixoG)he courses was distributed. In
the outline, the name of the course Facebook page specified. During the
introduction of the lecture, information relatedth@ course Facebook page and aim
of utilization of course Facebook page as CMS wexplained to the students.
Students were informed that being a member of tmge pdoes not mean being a
friend with the instructor. In the following two wks, students were reminded that
they should enroll to the course Facebook pageltovw the activities done outside

of the classroom.

Features used in course Facebook pages were
info,

Notification
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wall,
event and

discussion features.

Info page
The info page of the course Facebook pages werstroated when the course
Facebook pages were created. Figure 16 showshthgage of course Facebook

pages in which description of courses were pulditiz

I Eile Edit View Favorites Tools Help

77 Favorites  © 5i5 (@ Bilkent University @& Suggested Sites » @ Upgrade Your Browser v (& corporate-governance_tc...

|Springlﬂll'. CTIS 163 Discrete Mathematics | | & > > [ @ * Page~ Safety~> Tools= @v 2

facebook

Spring 2011: CTIS 163 Discrete Mathematics
Education *  # Edit Info
Spring Z"I]= 11 Mary 2011, Wednete
(T IS ] 63 12 My 2011, Thursday = :

. . 12 May 2011, Thuriday |
Discrete Mathematics [12 oy 2013, Thurscay 2
| - 13 Mary 2011 Fridary 10

B wal

| 13 My 2011, Friday 11 &
Hidden Posts Basic Information

[T Info

. i Description CTIS 163-Discrete Mathematics is a course given by Computer
&, Friend Activity (1+) Technology and Information Systems Department of Bilkent University.
E Discussions Designed as an introductory course in discrete mathematics, it serves a
variety of majors, induding mathematics, and computer science.
Photos

Events 1% Chat (18)
4 | 3

€ Internet | Protected Mode: On | i | v| #100% -

(a) Info page of CTIS 163
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(b) Info page of CTIS 151

Figure 16: Info Page of both CTIS 163 and CTIS 151 Facebo@ePa

Notification

As an instructor, | entered course Facebook page than once a day, at least two
times, in the morning and evening to follow studérdctivities on the course
Facebook page and gave them feedback if necesSargetimes, mostly in the
evening some of my students asked questions retatédde course by using chat
screen of Facebook. Notifications of Facebook werg helpful to follow the things
done on course Facebook page. Except the discupesis, for all other activities
done in the course Facebook page, members of thessecd-acebook page had
notification. Figure 17 presents an example nattfan.
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(a) Closed unread Notificati

Student M and Student K

(b) Open -Viewed Noaotificatior

Figure 17: Notification of Facebook pag
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Wall

As an instructor, aim of using Facebook is to iasee students’ interest to the
subjects and make them more active outside of ldmsiwom. Therefore, | shared
interesting resources; mostly videos on the wallteel to subject especially in the
beginning of the semester and when interactivityhenpage decreased. The Wall of
course Facebook pages was used to share resomgtemaouncements. Example

sharing can be seen in Figure 18.

Student A

Student B

(a) Example of Shared Videos by Students from tredl \&f CTIS 163 Facebook
page
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(b) Example Announcement from the Wall of CTIS Fé®ebook page

(c) Example of Shared pdf Document from the WalCallS 163 Facebook page

Figure 18: Example of Wall Sharing’s

Events

Events of course Facebook page was used to annaxaras. Notifications of
events were helpful for the members to remind #@redetails. Figure 19 shows the
past events of the CTIS 163.
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Student C, Student D

Student D

Figure 19: Event page of CTIS 163 Facebook page

Discussions

Discussion application was uploaded on the pagdsréodghe beginning of the
semester. Discussion subject related to the chaypds published on the course
Facebook page at the end of each chapter. Fromsdisn board of the page you can
see the information of both discussion and latest pn the discussion page. Figure

20 presents the discussion board of course Facegisgek
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Figure 20: Discussion Board of CTIS 151 Facebook page

In Introduction to Programming course, there werdigeussion topics, 4 of them
initiated by instructor and one of them was inéthby a student. However, In CTIS
163 — Discrete Mathematics course, there were Ai@gpsix of them initiated by the

instructor.

Students in both courses were informed about thgevaf involving in discussion
posts. Unlike CTIS 151, in CTIS 163 students wemara of having bonus from
involving discussions. Moreover, in both coursestfexams, there were questions
that can be solved if the discussion questions vem®vered. After exams, this
situation was explained and emphasized in the rdestuvhen solving the exam

guestions.

During the online discussion, the instructors exadithe students’ post and if there
were some misunderstandings or some special ssbjgentioned related to the
course content, instructor asked questions to ghelstudents to see incorrect points
or to lead students to discuss or judge their pb&tireover, the aim of the
instructors’ questions was to discuss the relatmgrse subject by the relating the

subjects of the course and to open a new, relasedssion.
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Figure 21 presents an example one of the discusgimstion and some of the

students’ responses.

Student E

Student F

Student G

Figure 21: Discussion page of CTIS 151 Facebook page
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3.7 Data Collection and Instruments

In this study data were collected through both ¢jtetive and qualitative methods.

3.7.1 Quantitative Data Collection and Instruments

Quantitative data collection instruments are Mdeda Strategies for Learning
qguestionnaire (MSLQ), Demographic Information andcdébook Acceptance
guestionnaire, Involvement questionnaire, and @ufacebook logs. Table 15

presents details of the questionnaires used iguhatitative part of the study.

Table 15: Quantitative Part Instrument Details

Questionnaires Quantitative Data Adopted From If; r?wfs
MSLQ Motivation Sungur (2004) 26
Demographic Info. Deémographic Information Kord (2008) & Kltir (2009 7

& Facebook ACCp. Facebook Acceptance Teo (2010) 17
Involvement in Facebook Involvement Kord (2008) & Astins (1999) 12
SNSs Course Facebook Involvement Kord (2008) & Astind9@) 10

Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire
MSLQ has 26 items used to measure self-efficacgh{eitems), intrinsic goal
orientation (four items), extrinsic goal orientatifour items), task value (six items)

and effort regulation (4 items) levels of participa

MSLQ was originally developed by Pintrich, GarciadaMcKeachie (1991).
Participants rated themselves on a seven-point Ideale from “not all true of me”
(indicating 1) to “very true of me” (indicating 7)n pilot study, the MSLQ of
Pintrich et al (1991) was employed. However, indotual study, Turkish version of
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MSLQ (Appendix E), translated by Sungur (2004), veaspted to make it more
understandable. In the actual study, only MSLQ a@inistered online to collect
the data.

The internal consistency for MSLQ scales rangethfr62 to .89 in Sungur (2004).
The study’s alpha reliability estimates for the MZkcales were within acceptable
ranges with the exception of Scale 5: Effort Regotawhich had a low reliability of
43, a bit higher than that of Pilot Study. Thisal®cwas made up of four items, two
of which were reverse coded. Due to the low rdliigbiEffort regulation scale was
removed from the study. The respective alpha rdilias for the original scale and

the pilot study are presented in Table 16.

Table 16: Alpha Reliabilities for Motivated Strategies fordraing Questionnaire

Cronbach’s Standardized Alpha Reliability

MSLQ Scales # of ltems Original Turkish  Pilot  Actual
tems Comprising MSLQ MSLQ  Study Study
Scale 1: Self-Efficacy 8 1-8 .93 .89 .79 .96
Scale 2: Intrinsic Goal Orientation 4 9-12 .74 73 .57 .84
Scale 3: Extrinsic Goal Orientation 4 13-16 .62 .54 .56 .81
Scale 4: Task Value 6 17-22 .90 .62 91 .94
Scale 5: Effort regulation 4 23-26 .69 .62 .37 43

Demographic Information and Facebook Acceptance @tiennaire

Demographic Information and Facebook Acceptancestgquenaire has 24 items
(Appendix D). Seven of them were related to demgg@ information of
participants and 17 items were used to measurebBakeacceptance levels of
participants. Facebook acceptance items were wusgteasure perceived usefulness

(three items), perceived ease of use (three itemtit}jdes toward using (four items),
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facilitating conditions (three items), subjectiverms (two items) and behavioral

intention to use (two items) Facebook.

The instrument was piloted with 35 senior studehisng Fall 2010 semester in

CTIS 488 (Data Analysis) course. Comments writtentle questionnaires, the
researcher’s observation and feedback from sontlkeoparticipants were used as a
basis for revising the instruments before starting real study. Four questions
related to the demographic information of the pgrtints were removed from the
Demographic Information and Facebook Acceptancestqpmnaire. In the actual

study these data were gathered from informatiohnelogy system used by the

university.

Even though the online version of Demographic Imfation and Facebook
Acceptance questionnaire was prepared, it was mpioyed online in the study.

Since collecting the response of online MSLQ tamk tnuch time.

Cronbach’s coefficient alpha test was used to vettee internal consistency of the
instruments. The internal consistency for The FaokbAcceptance Questionnaire
employed theory of planed behavior (TPB) scaled,clamposite reliability to be
adequate, a value of 0.70 and higher was used an(2Z@10). The study’s alpha
reliability estimates for the Facebook acceptanoestjonnaire were within the
acceptable ranges from 0.70 to 0.90. The intermasistency in terms of Cronbach’s
alpha was 0.90, 0.83, 0.87, 0.82, 0.80 and 0.7(pdoceived ease of use, perceived
usefulness, attitudes toward using, facilitatingndibons, social norms and
behavioral intention to use respectively. The detaif the respective alpha
reliabilities and the corresponding items for thtpstudy and actual study are
presented in Table 17.
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Table 17: Alpha Reliabilities for Facebook Acceptance Scale

Cronbach’s Standardized Alpha Reliability

Facebook Acceptance Scales

# of Items Pilot Actual

Items Comprising Study Study
Scale 1: Perceived Usefulness (PU) 3 1-3 .94 .90
Scale 2: Perceived Ease of Use (PEU) 3 4-6 .81 .83
Scale 3: Attitudes Toward Use (ATU) 4 7-10 .87 .87
Scale 4: Facilitating Conditions (FC) 3 11-13 74 82.
Scale 5: Subjective Norm (SN) 2 14-15 .92 .80
Scale 6: Behavioral Intention to Use (BIU) 2 16-17 .83 .70

Involvement Questionnaire

The involvement questionnaire (Appendix F) useddétermine the participants’
involvement to both SNSs and course Facebook ievoént. It was adopted from
Kord (2008) & Astins (1999). It has total 22 quess including 12 questions for
Facebook involvement and 10 questions for coursmltok pages involvement.
According to the pilot study results, there was aoy problem with the Facebook

involvement questionnaire.

3.7.2 Qualitative Data Collection and Instruments

Qualitative data were collected by interviews andcuassion post on course

Facebook pages.

Interviews

After an extensive literature review, the intervigwotocol was designed into
Turkish, and it was checked for clarity and contgpécificity by help from experts.
There are 29 major questions with their subquestionthe interview schedule
(Appendix C). Individual interviews were used tollect data about how the

students are using SNSs (eight questions), howttigents utilize SNSs as a CMSs
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(eight questions), comparison of utilization of C&SMoodle) with SNSs
(Facebook) in F2F course as a CMSs (nine questiang) comparison of traditional

courses not using CMSs with the courses using SNSMS (four questions).

The interview protocol was developed while theréitare review was in process. The
research questions, literature reviewed in chafter contextual analysis and five
expert reviews were the bases while drawing udrdmaework of the schedule. The
first draft of the interview protocol was tested &yilot study. The first pilot study
was done during Fall 2011 with 35 students in C#88 Data Analysis course, all
students were interviewed to see if there were agogstion that was not
understandable by the interviewees, and to tekeitlesired depth of qualitative data
can be collected with the interview protocol. Aatiag to the results, students did
not have any problem in the interview and underbstiwe questions. Moreover, the

guestions were suitable to collect qualitative

After piloting the interview protocol, it was agaireviewed by four graduate
students, peers in the class discussion sessios aoiurse related to qualitative
research methods in education. As a result of dassission sessions, there was no
change in the interview protocol. The second revaéwterview schedule was done
by an expert in the field of qualitative researBlacording to the review comments
of the expert, four questions were added to therwdw protocol related to
comparison of courses that were not used any CMSanrses that employed CMSs
such as Moodle or Facebook as the last sectionlastdfour questions of the

interview protocol.

To test results of expert reviews, second pilotigtvas done with two students of 1
pilot study participants. According to the firstterviewee answers, two questions
were added to the interview protocol on CMSs wdtian. Eighthand ninthquestions
of the interview protocol were added to explore thbe the continuation of

utilization of CMSs is important and useful for peipants or not.
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Inter-coder reliability of interview coding was doby a peer. The longest interview
was coded by a peer who had experience on codihgritMaster thesis. The inter-

coder reliability of the interview was .73 and iasvacceptablenter-coder reliability

scores were calculated by using Miles and Hubers@®94) formula that is

Discussions Posts

Total number of discussion subject in CTIS 151 ¥as with 11 student discussion
posts. In CTIS 163, total number of discussiongesitbwas 10 with 32 discussion
post of students. Table 18 demonstrates the dethidsscussion posts according to

courses.
All of the discussions questions reviewed by a pd®apr gave the courses more than

once as an instructor to see if the subjects weitalde and meaningful for

discussing according to the course content.

Table 18:Number of Discussion Posts according to Course

Course Name Initiator # of Discussion Subject  # ddiscussion Post
Instructor 4 11

CTIS 151
Student 1 9
Instructor 6 49

CTIS 163
Student 4 15
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3.8 Data Collection Process

Quantitative Data Collection Process

All questionnaires online forms were created byt of Kwiksurveys. Only the
Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire waslized by online on
Kwiksurveys at the beginning of the study. Sincempteting the online
guestionnaire was taken too much time, except rattim questionnaire, all other
guestionnaires were conducted in a classroom getynthe researcher during the
study.

After the study, quantitative data related to tineolvement of course Facebook page
were also found by using Facebook logs such as eumibcomments, number of
likes, number of shared videos, number of sharedumients and number of
discussion involved, number of discussion postanlmer of students’ posts on
discussions and number of instructors’ post onudisons. They were founded by

counting the posts on course Facebook pages.

Qualitative Data Collection Process

Semi-structured, face-to-face interviews were usedollect required data with 12

participants at the end the study. After the stutlg, researcher recorded all the
interviews with a tape recorder. At the beginnifighe interviews, permission to use
audio tape recorder was taken from the participartte purpose of the study was
briefly explained to the participants, and they everformed that participation was

voluntary.

All interviews were done individually in the reselaer’s office. The interviews took
approximately 20 minutes. The individual interviewsre conducted with selected
students who have different level of Facebook aecem®, motivations and
involvements. These students used Facebook as €M&sain one of CTIS 151 and

CTIS 163 courses by the researcher.
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3.9 Data Analysis

Both quantitative and qualitative data analyseshoug were used in the study. This

section is divided into two parts for quantitateved qualitative phases of the study.

Quantitative Data Analysis

The data were entered from each of the questiomriaithe corresponding excel

spreadsheet where the data were entered pricarisfér into the SPSS software. For
those participants who did not participate in omlsocial networking, the group of

guestions relating to online social networking tvare skipped as per directed were

also entered as missing.

SPSS statistical software version 15.0 was useshadyze the quantitative data. The
guantitative data analysis consisted of descripgiegistics, and correlation analyses.
In addition, internal consistency estimates weleutated for each item of both the
Motivation scales and Teo’s theory of planned berayTPB) scales used to

determine Facebook acceptance of the participants.

Qualitative Data Analysis

Analysis of Interview Data

The study was conducted during spring 2011 with shelents of CTIS 151 and
CTIS 163. Data gathered through interviews wasdypée researcher transcribed at

most 30 minutes long taped recorded interviews vibgrdiord.

The interview data were subjected to content amalydl interview data were read
through to identify meaningful units based on tlesearch questions and was
assigned descriptive codes to these units. Theigege units that fit together were
grouped in categories such as Facebook involventeatebook acceptance and
comparison of CMSs and course Facebook page. Sbthe predefined codes were

not worked as stated in Miles and Huberman (1994).
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The predefined coding categories were establishethgl second pilot study and
final coding categories after coding transcripte ahown in Table 19. These
categories were used to identify the main themesgmt in the interview data. All
interview data were re-examined and restructuredraing to the specified themes.
The thematic coding was used to identify the gdribeames of the data.

Table 19:Coding Categories of Interview

Predefined Coding Categories

Final Coding Categories after Coding

Facebook Involvement
Frequency of Use

Time Consuming
Frequency of Use (M)

Type of Post

Sharing
Sharing Video
Sharing Photo
Sharing Links
Sharing Document

Viewing
Viewing Video
Viewing Photo
Viewing Post

Writing Comments
Writing Wall

Reading Comment
Discussions

Playing Game
Searching Net
Following

Facebook Involvement
Frequency of Use

Time Consuming
Frequency of Use (M)
Frequency of Use (C)
Type of Post

Sharing
Sharing Video
Sharing Photo
Sharing Links
Sharing Document
Sharing Posts
Viewing
Viewing Video
Viewing Photo
Viewing Post
Viewing Comments
Viewing Events
Writing Comment
Writing Wall
Reading Comments
Discussions
Discussion (M)
Playing Game
Searching Net
Following
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Table 19 (continued):Coding Categories of Interview

Predefined Coding Categories

Final Coding Categories after Coding

Communication
Face-to-Face
Real Time
Facebook Acceptance
Attitude towards use

Perceived Usefulness
Satisfactory

Communication
Face-to-Face
Real Time
Facebook Acceptance
Attitude towards use
Like
Boring
Privacy
Trust
Perceived Usefulness
Satisfactory
Facebook vs Course Facebook

Motivation
Extrinsic Motivation
Finding Friends
Friend Encouragement

Success

Motivation
Extrinsic Motivation
Finding Friends
Friend Encouragement
Trend - Popularity
Intrinsic Motivation
Curiosity
Success
Interest

Comparison of Different CMSs
Utilization

CMSs vs Traditional (F2F)
Facebook vs Moodle
Moodle Utilization

Continuation of
Utilization

Guiding and Helping

Comparison of Different CMSs
Utilization

CMSs vs Traditional (F2F)
Facebook vs Moodle
Moodle Utilization

Continuation of
Utilization

Guiding and Helping
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Data Analysis of Discussion Posts

Discussion posts of course Facebook page were zathlpcategorizethe post by
using a coding scheme adapted from & Dabbagh52@ad tomeasurethe
depth of post by using a coding scheme adapted @bmand Jonassen (2002). The

categories and explanation of them are presentédbie 20.

Table 20: Categories for Coding Discussion Post of Stude@itbért & Dabbagh,
2005)

Category Definition

Reading Citation Citation of readings, e.g. Thalstu cites the article, book
chapter or resource when making a point.

Content Clarification Personal interpretation of ttontent or content knowledge
compression, e.g. Paraphrasing concept or prirgcipie
one’s own word.

Prior Knowledge Prior knowledge and outside resesire.g. The student
uses prior knowledge or outside resources to stipgor
statement or an understanding.

Real World Example Personal experience, profesBamaemic experiences.
Providing examples that demonstrate the applicatbn
knowledge to a real word.

Abstract Example Use of analogies, metaphors or logpdphical
interpretations to support one’s understanding obracept
or principles.

Making Inference Going beyond information given.yBed comprehension,
analysis, synthesis, evaluation-adding or constrgatew
knowledge.

Depthness of discussion posts were analyzed bg astoding scheme adapted from

Cho and Jonassen (2002). The model identifiesrfiagor components of argument

including claims, grounds, warrants, backing andutels. All of the discussion

posts were coded for the appropriateness of eaelyay and then were coded in

accordance with the quality measures. Each messageoded by the researcher by

using the scoring Table 21 to determine the degtiality of post. The individual
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scores were calculated by summing the number ohtpoachieved in each

argumentation category (claims, grounds, warrdrasking and rebuttals).

Table 21: Rubric for Assessing the Depth of students’ Dismusd?ost (Cho &

Jonassen, 2002)

Quality Criteria

6

Claims

The student states generalizations that areecklad the
proposition and which are clear and complete.

The student states generalizations that areecklad the
propositions, but the assertions are not compl&teough
information is available to figure out the studenintent, but
much is left to the reader to determine.

The student makes generalizations that are deladethe
proposition, but the assertions lack specificityoffer unclear
referents. The student leaves much for the reamlénfér in
order to determine the impact of the claim.

No claim related to the proposition or uncleaeaons.

Grounds 2

The supporting data are complete, accurate, eledant to the
claim.

The data offered are relevant but not completee $tudent
leaves much for the reader to infer from the date student
may have offered the data without the completdictiawhich
would allow the reader to determine the reliabibfythe data
as evidence. The student may offer data, which raoe
complete enough to allow the reader to determineir th
significance.

The data or evidence are weak, inaccurate, @amptete. For
example,

a. an attempt at using a general principle withoualdsthing
the truth of the principle;

b. the use of examples from personal experience wareh
not generalizable;

c. the citation of data when no source is identifiall

d. the use of obviously biased or outdated material.

No supporting data are offered or the data areetated to the
claim.
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Table 21 (continued):Rubric for Assessing the Depth of students’ Dismrs$ost
(Cho & Jonassen, 2002)

Quality Criteria

6

Warrants

N

The student explains the data in such a wayjittietlear how
they support the claim.

The student explains the data in some way, leuéxiplanation
is not linked specifically to the claim.

The student recognizes a need to connect thdaltta claim
and states some elaboration of data, but the stémiénto
make the connection. Or most rules and principlesat valid
or relevant.

No rules and principles are offered

Backing

The student states correct, relevant, and spefirces of
warrants.

The student states correct, relevant sourcesobwts but the
sources are very general, not specific.

The student states incorrect, irrelevant sousE@srrants.
No sources of warrants are given.

Rebuttals

The student states complete and systematic fdatitbn of
constraints of solutions.

The student identifies constraints of solutionsthe
constraints are not sufficient.

The student offers few constraints of solutioasthe
constraints are not elaborated.

No recognition of constraints of solutions.

Inter-coder reliability of coding was done by tweeps. All discussion posts of each

course were coded by peers who gave the courses tfman once as an instructor

and worked with the researcher on the suitabilitthe discussion questions.
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Inter-coder reliability scores were calculated Isyng Miles and Huberman's (1994)

formula that is

The inter-coder reliabilities of this study werecegtable ranges from .96 to .98.
Table 22 presents the details of result of the-oteler reliability.

Table 22:Inter-coder Reliabilities of Qualitative Data Ingtments

Coding Inter-coder Reliability
Discussion Posts of CTIS 151 96%
Discussion Posts of CTIS 163 98%

3.10 Validity and Reliability

All of the study instruments were checked for vigidand reliability perspectives.
Validity and reliability of data collection instrients and the study can be different
for quantitative and qualitative approaches. Irs thiudy, mixed-method research,
guantitative and qualitative approaches were engaloyhis part is divided into two
parts according to quantitative and qualitativagaf the study.

Validity and Reliability for Quantitative Data Codiction of the Study
The following strategies were used to provide vgtidnd reliability of quantitative

data collection instruments;

Items and scales of the questionnaires were addpied previous studies.
Therefore, content validity and reliability of thgquestionnaires were
supported.
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Each of the items and instructions in the instrumenere reviewed by

experts to support content validity.

The pilot study was conducted both to test the tiu@saire items and to
check reliability of the questionnaires. The relip of the questionnaires
was checked by calculating the Cronbach’s alphdficeants for both pilot

and the actual study.

In addition to the researcher, three experts tasiedystem and reviewed the

online motivation questionnaire to maintain valetalentry.

Validity and Reliability for Qualitative Data Colletion of the Study
The following strategies were used to provide vglidnd reliability of qualitative

data collection instruments;

Two pilot studies were conducted to test both thterview questions and

interview process.

Depth interviewing was used as a data collectiothote A semi-structured
interview protocol was designed, piloted and imgebwith the help of peers
and experts’ opinion in the field to check the megnand wording.

Moreover, necessary improvements were made tateeview protocol after

the second pilot interview.

To assure content validity, the interview protoeehs reviewed by five
experts. Peer reviews were employed in both codingd interpretation
phases. The data and the codes were also be dhieglkanother qualitative
researcher using a peer checking process. Thepiatations of data were

discussed with a peer who could also provide irisighout interview data.
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All interviews were recorded with the consent diemiewees by using an
audio device. The researcher transcribed all ildary herself that enabled

her to listen to the interviews more times wheneseary.

The coding reliabilities of both interviewees angpth of discussion posts
were checked by inter-coder reliability.

The researcher used triangulation by using diffenegthods. Both interviews
and questionnaires were carried out to enrich tita tb discover probable
commonalities, inconsistencies or contradictionssaggested by Mathison
(1998).

3.11 Role of the Researcher

The researcher was an insider in this researchr@8sarcher is an instructor in CTIS
department of Bilkent University since 1997. She haed different CMSs such as
Moodle, Blackboard, and METU Online in lecturesaastudent and an instructor.
She is still not certain about existing of a CM&ttis accepted by students, and used
effectively in everyday life of students. Howeveowadays she searches for a CMS
that is accepted and used effectively the coursateck activities by students.
Therefore, she chooses action research in ordbotto take an action and practice

about utilization of SNSs in F2F courses as CMS.

The researcher had two years experience of usirmghbéak as CMSs in five
different courses, she instructed, named as CTIS Ibfroduction to Programming,
CTIS 153: Discrete Mathematics I, CTIS 154: Diserbtathematics Il, CTIS 163:
Discrete Mathematics and CTIS 488: Data Analysis.
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3.12 Assumptions

The assumptions of the study are:

1. Some of the instruments were adopted from prevgtudies’ instruments with
the assumption that the validity of the instrumaitit be higher.

2. Data collection instruments in English would notwusa problems since the

medium of instruction in the University is English.

3. The factors that might not be covered by the gtetite phase would be covered
by the qualitative phase.

4. Qualitative phase of the study would increase takdiy of the quantitative

phase of the study.

5. It was assumed that holding interviews with 12 afud2 the respondents would

be satisfactory to reach the aims of qualitative phthe study.

3.13 Limitations

The limitations of this study are;

1. The data were collected only fror §ear students of the university. This can be
a limitation in sampling. There were a few reasansgerlying this limitation.
Compared to the universities in other developedatias, the rate of using SNSs
as CMS was not clear and low in Turkish universitia these limited number of
appropriate course in the university level, the hamof instructors who used or
at least had tried to use SNSs as a CMSs was (tirtot¢he study sample during
spring 2011 or low.
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. The subject of this study was limited to 42 freshretudents during 2011 spring
semester. Their experiences and expectations ntagfhect the typical students
enrolled in state or private university in Turkeyio other countries. Therefore,
the results may not be reliable if generalized bbeystudents enrolled in a similar

situation.

. The validity of the responses to the instrumentdua the study was limited to

the honesty of the participants.

. Validity of the results of the qualitative phasdimsited to the interpretation skills
of the researcher.

. The qualitative results of this study are limitedthwthe perceptions of the
students taking the CTIS 163 and CTIS 151 coursasagispring 2011.

In this study, there was only one researcher ahahtarviews and discussions
posts were coded by the researcher. In other woedsarcher was alone in the
coding phases. However, inter-coder reliability qegr reviews were used to
test and increase the reliability of all coded duents and interviews.

. One of the motivation scales, effort regulation weasluded from the factors of

the study due to the low reliability coefficientsboth pilot and actual study.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULT

This chapter presents the findings of the studyceoring the research questions
stated in the previous chapters. The study reswdte presented in the order of the
research questions. In each part, both quantitatvequalitative data are presented
together. Interview results are given in terms efigral patterns emergent among the

interviewees.

For participation to the course Facebook page Btpavere given to the students in
CTIS163, and for class participation, 5 points wgiken to the students in CTIS151.
Therefore, the findings for both courses were et in separate tables in the

following sections.

4.1 Students’ Facebook Acceptance and Course Facebookd® Involvement

Levels

4.1.1 Participants Demographics about Facebook and Facebk as CMS

Preferences of Social Networking Site

From Facebook acceptance questionnaire resul@Y®@\N = 39) of the participants
involved in SNSs, and 7.1% (N = 3) of the partiasadid not use SNSs. All of the
participants who used SNSs stated Facebook, wit085as the most popular and
preferred SNSs. Based on the percentage of pamitsp(95.2%) admitted their
participation, SNSs is popular among the studyigpénts.
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The interview results also show that intervieweesdt vary much in their views of
most popular and preferred SNSs as Facebook. Aheinterviewees reported that
they use Facebook and half of the intervieweesaded|that they also used Twitter.
One of the interviewee declared that he used mibam three SNSs including
Facebook and Twitter. Moreover, all intervieweedicated that they used Facebook

more than the other SNSs.

Preferences of Social Networking Site Friends

The number of online friends and group affiliatiggreferences of participants were
taken from questionnaires and widely varied. Th&a dapresenting measures of
central tendency for online friends and group memlage presented in Table 23.
Participants’ average number of online friends v4%. The data showed that
participants were mostly using SNSs to stay comukeutith their current and past
friends (see Table 23).

Table 23: Social Networking Sites Friends

N =42 Measures of Central Tendency
Missing Range Mean SD
Total Friends 3 40-650 314.79 140.36
Bilkent University Friends 4 10-350 101.08 74.25
Family Friends 4 2-50 16.26 14.94
High School Friends 4 4-200 75.34 55.60
Other College Friends 4 0-300 63.08 63.16
Bilkent University Profs & Staff 4 0-60 7.08 12.65
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Perceived Role of Social Networking Site

The descriptive statistics from questionnaires foe variables measuring the
perceived role and importance of SNSs are presentddble 24. As presented in
Table 24, majority of participants (76.2%, n = B2ad not missed classes because of
online social networking. 78.5% (n = 33) of the tmdpants believed that SNSs
allowed them to keep in contact with high scho@rfds and other college friends.
The 54.8% (n= 23) of participants were neutral t8AISs was important to their
college academic experience. 38.1% (n = 16) ofiqgyaints were also neutral that
SNS allowed them both to express themselves asthyoin touch with their family.
Many of the participants (42.8% n = 18) disagreedtoongly disagreed that SNS
allowed them stay in touch with their family.

Table 24:Perceived Importance of Social Networking Sites

Descriptive Statistics

Percentage (Frequency)

N =42 Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree

| have missed classes because | was doing4.8% 4.8% 14.3% 31.0% 45.2%
Online Social Networking (2) (2) (6) (13) (19)

Online Social Networking allows me to 0 o o o
keep in contact with high school friends 3(11'g)A) 4(722()%) 1?'63;& 7('?1’)/0 Oég)ﬂ)
and friends from other colleges.

Online Social Networking is importantto  11.9% 9.5% 54.8% 19.0% 4.8%

my college Academic Experience (4) (4) (23) (8) (2)
Online Social Networking allows me to 9.5% 31.0% 38.1% 16.7% 4.8%
express myself (4) (13) (16) (7 (2)
Online Social Networking allows me to 7.1% 11.9% 38.1% 21.4% 21.4%
stay in touch with my family. 3) (5) (16) 9) 9

Similar to the quantitative results, all of theemntewees confirmed that they used
Facebook to keep in touch with friends. Interviesie@references of first
communication channel were widely varied. HoweweFacebook was not the first

one, then it was the second channel to communigdtetheir friends. All of the
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interviewees emphasized that their friends wertemiht from them and they used

Facebook habitually to communicate.

Furthermore, interview results pointed out that pmmication medium of
interviewees noticeably changed due to the featoffesed by Facebook. Three
(25%) of the interviewees declared that Facebook the place of MSN. Moreover,
one of the interviewees defined Facebook as a rdiffeway of real time
communication application in which group of peopn communicate together at

the same time.

To communicate with their instructor, interviewgeeferred Facebook and e-mail.
Some of the interviewees claimed communication \phlne as private. Therefore,
they did not choose to use phone to contact withr timstructor. Some of the
interviewees stated that they did not use e-mabaat of university, since they did
not trust the safety of university e-mails. Onettltgm believed that their messages
read by authorities of university. The followingagations illustrate the perspective

of interviewees about using Facebook to communieétetheir instructor;

R2: “I always prefer to talk face-to-face since wee always in school.
However, | may be far away from school or | maydiek at that time
Facebook is becoming a very big advantage in conwation... With
Facebook, | can reach my instructor easily and seydnessage...”

[“...ben ylzylze konmay herzaman tercih ederim sonucta her dakikaakul
gidip geliyoruz ama dedim gibi sonucta ben uzakta olabilirim yada hasta
olabilirim hakikaten o zaman Facebook cok blyuk bwantaj haline
geliyor... leti im igin gercekten avantaj haline geliyor. Sizi oaagbk rahat
size ulaabilirim ve mesaj m iletebilirim.]

R3: “I don’t know how often do you (instructor) dkeyour e-mail? but | can
reach you comfortably with Facebook”

[“Maili ne kadar sklkla kontrol edresiniz sk sldiyorsunuz ama
Facebooktan yani daha rahat ukbilirim yani size’]

96



R8: “Definitely | did not call by phone, becauseist private. Facebook is
community...from Facebook since after 10 minutesn tiileu get the
answer...”

[“Hocam telefonunuzu kesinlikle aramam. Cunkl ansigndi yaa Facebook
bir community oluyor ama telefon private... Facebtada cinkd imdi
yaz yorsunuz bir bak yorsunuz 10 dakikada hocageeami” ]

Similar to the quantitative data results whicheddathat 42.8% (n=18) of participants
were disagreed or strongly disagreed that they &segbook to stay in touch with
their family, the most (99.67%, n = 11) of intewees stated that they did not prefer
Facebook to communicate with their family. Howeware of the interviewees stated
that when the frequency of his communication wiih family was decreased, their

family found him on Facebook and they had chat acebook.

According to quantitative data in which 40.5% ofrtuapants either agreed or
strongly agreed that SNS allows them to expresssbb/es. One of the interviewee
stated that he can express himself more in SNSs ithaeal life. He, member of
more than two SNSs, enrolled the discussions or5@®6B course Facebook page.

4.1.2 Facebook Acceptance

The variables used to measure students Faceboadptanoce were perceived
usefulness (PU), perceived ease of use (PEU),uddst toward use (ATU),
facilitating conditions (FC), subjective norms (Sahd behavioral intention to use
(BIV).

Table 25 presents interpretation for the rangeid-point likert scales items of

Facebook acceptance scales.

97



Table 25: Descriptive Statistics of Facebook Acceptance Scale

Range Interpretation

1.00 -1.80 Strongly Disagree
1.81-2.60 Disagree
2.61-3.40 Neutral
3.41-4.20 Agree

4.21 -5.00 Strongly Agree

Based on the interpretation for the range of fie@plikert scales items of Facebook
acceptance scales, the overall mean of the patitspwas at agreed level on the
perceived ease of use, facilitating conditions befavioral intention to use items
while the means were neutral on perceived usefs]naitudes towards use and
subjective norms. Facebook acceptance of overaticgmants, in CTIS 163 and

CTIS 151, were similar accept facilitating conditiscale on which mean score for
CTIS 151 was at neutral level while that of CTIS31%as at agreed level. The
descriptive statistics of Facebook acceptance scale shown in Table 26. The

standard deviations range from 0.76 to 0.96 ingiga& narrow spread around the

mean.
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Table 26: Descriptive Statistics of Facebook Acceptance Scale

Statistics of Scales

Facebook Acceptance Scales

N Mean SD
Perceived Usefulness (PU) Overall 42 3.01 .95
# of item =3 CTIS 163 29 3.20 .79
CTIS 151 35 2.92 .90
Perceived Ease of Use (PEU) Overall 42 3.89 .84
#of item =3 CTIS 163 29 3.89 .78
CTIS 151 35 3.82 .87
Attitudes Toward Use (ATU) Overall 42 3.36 .90
# of item =4 CTIS 163 29 3.38 .87
CTIS 151 35 3.35 .95
Facilitating Conditions (FC) Overall 42 3.45 .76
#of item =3 CTIS 163 29 3.55 .79
CTIS 151 35 3.36 .70
Subjective Norm (SN) Overall 42 3.02 .96
# of item =2 CTIS 163 29 3.09 97
CTIS 151 35 2.97 .95
Behavioral Intention to Use (BIU)  Overall 42 3.64 91.
# of item =2 CTIS 163 29 3.57 .89
CTIS 151 35 3.59 91

Perceived Usefulness of Facebo(fkacebook Acceptance)

Participants’ perceived usefulness of Facebook massured through five-point
likert scale items that were adopted from the thexdrplanned behavior items. The
descriptive statistics for items measuring pardoig’ perceived usefulness of

Facebook according to the taken course are preseni@able 27 and Table 28.

Even though overall mean scores in both courses ateneutral levelM = 3.20 in
CTIS 163andM = 2.92 inCTIS 15) about perceived usefulness items, participants

in CTIS 163 have higher means score than that inSCI51. The 27.5% of
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participants (n = 8) in CTIS 163 either disagreedstoongly disagreed that Using
Facebook improved their work while 37.1% of papants (n = 13) in CTIS 151
disagreed or strongly disagreed that Using Facelpkoved their work. The data
showed that 44.8% participants (n = 13) in CTIS &68 34.3% (n = 12) participants
in CTIS 151 were neutral on the item which is “gsiRacebook will increase my
effectiveness”. 34.5% (n = 10) participants in CT163 and 40.0% (n = 14)
participants in CTIS 151 believed that “using Famdb will increase my

productivity”.

Table 27:CTIS 163Participants’ Perceived Usefulness of Fackb

Central
N = 29 Percentage (Frequency) Tendency
Strongly Strongly
Agree  Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree M SD
Using Facebook improve  6.9% 13.8% 51.7% 24.1% 3.4% 297 0.91
my work ) 4) (15) (7) 1) ' '
Using Facebook will 10.3% 31.0% 44.8% 10.3% 3.4% 334 0.94
enhance my effectiveness  (3) 9 (13) 3) (1) ' '
Using Facebook will 6.9% 34.5% 41.4% 13.8% 3.4% 328 0.92
increase my productivity (2) (20) (12) (4) (1) ' ’
8.0%  26.4% 46.0% 16.1% 3.4%
Overall 3.20 0.79
) (23) (40) (14) 3
Table 28:CTIS 151Participants’ Perceived Usefulness of Fackb
Central
N =35 Percentage (Frequency) Tendency
Strongly Strongly
Agree  Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree M SD
Using Facebook improve 2.9.% 14.3% 45.7% 25.7% 11.4% 271 0.96
my work ) () (16) 9) 4) ' '
Using Facebook will 29% 34.3% 34.3% 17.1% 11.4% 3.00 1.06
enhance my effectiveness (1) (12) (12) (6) (4) ' '
Using Facebook will 0.0% 40.0% 34.3% 17.1% 8.6% 3.06 0.97
increase my productivity (0) (14) (12) (6) 3) ' '
1.9% 295% 38.1%  20.0% 10.5%
Overall 2.92 0.90
2) (31) (40) (21) 11)
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The interviews supplied different results from qutative results. Facebook was
declared as useful by all of the interviewees. Ohthe interviewee who started to
use Facebook with CTIS 163 course did not say amythbout the usefulness of
Facebook but she mentioned mostly usefulness akedtacebook page. All of the
other interviewees claimed that Facebook is a neeful means of online
communication that helps to communicate particylaith their high school friends,

as the following quotation illustrates,

R1: “I found my secondary school friend by the hefpFacebook; it is a
different communication environment that we canesseh other. It is useful
in that sense...”

[“...mesela benim ortaokul arkadar mla ¢ok uzaklat k ortaokuldan sonra
ama Facebook sayesinde onlar buldum, onlarla bitam olu turduk,
onlarla goru Gyoruz falan 6éyle bir yarar oldy’

R4: “In terms of communication, Facebook is quiseful for me... Normally,
in real life | am not as social as on Facebookeelfmore comfortable and |
share more things on Facebook.”

[“ leti im a¢ s ndan benim i¢in bayabi faydal asl nda ...Normalde gercek
hayatta bu kadar sosyal dém ama Facebook’un icinde daha bir rahat
oluyorum daha ¢okey payla yorum insanlarla’

R5: “I usually prefer phone to communicate with ergon who is far away
from me. Facebook is different than phones, youccemmunicate with many
people at the same time. In real life, it is difftdo become together with that
many people...”

[“Genellikle telefondan hani uzak oldu zaman ama Facebook’'unda hani
ayr bir havas yani nas| diyim sonugta bicok inkaayn anda iletime
gecebiliyorsun o guzelli var. Hani o tarz icin biraz daha bdyle aktif
olabilmek i¢in hep arkadagrubunla hani falan ama der zamanlarda yada
real hayatta o kadar insan bir araya toplayam yansiz sonuctaJ’

R11: “... | can say that communication is a goodinpoof Facebook
especially with friends who you have not seen flang time.”

[“...Cok uzun zamand r gormedm arkadalar mla 6zellikle. O a¢ dan iyi
bir ileti im diyebilirim yani FacebooK’
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All of the interviewees believed and also mentiomséfulness of course Facebook
pages as to
communicate with instructor, their classmates, atgdents in different
sections of the course,
make the subjects more clear,
increase their interest,

make them more active and so on.

The following quotations illustrate the student®rgpective about usefulness of

course Facebook page

R1: “Instead of course Facebook discussions, if discussed chessboard
example in the lecture, most probably no one catetsiand it. | believed

that with both visual ads on Facebook and discussjgestions, it was more
meaningful... | believed that course Facebook page edpful for us... Not

me but some of my friends, not interested in theses liked, followed, and

viewed some shared resources. | saw them invoth@gctivities on course
Facebook page...".

[“‘Chessboard o6rnei vard. Onu normal derste yani anlatsak kimse
anlayama bilirdi. Ama orada ekillerle ve discussion sorularyla daha
mant kl olduunu duinidyorum ben dousu. Baka Goérsel boyutu tabii
kesinlikle...ilgisi olmayan dersle ilgisi olmayan adalar m n orada daha
¢ok ilgilendiklerini goriyorum mesela. Ben olmasamahlar oyle. Hani
kendileri derste hi¢ birey yapmad klar halde gidiyorlar orada en az ndan
aka usulude olsa bieyleri be eniyorlar, gidip bir eyleri okuyorlar yada

u ra yorlar bir eylerle Facebook sayfas o ytizden gayet iyi ylani”

R2: “...With the help of course Facebook page, | tbimends from other
sections and formed my project group members flmrnmation technology
course. Course Facebook page was helpful to géintw people in your
department.”

[‘Dersin Facebook sayfasnnda hani neekilde kullanyorum yeni
arkadalar hani di er sectionlardaki arkaddar edinme ac¢ s ndan c¢unki
mesela buimdi yine bir tane proje oldu o arkadar m oradan hani o sayfa
cok yararl oluyor oradan kimin kim olunu buluyorum. Bdylece kendi
bolumdeki tan mad m arkadalarmda tanm tan m oluyorum bu

sayede.]
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R6: “Following discussions helped me a lot...”
[“Takip etti im icin bana cok faydas old{”

R1: “.... For example, | had homework from Englisluise and when | was
bored due to homework, | continued to find ansvierdiscussion questions.
Moreover, when | was dealing with the discussionstber course related
issues, my friends could communicate with me amaild see the notification
of chat screen at the bottom since | was on Fadeboo

[“Mesela son discussion sorular yani paylan sorular ben yaklak 4-5
gunddr onun Uzerinde calyorum surekli bireyler al yorum kaydediyorum
falan mesela ingilizceden 6devim var can m s kgoiyorum o matematik
sorular n kopyal yorum google da bak yorum. Ba bir ekilde deftere
bak yorum falan oyle bir yarar oldu. Hani Facebdakm zaten yapacak
bir ey yok arkaddar m yazarsa altan yazar ben bu arada o sorul@izeyim
diyorum”]

Perceived Ease of Use (Facebook Acceptance)

Participants’ perceived ease of use of Facebook measured through five-point
likert type items that were adopted from the theofrplanned behavior items. The
descriptive statistics for items measuring partioig’ perceived ease of use of

Facebook according to the taken course are presenieable 29 and Table 30.

Overall mean scores in both courses were at adgegetlabout perceived ease of use
items. Participants in CTIS 1681(= 4.31) have higher means than that in CTIS 151
(M = 4.29) Many of patrticipants (55.1%, n = 16 in CTIS 1681&2.9%, n = 17 in
CTIS 151) agreed or strongly agreed that theiraagons with Facebook were clear
and understandable. Most of the participants (8217%24 in CTIS 163 and 82.8%,
n =29 in CTIS 151) also agreed or strongly agteatithey found Facebook easy to
use. Relatively small percentage (10.3% in CTIS 468 17.2% in CTIS 151) stated
that they did not find Facebook easy to use to datwhey want it to do.
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Table 29:CTIS 163 Participants’ Perceived Ease of Use oéBack

Central
N = 29 Percentage (Frequency) Tendency
Strongly Strongly
Agree  Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree M SD
My interaction with o 0 o
Facebook is clear and 24('% % 31('9(;% 31('9(;% 1:242; /0 0('8)@ 3.66 1.01
understandable
| find it easy to get 207% 37.9% 31.0% 10.3%  0.0%
Facebook to do what | (é) (1'1) ('9) (é) (.O) 3.69 0.93
want it to do.
| find Facebook easy to 51.7% 31.0% 13.8% 3.4% 0.0% 431 0.85
use (15) ) (4) 1) (0) ' '
32.2% 33.3% 25.3% 9.2% 0.0%
Overall 3.89 0.79
(28) (29) (22) (8) )
Table 30:CTIS 151 Participants’ Perceived Ease of Use oéBack
Central
N = 35 Percentage (Frequency) Tendency
Strongly Strongly
Agree  Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree M SD
My interaction with o 0 0 o
Facebook is clear and 2(27(; % 421'2% 2%89)’ % 1%4‘; % 2('S1))A) 3.66 1.03
understandable (15)
| find it easy to get 20.0% 343% 25.7% 143%  2.9%
Facebook to do what | ('7) (1'2) ('9) ('5) ('1) 3.56 1.08
want it to do.
| find Facebook easy to 51.4% 31.4% 11.4% 5.7% 0.0% 4.9 0.89
use (18) (11) 4) (2) 0) ' '
Overall 30.8% 36.5% 20.2%  10.6% 1.9% 3.82 0.87
(32) (38) (21) 11) 2

Attitudes Toward Use (Facebook Acceptance)
Participants’ attitudes toward use of Facebook waeasured through five-point
likert type items that were adopted from the theafrglanned behavior items.

As presented in Table 31 and Table 32, overall nseanes in both courses were at
neutral M = 3.38 in CTIS 163andM = 3.35 in CTIS 15) level about attitude
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toward use of Facebook items (see Table 31 andeTa). Except for the item, “I
look forward to those aspects of my life that regume to use Facebook", for which
in both courses the mean scores were at neutreal, lexr all other items in both
courses the mean scores were at agreed level aemd of attitude toward use of

Facebook in both courses.

About 45% of participants in both courses were rgjlyp agreed or agreed that
Facebook makes life more interesting and they likmg Facebook. In CTIS 163
(37.9%, n = 11) and in CTIS 151 (45.7%, n = 16}ipgrants were strongly agreed
or agreed that working Facebook is fun. None of ghdicipants in both courses
were strongly disagreed that they look forward hoste aspects of their life that
require them to use Facebook.

Table 31: CTIS 163 Participants’ Attitudes Toward UsfeFacebook

Central
N = 29 Percentage (Frequency) Tendency
Strongly Strongly
Agree  Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree M SD
Facebook makes life more 20.7% 24.1% 41.4% 13.8% 0.0% 3.52 0.99
interesting (6) (7 (12) 4) 0) ' '
Working with Facebook is 20.7% 17.2% 44.8% 17.2% 0.0% 3.41 102
fun (6) () (13) () ) ' '
. : 31.0% 13.8% 41.4% 3.4% 10.3%
| like using Facebook 3.52 1.27
J © @ @ @ 3)
I look forward to those o 0 0 o
aspects of my life that 0('8)/0 3%9(; % 4?12()% 2‘(17% % 0('8)/0 3.07 0.75
require me to use Facebook
Overall 18.1% 21.5% 43.1% 14.7% 2.6% 3.38 0.87

(21) (25 (50) (17 (©)
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Table 32:CTIS 151 Participants’ Attitudes Toward UsfeFacebook

Central
N =35 Percentage (Frequency) Tendency
Strongly Strongly
Agree  Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree M SD
Facebook makes life more 20.0% 25.7% 34.3% 17.1% 2.9% 343 1.10
interesting @) 9 (12) (6) (1) ' ’
Working with Facebook is 20.0% 25.7% 31.4% 22.9% 0.0% 343 1.07
fun ) 9) (11) (8) (0) ' '
. . 31.4% 17.1% 28.6% 11.4% 11.4%
| like using Facebook 3.46 1.36
g 1) ® 1) @ (@)
I look forward to those o 0 0 0 o
aspects of my life that 2('51))/0 3?1'3)& 3(11'11)A) 3(11'11)A) 0('8)@ 3.09 0.89
require me to use Facebook
0, 0 0 0,
overall 18.6% 25.7% 31.4% 20.7% 3.6% 3.35 0.95

(26) (36 (44) (29) (5)

According to the quantitative results, at leas7%6(n =16) in CTIS 151 and 31.0%
(n =9) in CTIS 163 were agreed or strongly agrekdll items related to attitude
toward using Facebook. The interview results suppguantitative results.
Similar to the descriptive results, the interviewéied using both Facebook and
course Facebook pages. Seven (58.4%) of the ieteeds claimed that they were
using Facebook for fun. They declared their intisresn course were positively
affected by use of Facebook. Furthermore, six (50the students stated that some
of their friends who were not interested on therseuwere interested in the course
due to their interest on Facebook. Some of the cemtsnof interviewee related to

relation between their interests and use of Fadebh®woe:

R1: “I saw my friends not interested in courseemasted course related
things on course Facebook page...”

[“ilgisi olmayan dersle ilgisi olmayan arkadir mn orada daha cok
ilgilendiklerini gérilyorum meselgd”

R12: “All of us on Facebook, therefore course Fammbpage attracts more
interest”

['Herkes Face’de bu yuzden daha fazla ilgi cekiyjor”
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R11:*... Since everyone was on Face, our interestdht course were
increased”

["... Hepimiz Face’de oldugumuz icin ilgimiz daha farluyor.”]

R1: “When you were searching answer of a discusgimstion on Face, you
come across another question at that time you estiaid search for it then it
would lead another one... Sometimes you saw the ctbomewith other
courses subject and understand the relationshipvéen subjects, this
increase your interest to the course...”

[“Mesela discussion sorusu oldunu ditnelim derste onu arar yorsunuz
ba ka bir soru ¢kyor oraya yoneliyorsunuz oradan ke bir yere
yoneldi inizi goriyorsun mesela gegen.?]

Facilitating Conditions (Facebook Acceptance)

Participants’ facilitating conditions of Faceboolasvmeasured through five-point
likert type items that were adopted from the theoiyplanned behavior items. As
presented in Table 33, overall mean for in CTIS (3= 3.55, SD = 0.79was at
agreed level about facilitating conditions of Famabitems while in CTIS 151M =
3.36, SD = 0.70)the overall mean was at neutral level (See Talle Fhe
descriptive statistics for items measuring partoig’ facilitating conditions of

Facebook according to the taken course are presenieable 33 and Table 34.

None of the participants in both courses were glsodisagreed that when they need
to help to use Facebook both guidance and a spedainstruction is available to
help them. At least 45.7% of the participants ithbmourses were strongly agreed or
agreed with the item that “When | need to use Fagkba specific person is

available to provide assistance”.
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Table 33:CTIS 163 Participants’ Facilitating Conditions afdebook

Central
N = 29 Percentage (Frequency) Tendency
Strongly Strongly
Agree  Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree M SD
When | need to help to use o 0 o o
Facebook, guidance is 1(2:'3?/0 3(71'%A) 441'2% 6('2)/0 0('8)/0 3.52 0.79
available to me. (13)
When | need to use
Facebook, a specialized 17.2% 37.9% 37.9% 6.9% 0.0% 3.66 0.86
instruction is available to (5) (11) (11) (2) 0) ' '
help me.
When | need to use
Facebook, a specific 207% 27.6% 37.9% 6.9% 6.9% 3.48 112
person is available to (6) (8) (12) (2) (2) ' '
provide assistance.
Overall 16.1% 345% 40.2% 6.9% 2.3% 3.55 0.79
(14) (30) (35) (6) 2)
Table 34:CTIS 151 Participants’ Facilitating Conditions adebook
Central
N =35 Percentage (Frequency) Tendency
Strongly Strongly
Agree  Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree M SD
When | need to help to use o 0 0 o
Facebook, guidance is 5(;)@ 2(81'S)A) 5?13()%’ ltgm 0('8)@ 3.29 0.75
available to me.
When | need to use
Facebook, a specialized 57% 48.6% 34.3% 11.4% 0.0% 3.49 078
instruction is available to (2) a7 (12) 4) 0) '
help me.
Facebook, a specific ®3) (13) (12) (6) (1)
person is available to
provide assistance.
6.7%  38.1% 41.0% 13.3% 0.9%
Overall 3.36 0.70
) (40) (43) (14) )]
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Subjective Norm (Facebook Acceptance)
Participants’ subjective norm of Facebook itemsemereasured through five-point

likert type items that were adopted from the theafrglanned behavior items.

Overall mean scores for both courses were at ndidra 3.09 in CTIS 16&andM =
2.97 CTIS 15) level about subjective norm of Facebook items atiogr to
interpretation of five-point likert scales. The degtive statistics for items
measuring participants’ subjective norm of Facebaokording to the taken course
are presented in Table 35 and Table 36.

Similarly in both courses at least 40% of the stislevere neutral about the item
“People whose opinions | value will encourage meige Facebook”. Even though
the overall means in both courses were at newdvall labout the item “People who
are important to me will support me to use FacelboGHIS 163 participants has
higher mean scoré\{=3.14) then CTIS 151 participantd/(= 3.03) (See Table 35

and Table 36).

Table 35:CTIS 163 Participants’ Subjective Norm of Facebook

Central

N = 29 Percentage (Frequency) Tendency
Strongly Strongly

Agree  Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree M SD

People whose opinions | o 0 0 0 o
value will encourage me 3.4% 21.6%  44.8% 17.2% 6.9% 3.03 0.94

to use Facebook. (1) (8) (13) (5) )

People who are important o 0 o 0 0
to me will support me to 13.8% 24.1% 345% 17.2%  103% .., 44g

use Facebook (4) (7) (10) (5) Q)

8.6% 25.9% 39.7% 17.2% 8.6%
Overall 3.09 0.97
®) (15) (23) (10) ()
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Table 36:CTIS 151 Participants’ Subjective Norm of Facebook

Central
N =35 Percentage (Frequency) Tendency
Strongly Strongly

Agree  Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree M SD
People whose opinions |5 g0, 55 706 40006  22.9%  8.6%
value will encourage me 291 0.98
to use Facebook. (1) (9) (14) (8) (3)
People who are important g g0, 58 505 25705  31.4%  5.7%
to me will support me to 3.03 1.10
use Facebook (3) (10) 9) (11) 2)

57% 27.1% 32.9% 27.1% 7.1%
Overall @) (19) (23) (19) (5) 2.97 0.95

According to overall mean score indicated range,ithan interesting and somewhat
surprising finding. Since the interview results sied that participants started to use
Facebook with an extrinsic motivation mostly £ 11, 91.7% with their friends’
encouragements, finding friends, and due to itsuf@py. Only one of the
interviewee started to use Facebook since | usedidemk as CMSs in one of her

course in the previous semester, Fall 2011.

In the interviews, to understand the reason of gusiacebook, interviewees were
asked about what motivated them to use Facebodedan the interview findings,
extrinsic motivation related to subjective norms dze the major dimension of
motivation. The following quotations illustrate thmotivational factors of using
Facebook,

R3: “I have been a member of Facebook since Augfud®07. At first, | had
heard Facebook from one of my friend before sebisgFacebook profile
which seems to be something different. And theechine a member of
Facebook...”

[“Facebook ite ilk bata 2007 ben kullanmaya Had mda a ustos ay yd
bir arkada mdan duymuum ilk dncede onun profilini gérdim deik bir ey
olarak geldi ondan sonrada bende lye oldunj...”

R8: “My close friend suggested... He always mentiahsut Facebook.
Always talking about the things that he saw andatiBacebook...”
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[“Yak n arkada m 6nermiti. Hani bdyle boyle ¢liinkt o bahsediyordu strekli
Facebook’'ta bunu gérdimunu gérdim diyel]

R9: "In general, due to my friends’ usage and dpuydarity...”

[“Genel olarak etraftaki kiilerinde kullanmas ndan dolay popduleritesinden
dolay desem daha dou olur”]

R12: “I opened a Facebook account for discrete raetatics course in the
previous semester. Actually, | had an account sipoe wanted to use
Facebook as CMS”

[“Matematik dersi icin actm gecen donem yoksa yoktiresim yani
accountum yoktu. Ac kcas sizin istez Uzerine oldu biraz]’

Behavioral Intention to Use (Facebook Acceptance)
Participants’ behavioral intention to use of Faadbavas measured through five-

point likert type items that were adopted from titveory of planned behavior items.

As presented in Table 37 and Table 38, overall smdan both courses were at
agreed 1 = 3.57 in CTIS 163andM = 3.59 inCTIS 151) level about behavioral
intention to use of Facebook items. The majorityafticipants’ (72.4%, n = 21 in
CTIS 163 and 65.7%, n = 23 in CTIS 151) either edrer strongly agreed that they
will use Facebook in future. In CTIS 163, percertagf participants (41.4%, n = 12)
agreed or strongly agreed in planning to use Fauelmiten were higher than
percentages of participants (31.0%, n = 9) disafyree strongly disagreed in
planning to use Facebook often. Similarly in CTIS1148.5 % (n = 17) of
participants agreed or strongly disagreed in thkain to use Facebook often. A small
number of the participants (25.8%, n = 9) disagreedtrongly disagreed that they
planned to use Facebook often. The descriptivesstat for items measuring
participants’ behavioral intention to use Facebao&ording to the taken course are
presented in Table 37 and Table 38.
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Similar to the mean scores, the first item of bébra intention to use (see Table 37
and Table 38) in questionnaire, stating that pigaitts (41.4% in CTIS and 37.1% in
CTIS 151) agreed that they will use Facebook inrkiin both courses. None of the
interviewees complained about having a Faceboot&ustand mentioned that he or
she was planning to close his/her Facebook accMoreover, the interviewee who
opened the Facebook account to use it as CMS dtsedhe had friends and started

to use Facebook for other purposes different tloamse related issues.

Table 37:CTIS 163 Participants’ Behavioral Intention to W4gd-acebook

Central
N = 29 Percentage (Frequency) Tendency
Strongly Strongly

Agree  Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree M SD
| will use Facebook inthe 31.0% 41.4% 24.1% 0.0% 3.4% 397 0.94
future. (9) (12) (7 0) (1) ' ’
| plan to use Facebook 13.8% 27.6% 27.6% 24.1% 6.9% 317 117
often. 4) (8) (8) (7) (2) ' '

224% 345% 259% @ 12.7% 5.2%
Overall 3.57 0.89

(13) (20) (15) ) 3

Table 38:CTIS 151 Participants’ Behavioral Intention to W4gd-acebook

Central
N = 35 Percentage (Frequency) Tendency
Strongly Strongly

Agree  Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree M SD
| will use Facebook inthe 28.6% 37.1% 28.6% 2.9% 2.9% 3.86 0.97
future. (10) (13) (20) 1) 1) ' ‘
| plan to use Facebook 114% 37.1% 25.7% 22.9% 2.9% 331 105
often. 4) (13) 9 (8) 1) ' ’

20.0% 37.1% 27.1% 12.9% 2.9%
Overall 3.59 0.91

(14) (26) 19) 9) 2)
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4.1.3 Course Facebook Involvement

The course Facebook involvement variables were sipgait on the course Facebook
page, number of likes, number of posts, numberoairoents, number of discussion
comments, number of discussion involved and depttiscussion posts. The data,
number of Course SNSs currently belong and Timeaitspe SNSs per day, were
collected by questionnaires. The data demonstthgdoarticipant’s involvement in
both CTIS 151 and CTIS 163 courses Facebook pages eapturing similar and a
considerable amount of their time. The average amofltime spent daily was 49.41
minutes (0.82 hours) in CTIS 151 while the averag®unt of time spent daily was
50.89 minutes (0.85 hours) in CTIS 163. This maare tcommitment to course
Facebook page is greater than the time that steideotld spend attending classes
per week, if enrolled in 4-credit hours. The dgstore statistics for involvement in
course Facebook page are presented in Table 38daugdo the taken course.

Table 39: CourseFacebook page Involvement Variables

CTIS 163 (N = 29) CTIS 151 (N = 35)
Range Mean SD Range Mean SD

N =42

Course SNSs Currently Belong 0-15 229 257 0-15 27 2. 2.56
Time Spent per Day (in minutes) 2-180 50.89 50.58-180 49.41 47.63

Number of Like 0-16 3.72 5.18 0-1 .09 .28
Number of Post (Video or .pdf) 0-14 238 3.28 0-3 11. .53
Number of Comment 0-21 362 5.16 0-0 .00 .00

Number of Discussion Comment  0-13 1.52 2.75 0-8 .371.50
Number of Discussion Involved 0-6 .79 1.32 0-2 .11 .40

The total number of discussions subjects in CTIS @& 10) is higher than that in
CTIS 151 { = 5). Topics and number of discussion posts (includimg initiation
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message of instructor) are presented in Table 4D Taable 41 according to the

course.

Based on the data, number of responses in coursbéak pages according to the
courses were different. Participants were moreva@nd involved to the discussions
of CTIS 163 course than that of CTIS 151. As presgm Table 40 and 41, number
of discussion opened by instructor was smaller TiSC151 (N = 4) than that in
CTIS 163 (N = 6). As an instructor, | planned tcsppeame number of discussion
subject in both courses. However, in CTIS 151, @uthe lack of interaction in the

posted discussion, we decided to give more tinteestudents.

Table 40: Discussion Subjects and Response Details of CTES 16

Initiator ~ Discussion Subject Post Datelnvolved P

Instructor Propositional Functions 10.02. 11 3 4 2
Logic 17.03. 11 5 8 4
Proofs and Their Uses 29.03.11 1 2 1
Graph Theory 20.04. 11 2 4 4
Full Binary and Spanning Trees 28.04.11 2 12 1
Why we learn Discrete Math 09.05.11 4 6 1

Student Matrix 20.03.11 1
Graph Theory 02.04.11 1 5
Algorithms 21.05.11 5 6 0
Course’s Facebook Page 24.05. 11 2 2 1
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Table 41:Discussion Subjects and Response Details of CTIS 15

# of Post b
Initiator Discussion Subject Post Date# of Stud. y
involved  styd.  Inst.

Instructor Identifiers in C 08.03. 11 0 0 1

:tepl)pﬁozrp;%?;?r:gmer who is new,, 03 11 1 5 1

Call by Reference and Value 28.04. 11 0 0 1

Conditional Statements 09.05.11 1 1 2
Student Arrays 21.05.11 2 7 2

Four students responded to the involvement queasion as they didn’t use course
Facebook page. Three of them did not use Faceblsokaad they only took CTIS

151 course. However, the one using Facebook andsidied as not using course
Facebook page was not only the member of CTIS d68se but he also involved in

some of the discussions at the beginning of theeseam
Table 42 and Table 43 present the descriptivessitti of mostly used and helpful

part of course Facebook page according to the cgmatits responses to the

involvement questionnaire.

Table 42:Most used and helpful parts of CTIS 163 Facebogepa

Descriptive Statistics

N= 28 Missing  Discussions  Wall Post Events Other
Which part of the course 0.0% 32.1% 50.0% 17.9% 0.0%
Facebook page do you use Most?

Which part of the course 0.0%  46.4% 46.4% 7.1% 0.0%
Facebook page is helpful the

Most for you? (Check one) (0) (13) (13) @) (0)
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Table 43: Most used and helpful parts of CTIS 151 Facebogepa

Descriptive Statistics

N= 31 Missing  Discussions  Wall Post Events Other
Which part of the course 3.2% 25.8% 54.8% 16.1% 0.0%
Facebook page do you use Most?

Which part of the course 0.0% 41.9%  48.4% 9.7% 0.0%
Facebook page is helpful the

Most for you? (Check one) (0) (13) (15) ®3) (0)

In course Facebook pages, wall posts were the mresoghared on the wall such as

videos and links of documents or web pages relabedourse. Similar to the

involvement questionnaire results, in the interviesharing/viewing video,

documents and discussions part were referred asdldy used and useful activities

of course Facebook pages. The following quotatibustrate the views of students

about both mostly used and helpful part of coumeebook page:

R10: “... We were sharing videos and shared videag wery helpful for the
subjects either we missed or we had difficultynderstanding ...”

[“Dersi takip etmeme sebeb oluyor yani. Derste nesgllamad m veya
kacirdigimiz  eyleri oraya konulan Orneklerle yada videolarla
peki tirebiliyorum”]

R1: “We shared videos related to course subjectsosé€ videos can be
helpful for a student who did not either listen efaly or concentrate on the
lecture. Those videos make subject understandablthém with visual ads
like graphics. Such as3K, chessboard discussion example. None of us can
understand the subject if we discussed that example lecture...”

[“Dersin Facebook sayfas nda meseldedi imiz konularla ilgili videolar
payla abiliriz, o videolar belki hoca anlat m nda dersig dinlememilerdi
yada olmamlard ey video seyrederek belki daha etkili olabilir
arkadalar m z belki eer grafiksel bir anlatm varsa onu paykbiliriz.
Mesela gecen K3,3 Ornevard Onu normal derste yani anlatsak kimse
anlayama bilirdi. Ama orada ekillerle ve discussion sorularyla daha
mant kl oldu unu ditinilyorum ben daousu”]
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R5: “I believe the videos and discussions sharecaurse Facebook page,
parallel to the lecture notes were useful with deguand active
participation...”

[“Mesela baz hani dersimizde paralel olarak gidemzbders notlar oluyor
veya onun d nda baz videolar oluyor, sorular yada discussamdledi imiz
gibi hani onlar n yararl olduunu diuntyorum ama tabii dizenli ve aktif
olarak kullan | rsa yararl olduunu duuntyorum her ne kadar hani kar
taraftan arkadalar m zdan duzenli paylamlar gelsede yani yararl eyler
gelsede orencilerin kullanmas gerekiyor bun{i”

R4: “For example in CTIS 163 course, | have proldemth a problem or a
subject. | can solve the problem or understand ghbject by viewing the
shared video on course Facebook page....”

[“‘Mesela matematikte bir konuda sknt cekiyorsama Ka biri video
payla t ysa mesela sayfada o videoyu izleyerek o probiéaebiliyorum’]

Involved activities, type of posts may serve asimportant reference point to
defining the involvement of Facebook. Involvememthioth Facebook and course
Facebook page contain same kind of activities. &llthe interviewees list the
activities that they did as following their friendsharing and viewing videos, photos,
links, documents, and discussions. Writing on thall,wwriting and reading

comments can also be counted as activities perfbbygehe respondents.

According to the interviewees, the mostly usedvaas were sharing, viewing
videos, discussions and following what is goingtlo& course page, while the rarely
used one was sharing photo which they did in tR@icebook profile but not in
course Facebook page. The majority of interviewee® highlighted wall posts and
discussions as not only the mostly used, but adwed activity in Facebook.

Only two of the participants declared that they wid attend and followed Facebook
discussions. One of those students took only thEs@b1 courses and other failed
from both courses due to not attending. The othtarviewees, majority, defined
their use as at least following the discussiongspfaom both CTIS 163 and CTIS

151.
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Depth of Post

The descriptive statistics for depth of discusspmsts are presented in Table 44.
Number of both discussion post (f = 32) and invdlgeudents (N = 13) in CTIS 163

are more than the number of both discussion pestL{f) and involved students (N =

3).

Table 44:Descriptive statistics - Depth of Discussion post

Measures of Central Tendency

Depth of Discussion Posts
Range Mean SD

CTIS 163 with Number of Discussion Posts = 32
# of involved Students = 13

CTIS 151 with Number of Discussion Posts = 11
# of involved Students = 3

0-30 17..38 8.70

0-22 10.00 8.29

Discussion posts of course Facebook page were zathlyp measure the depth of
post by using a coding scheme adapted from Chalandssen (2002). Rubric used
for finding the depthness of students’ discussiost [is presented in Appendix I. The
model identifies five major components of arguméartluding claims, grounds,
warrants, backing and rebuttals. Total number ofsages coded in each category
for each group. Each message was coded by therchseand a peer. After peer
review of coding depth of post were calculated. Tuividual scores were achieved
by summing the number of points achieved in eaghraentation category (claims,
grounds, warrants, backing and rebuttals).

As shown in Table 45 and Table 46, overall meagagh argument (3.38, 3.50, 3.50,
3.62 and 3.38 for claims, grounds, warrants, barckimd rebuttals respectively) used
to measure depthness of the discussion posts i8 €43 was higher than that (2.36,
2.36, 1.64, 1.82 and 1.82 for claims, grounds, avds, backing and rebuttals
respectively) in CTIS 151.
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There were two posts in CTIS 163 discussion. Bdtthem were social interaction
not related with the subject of the discussion.réfoge, they were not counted and
scored as a discussion post. Unlike discussion posETIS 163, in CTIS 151

discussions, there was not any social interactiost.pHowever, there were three
discussion posts in CTIS 151, which got 0 from categories of argumentation.
Moreover, Table 45 and Table 46 show that in CT3% &nly one discussion post
having six points from all categories of argumantatwhereas in CTIS 163 there

were at least seven discussion posts having s &bcategories of argumentation.

Table 45: Depthness of Discussion Posts in CTIS 163

f=32 Percentage (Frequency) Central Tendency
N =13 0 2 4 6 M SD
Claims 6('2;%’ 4?1'2())/" 3(11'(3);/" 2%'7(‘;’% 3.38 1.9
Grounds 6('2;% 3(41'1‘;/" 3(71'2;/" 2%'79;% 3.50 1.76
Warrants Gé’;%’ 3(41';‘;”’ 3(713;”’ 2%'7(‘;’% 3.50 1.76
Backing 9('§;% 2%(;% 4?12;/" 2%(;% 3.63 1.86
Rebuttals Gé’;%’ 4?1'2())/" 3(11'8;)/" 2%'7(‘;’% 3.38 1.79

119



Table 46: Depthness of Discussion Posts in CTIS 151

f =11 Percentage (Frequency) Central Tendency
N=3 0 2 4 6 M SD
. 27.3% 27.3% 45.5.3% 0.0%
Claims 3) 3) ) ) 2.36 1.75
27.3% 36.4% 27.3% 9.1%
Grounds 3) @) 3) (1) 2.36 1.96
45.5.3% 27.3% 27.3% 0.0%
Warrants (5) 3) 3) ©) 1.64 1.75
. 45.5.3% 18.2% 36.4% 0.0%
Backing (5) ) @) ) 1.82 1.89
0 0, 0,
Rebuttals 45.5.3% 18.2% 36.4% 0.0% 1.82 1.89

(5) (2) (4) ©)

In CTIS 163, all discussion post was categorizeldadt under one of the categories;
reading citation, content clarification, prior kniedge, real world example, abstract
example and making inference. Unlike CTIS 163, Ml 151 there was one

discussion post, which was not related to one efdiscussion posts’ categories. The
descriptive statistics for categories for codingcdission posts according to the taken

course are presented in Table 47 and Table 48.

As presented in Table 47 and Table 48, even theogtent clarification is the most
used category (71.9% in CTIS 163 and 90.9% in CI8%) in discussion posts of
both courses; utilization percentage in CTIS 168ss than that in CTIS 151. In
CTIS 163, there were not any posts that gave attstreample (use of analogies,
metaphors or philosophical interpretations to supmme’s understanding of a
concept or principles) (see Table 47). In CTIS lthkre were not any posts that
cannot be categorized as reading citation, abs&eatnple, and making inference
(see Table 48).
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Table 47: Categories Found for Discussion Posts in CTIS 163

Percentage (Frequency)

Central Tendency

Courses Categories
No Yes Mode
CTIS 163 Reading Citation 84.4% 15.6% 0
f=32 (27) ®)
N =13 Content Clarification 28.1% 71.9% 1
9) (23)
Prior Knowledge 62.5% 37.5% 0
(20) (12)
Real World Example 65.6% 34.4% 0
(21) (11)
Abstract Example 100% 0.0% 0
(32) (0)
Making Inference 90.6% 9.4%
0
(29) (3)

Table 48: Categories Found for Discussion Posts in CTIS 151

Percentage (Frequency)

Central Tendency

Courses Categories
No Yes Mode
CTIS 151 Reading Citation 100% 0.0% 0
f=11 (11) 0)
N=3 Content Clarification 9.1% 90.9% 1
1) (20)
Prior Knowledge 54.5% 45.5% 0
(6) )
Real World Example 81.8% 18.2% 0
9) (2)
Abstract Example 100% 0.0% 0
(11) (0)
Making Inference 100% 0.0% 0
(11) (0)
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4.2 Relationships between Facebook Acceptance and Inveiment to Course

Facebook Page

Pearson correlation was used to find out the walahip between Facebook
acceptance and involvement. The Pearson correlatisriwo assumptions and all of
them were tested.

The variables of the study were normal distributed.

The cases represent a random sample from the pigoula

The relationships between Facebook acceptancaidésts in CTIS 163 course and
course Facebook page involvement variables arertezpin Table 49. Significant

correlations are noted in the table.

For CTIS 163 course, the findings for correlati@ivieen Facebook acceptance and
involvement to course Facebook page indicated feignit relationships for
Perceived Usefulness and Number of Like (r = + B2 29, p < .01, two tails),
Number of Discussion Posts (r = + .52, n = 29, p.&l, two tails), Number of
Discussion Subject Involved (r = + .54, n = 29, p.&l, two tails)(See Table 49).
The results also showed significant relationshipsvieenAttitude Toward Use and
Number of Likgr = + .47, n = 29, p < .01, two tails)

Table 49 shows that there were significant relaimgm betweenFacilitating
Conditions and Number of Like (r = + .49, n = 29,<p.01, two tails), Number of
Discussion Posts (r = + .41, n = 29, p < .05, tval$) in CTIS 163.

The findings also showed significant relationshipgtweenSubjective Norm and
Number of Liker(= + .57, n = 29, p < .05, two tails), Time Spend Qourse
Facebook pagdr = + .38, n = 28, p < .05, two tails)Furthermore, there were
significant relationship betwedBehavioral Intention to Use and Number of L{ke
=+ .61, n =29, p < .01, two tailsiNumber of Comment € + .45, n = 29, p < .05,

two tails) in CTIS 163 However, there is no significant correlation betwee
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Facebook acceptance variables and course Facelwealkement variables in CTIS
151 (see Table 50).

Table 49: Correlation between Facebook Acceptance and Céasebook
Involvement of CTIS 163

Facebook Acceptance & CTIS 163 course Facebook Paglvement Variables

Involvement # of # of # of # of Discussion # of Subject Time Spent
. . on Course
Like Post Comment Post involved

Acceptance Facebook

PU Pearson .523** 277 341 .522** .540** .344
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .004 .146 .070 .004 .003 .073

N 29 29 29 29 29 28

PEU Pearson .285 -.080 .183 .216 126 .108
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) 134 .681 341 .261 .515 .585

N 29 29 29 29 29 28

ATU Pearson .472** -112 .089 -.108 -.030 274
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .010 .562 .645 579 .875 .159

N 29 29 29 29 29 28

FC Pearson .487** 219 .318 414* .352 .290
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .007 .254 .093 .025 .061 134

N 29 29 29 29 29 28

SN Pearson .568** .224 .313 .282 .278 .380%
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) 001 .242 .099 .138 143 .046

N 29 29 29 29 29 28

BIU Pearson .606** .271 .448* .188 .240 .310
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .155 .015 .329 .210 .109

N 29 29 29 29 29 28

Pearson Correlation Sig. (2-tailed) * = p <.057p < .01
PU: Perceived Usefulness, PEU: Perceived EaseefAJRU: Attitude Toward Use, FC: Facilitating Condits,
SN: Subjective Norm, and BIU: Behavioral IntentiorlLise
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For CTIS 151, the correlations between Facebookpaoce variables and course
Facebook involvement variables were not statidyicsignificant. The correlations
for Facebook acceptance and course Facebook imaelvevariables in CTIS 151

are shown in Table 50.

Table 50: Correlation between Facebook Acceptance and Céasebook
Involvement of CTIS 151

Facebook Acceptance & CTIS 151 course Facebook Iraglvement Variables

Involvement #of Like # of Post # of Discussion # of Subject Time Spent on
Acceptance Post involved Course Facebook
PU Pearson 179 121 .079 .078 .165
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .304 489 .650 .655 .394

N 35 35 35 35 29

PEU Pearson .064 -.084 -.116 -.054 .030
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .718 .635 .513 .763 .876

N 34 34 34 34 29

ATU Pearson .213 -.038 -.218 -.165 170
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .220 .828 .208 .344 .378

N 35 35 35 35 29

FC Pearson .136 124 .074 .093 .215
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) 437 479 672 597 .263

N 35 35 35 35 29

SN Pearson -.045 .065 .069 123 222
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .798 711 .692 481 .248

N 35 35 35 35 29

BIU Pearson .084 -.112 .041 .092 .182
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .630 521 .817 597 .346

N 35 35 35 35 29

Pearson Correlation Sig. (2-tailed) *=p <.057p < .01
PU: Perceived Usefulness, PEU: Perceived Ease@fAJRU: Attitude Toward Use, FC: Facilitating Condits,
SN: Subjective Norm, and BIU: Behavioral IntentiorlLise
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The correlations of Facebook acceptance and cétasebook page involvement in
CTIS 163 and CTIS 151 were different. The only angdortant difference that may
be the reason of dissimilar correlation resultsvieen the two courses was the bonus
given for using course Facebook page. In CTIS 1&@emts got bonus from

involvement to the course Facebook page.

Relationship between Depth of Post and Facebooke&jtance

In CTIS 163 course Facebook page, 13 students v@@tdiscussion posts for 10
discussion subjects. The relationships betweenéaéeacceptance in CTIS 163
course and depth of discussion posts are repomedrable 51. Significant

correlations are noted in the table.

For CTIS 163 discussion posts, the findings forrelation between Facebook
acceptance and depth of post indicated significelationships foPerceived Ease of
Use and Rebuttalg = + .41, n = 32, p < .05, two tails)The results also showed
significant relationships betweeAttitude Toward Use and overall Depth of
Discussion Posts (r = + .38, n = 32, p < .05, tvals), Claims (r =+ .41, n =32, p
< .05, two tails), Groundgr = + .37, n = 32, p < .05, two tails), Warrants & +
.37, n =32, p <.05, two tails), Rebuttals (r =.39, n = 32, p < .05, two tailgjsee
Table 51).
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Table 51: Correlation between Facebook Acceptance and Dddisoussion Post
in CTIS 163

Discussion Post: Depth of . .

Acceptance Discussion post: Claim Grounds Warrants Backing Rebuttals

PU Pearson 239 .266 1199 199 193 305
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .187 141 276 276 .290 .090

N 32 32 32 32 32 32

PEU Pearson 348 .331 318 318 309 414*
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .051 .064 .076 .076 .086 .018

N 32 32 32 32 32 32

ATU Pearson 380*  .408*  .369* .369* 315 .386*
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .032 .020 .038 .038 .080 .029

N 32 32 32 32 32 32

FC Pearson 227 258 177 177 201 288
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) 212 .154 334 334 269 .110

N 32 32 32 32 32 32

SN Pearson 300  .346 252 252 260 346
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .096 .053 .164 164 151 .053

N 32 32 32 32 32 32

BIU Pearson 052  .103 026 026 037 .059
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) 778 574 .886 .886 842 .750

N 32 32 32 32 32 32

Pearson Correlation Sig. (2-tailed) * = p <.057p < .01
PU: Perceived Usefulness, PEU: Perceived Ease@fAJRU: Attitude Toward Use, FC: Facilitating Condits,
SN: Subjective Norm, and BIU: Behavioral Intentiorlise

In CTIS 151 course Facebook page, 3 students wirbteliscussion posts for 5
discussion subjects. The relationships betweenleéaéeacceptance in CTIS 151
course and Depth of discussion posts are repomedrable 52. Significant

correlations are noted in the table.

The results of correlation analysis of CTIS 151 reeuFacebook page showed

significant relations betweehttitude Toward Usand Groundgr =+ .70, n =11, p
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< .05, two tails). The findings also showed significant relationstbptween
Behavioral Intention to Use and Grounds (r = + .665 11, p < .05, two tailsjSee
Table 52).

Table 52: Correlation between Facebook Acceptance and Dddisoussion Post
in CTIS 151

Discussion Post: Depth of . .

Acceptance Discussion post: Claim Grounds Warrants Backing Rebuttals

PU Pearson 185  .199 177 239 314 -.092
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) 587 557 602 479 .348 787

N 11 11 11 11 11 11

PEU Pearson 000 -.067 .050 -056  -.140 202
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) 1.000 .845 .885 .870 682 552

N 11 11 11 11 11 11

ATU Pearson 557 381  .698* 538 489 382
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .075 247 017 .088 127 246

N 11 11 11 11 11 11

FC Pearson 344  -307  -377 .392  -451 -.020
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .300 .358 253 233 163 .954

N 11 11 11 11 11 11

SN Pearson 070 -.015 135 015  -.070 238
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .838 .965 .693 .965 .838 481

N 11 11 11 11 11 11

BIU Pearson 560  .437  .661* 585 602 224
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .073 179 .027 .059 .050 .509

N 11 11 11 11 11 11

Pearson Correlation Sig. (2-tailed) *=p <.057p < .01
PU: Perceived Usefulness, PEU: Perceived Ease@fAJRU: Attitude Toward Use, FC: Facilitating Condits,
SN: Subjective Norm, and BIU: Behavioral Intentiorlise
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4.3 Relationship between Motivation and Involvement tadCourse Facebook

Page

Descriptive Statistics for Motivation for both CTI$63 and CTIS 151 Courses

The variables used the measure students’ motivatene self efficacy for learning
and performance (SE), intrinsic goal orientatioB@l), extrinsic goal orientation
(EGO) and task value (TV). The descriptive statsstof the motivation scales are
shown in Table 52 according to the courses takirm@ans are above the midpoint
of 4. The standard deviations range from 1.30 &3,lindicating a narrow spread
around the mean. The descriptive statistics of vatitin scales according to the
course taken showed that participants’ motivaticeans of all scales in CTIS 151
were higher than that in CTIS 163 (see Table 53).

Table 53: Motivation Variables for both CTIS 163 and CTIS 1&iurses

Central Tendency CTIS163  CTIS151
Motivation Scales #ofitem Mean SD Mean SD
Self Efficacy for Learning and Performance 8 4.46.541 4.82 1.53
Intrinsic Goal Orientation 4 439 1.305.20 1.47
Extrinsic Goal Orientation 4 494 163553 1.15
Task Value 6 467 153548 1.28

Participants’ SE scales were measured through saei@n Likert type items that
were adopted from Sungur (2004). The descriptiatistics for items measuring
participants’ SE according to the taken coursepaesented in Table 54 and Table
55. As presented in Table 55 and Table 56, theatlverean of participants in SE
items were greater in CTIS 15M (= 4.82) then in CTIS 163N = 4.46). Similar to
the overall mean score, in all SE items, meansTd8Q63 participants were slightly
lower than that of CTIS 151 participants.
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Table 54: Descriptive Statistics - CTIS 163Participants’ $ris in CTIS 163

Percentage (Frequency)

N =28
Not at all Very true  Central
it Effi true of me of me Tendency
Self Efficacy Items 1 5 3 4 5 6 7
Irel)(ftlli\e;\e/eahvgﬂcellent 10.7% 10.7% 25.0% 17.9% 21.4% 3.6% 10.7% M=3.82
grade in this class. (3) (3) (7) (5) (6) (1) (3) SD =1.74
I'm certain | can
understand the most
difficult material 10.7% 7.1% 17.9% 14.3% 14.3% 21.4% 14.3% M=4.36
presented in the 3) (2) (5) (4) (4) (6) 4) SD=1.92
readings for this
course.
I'm confident | can
learn the basic 71% 0.0% 143% 10.7% 17.9% 25.0% 25.0% M=5.07
concepts taughtin -~ (2) (00 (4 (3 (6 () () sbD=178
this course.
I'm confident | can
understand the most
complex material  7.1% 3.6% 17.9% 17.9% 14.3% 25.0% 14.3% M=4.61
presented by the (2) 1) (5) (5) (4) (7) (4) sb=1.77
instructor in this
course.
I'm confident | can
g;’ﬁ]”eegscseigmé‘r’fs 36% 7.% 17.9% 10.7% 25.0% 28.6% 7.1% M=4.61
and tests in this (1) (2) (5) () (7) (8) (2) sb=1.60
course.
| expecttodowell 7.1% 10.7% 14.3% 17.9% 21.4% 250% 3.6% M=4.25
in this class. (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (1) sb=4.25
I'm certain | can
master the skills 71% 3.6% 10.7% 17.9% 21.4% 28.6% 10.7% M=471
being taught in this  (2) (1) 3) (5) (6) (8) 3) SD=1.67
class.
Considering the
difficulty of this
course, the teacher, 7.1% 3.6% 17.9% 28.6% 21.4% 14.3% 7.1% M=4.25
and my skills, | (2) 1) (5) 8 (6) (4) (20 sb=155
think 1 will do well
in this class.
Overall M=4.46
SD =1.54
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Table 55: Descriptive Statistics - Participants’ SE item<inlS 151

Percentage (Frequency)

N =35
Not at all Very true  Central
it Effi true of me of me Tendency
Self Efficacy Items 1 5 3 4 5 6 7
Irel)(ftlli\e;\e/eahvgﬂcellent 11.4% 8.6% 2.9% 11.4% 42.9% 11.4% 11.4% M=4.46
grade in this class. (4) (3) (1) (4) (15) (4) (4) SD=1.79
I'm certain | can
understand the most
difficult material 11.4% 57% 86% 86% 34.3% 8.6% 229% M=4.65
presented in the 4) (2) 3) 3) (12) 3) (8) SD=1.94
readings for this
course.
I'm confident | can
learn the basic 29% 29% 114% 8.6% 22.9% 11.4% 40.0% M=5.40
concepts taught in (1) (1) (4) 3) (8) (4) (14) SD=1.70
this course.
I'm confident | can
understand the most
complex material  5.7% 5.7% 20.0% 2.9% 25.7% 17.1% 22.9% M=4.80
presented by the (2) (2) (7) (1) ) (6) (8) sSD=1.84
instructor in this
course.
I'm confident | can
g;’{“h”ee;‘;;gﬁmé‘r’fs 2.9% 2.9% 11.4% 20.0% 31.4% 17.1% 14.3% M=4.82
and tests in this (1) 1) (4) (7) (11) (6) (5) sb=1.47
course.
| expectto dowell 11.4% 29% 29% 57% 45.7% 20.0% 11.4% M=4.77
in this class. (4) (1) (1) (2) (16) @) 4) SD=1.72
I'm certain | can
master the skills 57% 2.9% 14.3% 14.3% 25.7% 22.9% 14.3% M=4.77
being taught in this  (2) (1) (5) (5) (9) (8) (5) SD=1.65
class.
Considering the
difficulty of this
course, the teacher, 5.7% 2.9% 14.3% 57% 31.4% 22.9% 17.1% M=4091
and my skills, | @ @ (6 @ @) ® (6 sb=166
think 1 will do well
in this class.
Overall M=4.82
SD =1.53
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The descriptive statistics for items measuring ip@dnts’ IGO according to the
taken course are presented in Table 56 and Tabl&ignlar with SE items, the
overall mean of participants in IGO items were tgea CTIS 151 = 5.20) then

in CTIS 163 M = 4.39). Similar to the overall mean score, in all IGénits, means
of CTIS 163 participants were slightly lower thdwattof CTIS 151 participants. The

smallest difference between the mean is 0.48 whééhighest one is 1.08.

Table 56: Descriptive Statistics - Participants’ IGO itemddIS 163

N =28 Percentage (Frequency)

Not at all Very true  Central
Intrinsic Goal true of me of me Tendency
Orientation ltems 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

In a class like this, |

prefer course

material that really 10.7% 10.7% 17.9% 7.1% 28.6% 21.4% 3.6% M=4.10
challengesmesol (3) 3) (5) (2) (8) (6) (1) SD=1.77
can learn new

things.

In a class like this, |

prefer course

material that 7.1% 21.4% 7.1% 10.7% 28.6% 17.9% 7.1% M=414
arouses my (2) (6) (2) 3) (8) () (2) sb=182
curiosity, even if it

is difficult to learn.

The most satisfying
thing for me in this
course is trying to
understand the
content as
thoroughly as
possible

When | have the

opportunity in this

class, | choose

course assignments 0.0% 3.6% 14.3% 21.4% 28.6% 14.3% 17.9% M=4.89
that | can learn (0) (1) 4) (6) (8) (4) (5) SD=1.42
from even if they

don’t guarantee a

good grade

7.1% 3.6% 14.3% 25.0% 25.0% 14.3% 10.7% M=4.43
(2) @) (4) () () (4) () sb=1.62

Overall M =4.39
SD =1.30
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Table 57:Descriptive Statistics - Participants’ IGO itemddmIS 151

N =35 Percentage (Frequency)
Not at all Very true  Central

Intrinsic Goal true of me of me Tendency
Orientation ltems 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
In a class like this, |
fg:{?;gﬁ;fﬁamagggg' 57% 8.6% 57% 257% 14.3% 14.3% 257% M=4.80
me so | can learn new (2) (3) 2) ©) ) ) ©) Sh=1.84
things.
In a class like this, |
prefer course material 5 7o 5700 5705 14.3% 20.0% 20.0% 28.6% M=5.11
hatarousesmy ) @ (@ () () () (10 sSD=179
curiosity, even if itis -
difficult to learn.
The most satisfying
thing for me in this
course is trying to 57% 2.9% 57% 57% 11.4% 37.1% 31.4% M=551
understand the (2) (1) (2) (2) (4) (13) (11) sp=1.70
content as thoroughly
as possible
When | have the
opportunity in this
class, | choose course , g0 5 900 14305 8.6% 8.6% 31.4% 31.4% M=537
assignments that | can 3 3
learn from even if @ @ () ®3) @) (11) (1) sb=170
they don’t guarantee a
good grade

Overall M =5.20

SD = 1.47

The descriptive statistics for items measuring ip@dnts’ EGO according to the

taken course are presented in Table 58 and Tabligig#lar with SE and IGO items,

the overall mean of participants in EGO items wgmesater in CTIS 151M = 5.53
then in CTIS 163N = 4.94). Similar to the overall mean score, in all EGé@ms,
means of CTIS 163 participants were slightly lowbean that of CTIS 151

participants. The smallest difference between teamis 0.39 while the highest one

is 0.95.
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Table 58: Descriptive Statistics -

Participants’ EGO item<inlS 163

N =28 Percentage (Frequency)
Not at all Very true  Central

Extrinsic Goal true of me of me Tendency
Orientation ltems 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Getting a good
g:g‘drﬁo'gttgfti;l;ﬁ;'s 71% 36% 107% 7.1% 14.3% 21.4% 357% M=525
thing for me right (2) (1) (3) (2) (4) (6) (10) SD=1.92
now.
The most important
thing for me right
now is improving
my overall grade 7.1% 10.7% 10.7% 0.0% 14.3% 14.3% 42.9% M=5.18
point average, so (2) 3) 3) (0) (4) (4) (12) sb=213
my main concern in
this class is getting
a good grade.
If I can, | want to
get E’:Ie;g ga""r?e;o'gt 71% 3.6% 3.6% 25.0% 7.1% 17.9% 357% M=5.18
of the other @ @ @O O @ (6 (0 sb=189
students.
| want to do well in
this class because it
is important to 17.9% 7.1% 143% 143% 143% 143% 17.9% M=4.14
show my abilityto  (5) (2) (4) (4) (4) (4) (5) sb=212
my family, friends,
employer, or others.

Overall M=4.94

SD =1.63
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Table 59: Descriptive Statistics - Participants’ EGO item<ihIS 151

N =35 Percentage (Frequency)

Not at all Very true  Central
Extrinsic Goal true of me of me Tendency
Orientation Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Getting a good
grade in this class is
the most satisfying
thing for me right
now.

0.0% 0.0% 29% 17.1% 22.9% 25.7% 31.4% M=5.65
©) (©) @) (6) (8) (® (11 sb=187

The most important

thing for me right

now is improving

my overall grade 0.0% 29% 11.4% 8.6% 22.9% 11.4% 42.9% M=5.57
pointaverage, so  (0) 1) (4) 3) (8) 4 (15) sSb=1.54
my main concern in

this class is getting

a good grade.

If | can, | want to

getbettergradesin 5o, 005 5796 11.4% 22.9% 17.1% 42.9% M=5.80
this class than most

of the other () (0) (2) (4) (8) (6) (15) sb=1.28
students.

| want to do well in

this class because it

is important to 57% 11.4% 57% 2.9% 257% 17.1% 31.4% M=5.09
show my abilityto  (2) (4) (2) (1) 9) (6) (11) sb=1.93
my family, friends,

employer, or others.

Overall M=5.53
SD=1.15

According to the quantitative data collected fronSIMQ, 35.7% (n = 10) of the
participants in CTIS 163 and 31.4% (n = 11) of plaeticipants in CTIS 151, stated
that getting good grade, being successful in thesais the most satisfying thing for
them. However, all interviewees stated that thelyrdit use course Facebook page in
order to be successful. Therefore, success camnodinted as a motivational factor

for utilization of course Facebook pages by theriviewees.

Except for one of the interviewees, who got thehbgd grade from CTIS 163, all
interviewees did not suppose that their utilizatadncourse Facebook page had an
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important impact on their success. However, thegladed the value of discussion
and shared resources such as videos in their lggpmocesses. Some of the remarks

related to success as motivational factor are ptedeébelow.

R1: “l felt guilty that | missed the discussions thie beginning of the
semester. If | attended those discussions, | hedidhat course Facebook
page and discussion questions would be more eféeati my success.”

[“Discussion sorular nda yani ilk discussion sorular kagcrd m igin
kendimi suclu hissededen yani o sorular cevaplasam derslerime biraz
daha etkili olaca n du tnuyorum’]

R8: “When we are using the course Facebook pageaou was not to let
the instructor know | am studying and also not & duccessful, but | am
using the page to learn. If | know something wrang made a mistake, |
know it will be corrected...”

[“CUnkU Oyle 6renmeye cal yoruz yani Wikimediadan bak yorsunuzei
matematikle ilgili Internet sayfalar ndan bak yoranlamad m z zamanda
art k birazda hani kat lal n birey 6 renelim hani amac sadece kat lal mda
hocan n gozune goérunelim dile katlal m bireyler 6 renelim hocada
diuzeltir zaten umuduyla bak yoruz yani ters bir dmaz olmad icinde
rahatca yazabiliyoruz i¢in a¢ kgasmdi ne yalan soyleyeyim”

R9: “I guess my performance was not too much atedtdon’t think so...”
[“Emin de ilim ¢ok bir yarar oldu unu diidnmuyorum}
R12: 1 don't think so

[“Cok sanm yorum hocanj”

The descriptive statistics for items measuringip@dnts’ TV according to the taken
course are presented in Table 60 and Table 611a&8imith all motivation scales, the
overall mean of participants in TV items were geeanh CTIS 151 ¢ = 5.48) then
in CTIS 163 M = 4.67). Similar to the overall mean score, in all TVhitg, means of
CTIS 163 participants were slightly lower than tb&tCTIS 151 participants. The
smallest difference between the mean is 0.53 whééhighest one is 0.98.
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Table 60: Descriptive Statistics - Participants’ Task Valtems in CTIS 163

Percentage (Frequency)

N =28
Not at all Very true  Central
« Val true of me of me Tendency
Task Value Items 1 5 3 4 5 6 7
i'name"ggﬁgﬁrzfetzd 143% 3.6% 10.7% 25.0% 17.9% 21.4% 7.1% M=4.21
of this course. @ @ @ ™ 6 6 (@ sp=181
| like subject matter 14.3% 3.6% 17.9% 25.0% 10.7% 21.4% 7.1% M=4.07
of this course. (4) (1) (5) (7 3) (6) (2) SD=1.82
lr::g(iéﬁs?gir: Of 71% 36% 7.1% 17.9% 28.6% 10.7% 250% M=4.89
Sl 1o me. @ @O @ ©6 @ @ O sp=177
| think the course
material in this 71% 3.6% 7.1% 17.9% 21.4% 21.4% 21.4% M=4.96
class is useful for (2) (1) (2) (5) (6) (6) (6) SD=1.76
me to learn.
It is important for
me to learn the 71% 0.0% 10.7% 14.3% 28.6% 17.9% 21.4% M=4.96
course material in (2) 0) 3) (4) (8) (5) (6) SD=1.69
this class.
Understanding the
subject matter of 7.1% 0.0% 7.1% 21.4% 25.0% 17.9% 21.4% M=4.96
this course is very (2) 0) (2) (6) (7 (5) (6) SD=1.67
important to me.
Overall M =4.67
SD =1.53
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Table 61: Descriptive Statistics - Participants’ Task Valtems in CTIS 151

Percentage (Frequency)

N =35
Not at all Very true  Central
« Val true of me of me Tendency
Task Value ltems 1 5 3 4 5 6 7
i'name"ggﬁgﬁrzfetzd 57% 5.7% 2.9% 20.0% 257% 20.0% 20.0% M =4.94
of this course. @@ @ @ O © O (M sb=168
| like subject matter 5.7% 8.6% 0.0% 14.3% 34.3% 20.0% 17.1% M=4091
of this course. 2 3 0) (5) (12) (7) (6) SD =1.67
iﬁ:?iéﬁ?s?gif of 29% 00% 57% 143% 22.9% 28.6% 257% M=542
useful to me. (1) (0) 2) ) 8) (10) (99 sb=142
| think the course
material in this 29% 0.0% 29% 57% 20.0% 28.6% 40.0% M=5.86
class is useful for 1) 0) 1) 2 (7) (10) (14) sD=1.35
me to learn.
It is important for
me to learn the 29% 0.0% 29% 8.6% 20.0% 28.6% 37.1% M=577
course material in (1) 0) (1) 3) @) (10) (13) sD=1.37
this class.
Understanding the
subject matter of 29% 0.0% 29% 57% 14.3% 31.4% 429% M=5.94
this course is very (1) 0) (1) (2) (5) (11) (15) sb=1.35
important to me.
Overall M =5.48
SD =1.28

Based on the collected data from motivation quastéae, in all scales of the
motivation (SE, IGO, EGO and TV) the overall medmparticipants were greater in

CTIS 151 then in CTIS 163. Similar to the overakan score, in all motivational

scales’ items, means of CTIS 163 participants wgéghtly lower than that of CTIS

151 participants.
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Relationship between Motivation and Course Facebdkge Involvement

The correlations between motivation of studentCidS 163 course and course
Facebook page involvement variables are reportedTable 62. Significant
correlations are noted in the table. For CTIS 16Be findings for correlation
between course Facebook involvement and motivatiodicated significant
relationships foNumber of Like and Extrinsic Goal Orientation (r+=.52, n = 29,

p < .01, two tails) The results also showed significant relationshigsveenTime
Spend on Course Facebook Page and Intrinsic Goaration(r = + .38, n = 28,

p < .05, two tailsSee Table 62).

Table 62: Correlation between Motivation and Course Facebmaklvement in
CTIS 163

Facebook Acceptance & CTIS 163 course Facebook lPagkvement Variables

# of Time Spent
# of # of # of # of Discussion involved on Course
Like Post Comment Post discussions Facebook
SE Pearson -.067 .040 .034 .189 .099 144
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) .733 .839 .862 .336 .615 .465
N 28 28 28 28 28 28
IGO Pearson 315 .173 .308 .257 .254 .383%
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) .103 .380 111 .187 193 .044
N 28 28 28 28 28 28
EGO Pearson .413* .228 .366 181 .143 .242
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) .029 .244 .055 .357 469 .215
N 28 28 28 28 28 28
TV Pearson -.010 .172 152 .285 .235 .183
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) 960 .381 441 142 .228 .350
N 28 28 28 28 28 28

Pearson Correlation Sig. (2-tailed) * = p < .057p < .01
SE: Self-Efficacy, IGO: Intrinsic Goal OrientatioBGO: Extrinsic Goal Orientation and TV: Task Value
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For CTIS 151, the correlations between motivatidnparticipants and course
Facebook involvement were not statistically sigwifit. The correlations for
motivation of participants and course Facebook Ive/ment variables in CTIS 151

are shown in Table 63.

Table 63: Correlation between Motivation and Course Facebmaklvement in
CTIS 151

Motivation & CTIS 151 course Facebook Page Involeatriariables

# of Discussion # of involved Time Spent on

#ofLike # of Post Post discussions Course Facebook

SE Pearson -.193 -.047 137 147 -.230
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .266 .788 433 401 .231

N 35 35 35 35 29

IGO Pearson .046 .188 -.025 -.002 -.028
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .793 .281 .887 .989 .884

N 35 35 35 35 29

EGO Pearson -.120 .019 -.185 -.149 .002
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) 493 916 .287 .392 .992

N 35 35 35 35 29

TV Pearson -.169 -.010 .074 .091 -.246
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .332 .953 .674 .605 .199

N 35 35 35 35 29

Pearson Correlation Sig. (2-tailed) * = p < .057p < .01
SE: Self-Efficacy, 1GO: Intrinsic Goal OrientatiodBGO: Extrinsic Goal Orientation and TV: Task Value
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Relationship between Motivation and Depth of Posts

For CTIS 163, the correlations between motivatidnparticipants and depth of
discussion posts were not statistically significafite correlations for motivation of
participants and course Facebook involvement viasaim CTIS 163 are shown in
Table 64.

Table 64:Correlation between Motivation and Depth of Post€TIS 163

Motivation & Depth of Posts in CTIS 163 course Hamek Page

: Depth of Claim Grounds Warrants Backing Rebuttals
Discussion pOStf

SE Pearson 054 024 043 043 056 .099
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) 775 .900 .823 .823 770 602

N 30 30 30 30 30 30

IGO Pearson -142  -117  -.165 -165  -.134 -.108
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) 455 538 .384 .384 480 569

N 30 30 30 30 30 30

EGO Pearson -286 -236  -.316 -316  -.243 -.284
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) 125 210 .089 .089 197 .129

N 30 30 30 30 30 30

v Pearson 005 -.028 012 012  -.004 033
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) 978 .882 948 948 .985 .862

N 30 30 30 30 30 30

Pearson Correlation Sig. (2-tailed) * = p < .057p < .01
SE: Self-Efficacy, 1GO: Intrinsic Goal OrientatiodBGO: Extrinsic Goal Orientation and TV: Task Value

The correlation between the relationships betweetivation of students to CTIS
151 course and depth of posts are repotted in TébleSignificant correlation is

noted in the table.
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For CTIS 151 course, a negative correlation betw&€rand grounds indicated that
increased in students’ SE, predicted poor groundfiscussion posts,= - .61, n =

11, p < .05, two tails

Table 65: Correlation between Motivation and Depth of Post€TIS 151

Motivation & Depth of Posts in CTIS 151 course Hamak Page

Depth of

. ; Claim Grounds Warrants Backing Rebuttals
Discussion postt

SE Pearson 526  -419  -.614* .557  -584 -.183
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .097 .200 .044 .075 .059 591

N 11 11 11 11 11 11

IGO Pearson 318 -290  -.344 -368  -.430 .000
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) 341 .387 .300 .266 .187 1.000

N 11 11 11 11 11 11

EGO Pearson 258 -250  -.269 -311  -.379 043
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) 443 458 423 .353 .250 .901

N 11 11 11 11 11 11

v Pearson -201  -272  -311 -342  -.407 019
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .385 418 352 .303 214 .955

N 11 11 11 11 11 11

Pearson Correlation Sig. (2-tailed) * = p < .057p < .01
SE: Self-Efficacy, 1GO: Intrinsic Goal OrientatiodBGO: Extrinsic Goal Orientation and TV: Task Value

4.4 Relationship between Achievement and Involvement t€ourse Facebook

Page

The variables used the measure students’ achievemsza CGPA and course grade
out of 4.00. The descriptive statistics of the agement are shown in Table 66

according to the courses taken.
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Table 66: Achievement Variables in both CTIS 163 and CTIS 151

Central Tendency  CTIS 163 (N = 29) CTIS 151 (N = 35)
Achievement Range Mean SD Range MearSD
Course Grade (out of 4.00)  0.00-4.00 1.68 1.3800-3.00 1.07 1.13
CGPA (out of 4.00) 0.33-299 1.72 0.690.33-2.99 1.67 0.63

For CTIS 163, the findings for correlation betweanhievement and course
Facebook involvement indicated significant relasioips forGrade and Number of
Post (r =+ .41, n = 29, p < .05, two tails), Numbef Comment (r = + .42, n = 29,
p < .05, two tails), Number of Discussions Pfst + .41, n = 29, p < .05, two
tails). The findings also showed significant relationsbgweenCGPA and Number
of Post(r = + .47, n = 29, p < .05, two tails), Number oo@ment (r = + .44, n =
29, p < .05, two tails), Number of Discussion P@st + .56, n = 29, p < .01, two
tails), Number of Involved Discussion (r = + .477129, p < .05, two tails).

The correlation between the relationships betwaxtmesement of students in CTIS

163 course and course Facebook page involvemeiatbles are reported in Table
67. Significant correlations are noted in the table
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Table 67: Correlation between Achievement and Course Faceboakvement in
CTIS 163

Achievement & CTIS 163 course Facebook Page Invobre Variables

# of # of Time Spent
# of # of # of Discussion involved on Course
Like Post Comment Post discussions Facebook
Grade Pearson 278 .416* 422% .405* .337 111
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) 144 .025 .023 .029 .074 574
N 29 29 29 29 29 28
CGPA Pearson 142 .469* 443* .555%* .464* -.006
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) 464 .010 .016 .002 .011 .975
N 29 29 29 29 29 28

Pearson Correlation Sig. (2-tailed) * = p < .057p < .01

However, for CTIS 151, the correlations betweene@ment of students and course
Facebook involvement were not statistically sigwifit. The correlations for
achievement of students and course Facebook innaleevariables in CTIS 151 are

shown in Table 68.

Table 68: Correlation between Achievement and Course Faceboakvement in
CTIS 151

Achievement & CTIS 151 course Facebook Page Invobré Variables

# of #of # of Discussion # of involved  Time Spent on
Like Post Post discussions Course Facebook
Grade Pearson -.203 -.210 .236 167 -.025
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) .242 .225 172 .337 .898
N 35 35 35 35 29
CGPA Pearson -.026 -.204 227 .256 .084
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) .884 241 .190 .138 .665
N 35 35 35 35 29

Pearson Correlation Sig. (2-tailed) * = p < .057p < .01
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For CTIS 163, the correlations between achievenménstudents and depth of
discussion posts were not statistically significalfie correlations for achievement

and depth of discussion posts in CTIS 163 are showiable 69.

Table 69: Correlation between Achievement and Depth of PosBTIS 163

. Depth of Claim Grounds Warrants Backing Rebuttals
Discussion postt

CGPA Pearson 027 012  -001 -.001 .038 .082
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) 884 949 .994 .994 .836 656

N 32 32 32 32 32 32

Grade Pearson 185  .199 143 143 179 229
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) 312 275 434 434 326 .207

N 32 32 32 32 32 32

Pearson Correlation Sig. (2-tailed) * = p < .057p < .01

For CTIS 151, correlations between achievementunfents and depth of discussion

posts are repotted in Table 70. Significant coti@fas are noted in the table.
For CTIS 151 course, a negative correlation betwbah Grade out of 4.00 and

grounds indicated that increased in the courseegradedicted poor grounds in

discussion posts,= - .61, n =11, p < .05, two tails.
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Table 70: Correlation between Achievement and Depth of PosBTIS 151

Achievement & Depth of Posts in CTIS 151 courseclback Page

Di Depth of Claim Grounds Warrants Backing Rebuttals
ISCUSSION pOStf

CGPA Pearson 418 -355  -.473 -461  -510 -.080
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) 201 284 142 .153 .109 816

N 11 11 11 11 11 11

Grade Pearson -480 -311 -.614* -.449 -.383 -.383
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) 135 .353 .044 .166 245 245

N 11 11 11 11 11 11

Pearson Correlation Sig. (2-tailed) * = p <.057p < .01

4.5 Relationship between Time Spent on both Facebook dr€ourse Facebook

Page

The descriptive statistics for time spent on batbdbook and course Facebook page

are shown in Table 71.

Table 71: Time spent on Facebook and Course Facebook pages

Course Range Mean SD
CTIS 163 Time Spent per Day on Facebook (in minutes) 20-3921.55 100.85
N =29 Time Spent per Day on course Facebook page (iotesh 2-180 50.89  50.53
CTIS 151 Time Spent per Day on Facebook (in minutes) 20-3920.63  90.05

N =35 Time Spent per Day on course Facebook page (intesh 10-180 49.42  47.63

The data showed that participant’s involvement iNSS was capturing a
considerable amount of their time. For both coyrses average amount of time

spent daily on Facebook was around 120 minutes o@sh This mean time
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commitment to SNS is approximately equal to theetitihat students would spend

attending classes per week, if enrolled in 10-¢realirse.

According to the responses in Facebook acceptamestiqnnaire, three participants
out of 42 stated that they did not use SNSs. Tkalte of Facebook acceptance
guestionnaire shows that the time spent on Facelaskvary between 20 to 390
minutes withM = 116.28andSD = 92.59minutes per day.

A correlation for the data revealed that time spmmtFacebook and time spent on
CTIS 163 course Facebook page were significantbted,r = + .54, n = 29, p <
.01, two tailg(See Table 73)

However, for CTIS 151, the correlation between tgspent on Facebook and course
Facebook page were not statistically significarite Torrelations for time spent on

Facebook and time spent on course Facebook vasiabl€TIS 163 and 151 are

shown in Table 72. Significant correlations areedan the table.

Table 72: Time spent on Facebook and CTIS 151 Course Facqimgsds

Time Spent on

Facebook

Time Spent on Pearson Correlation H42**
CTIS 163 course Facebook Page Sig. (2-tailed) .003
N 29

Time Spent on Pearson Correlation .350
CTIS 151 course Facebook Page Sig. (2-tailed) .063
N 32

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {@Hed).

According to the interviewees, the amount of tinmattthe students reported
spending on Facebook on a given day varied greaslyin the responses of

guestionnaire. The situation is the same for tbguency of use. Except for two of
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the interviewees who declared that they used Fatepage two or three days in a
week, all of the other interviewees affirmed tHagyt used Facebook at least daily.
The interviewee who started to use Facebook dtieetaliscrete mathematics course
and continued to use it with other purposes suatoasnunicating with friends was

also used Facebook as daily with approximately 2tutas for purposes not related

to the courses.

All interviewees thought that their friends spemdrentime on Facebook than them.
Moreover, 58.33% (n = 7) believed that Faceboolkviiets are time consuming.
Therefore, they believed that they should somewsstrict their use of frequency
and the time they spent on Facebook. The quotatimlew from interviewees
related to their beliefs about time spent on Fackpo

R1: “... | thought Facebook completely as time wagtntivity”
[“...tamamen zaman kayb olunu didniyorum’]
R10: “If I did not limit myself, it seemed as wastitime...”

[‘E er ben hani kendimi snrlamazsam bu sefer onlaramana
ay ram yorum. Boa gecmi saatler gibi oluyor bu sefe}”

In both CTIS 163 and CTIS 151, the average amottitme spent daily on course
Facebook page was around 50 minutes (0.83 hourghw exactly equal to the
time that students would spend attending classesvpek, if enrolled in 5-credit

course.

Unlike Facebook which was thought as a time consgractivities, 66.67% (N =8)
of the interviewees claimed that using course Fagklpage decreases waste of time

to find important and useful resources with thelelshared videos and documents.

Only one of the interviewees who believed the vaighared resources claimed that

he did not prefer to share resources since findimg) sharing the resources on the
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course Facebook page was wasting his time. Furthrernhe added that he was
searching and finding resources related to theseoudowever, he did not share
them on course Facebook page since he found shasongrces on course Facebook
page as time consuming for him. The following gtiotes present his thought about

finding, sharing recourses and time consumption;

R9: “My friends have the same, equal opportunitigth me to search and
find resources or answers of discussion questiong should | deal with
summarizing answer and lose my time...”

[“Cevab bulduumda orada bazen cevab anlat m bir sayfa veya datum
surebilir a¢c kcas onun 0zetini ¢ kartmayaeiiyorum ...Her insan kendi
ara t rabilir sonucta bende olan imkan onlarda da var”

R9: “In general, when | found the answer, | didnitant to deal with
summarizing the answer...”

[“Yaa genelde bir sayfada cevab buldunda orada bazen cevab anlatm
bir sayfa veya daha uzun surebilir a¢ kcas onuretinz ¢ kartmaya
U eniyorum’|

He was the student who had the highest grade irs@bll and He also had a high
letter grade in CTIS 163 course. He did not shane document but he had some
discussion posts on CTIS 163 in which there wasqpaation bonus.

4.6 Comparison of Facebook, Course Facebook Page and btiie Utilization

4.6.1 Comparison of Facebook and Course Facebook Page litation
During the interviews researcher asked studentomapare and contrast their daily

use of Facebook and Facebook as CMSs. The companfsie utilization can be

examined under two categories as utilization rate, utilized features.
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Utilization Rate

During the interviews, researcher wanted the inégvges to rate their use of course
Facebook page and Facebook from out of 5. Majdmty= 9) of interviewees
believed that they did not use all features of Baok. Moreover, they believed that
their friend involved and used Facebook more ti@mt As a result they stated that
they did not rate their Facebook usage as 5. Sammanents of the interviewees

related to their utilization ratef Facebook are:

R1: “Facebook has lots of features. However, wetlywased Facebook for
fun and we did not involve most features.”

[“Yani ¢o unlukla bir ton uygulama var biz daha c¢ok eylencsmkna
yoneldi imiz i¢in o uygulamalar kac r yoruz bazen”

R2: “I use very little. There are many applicatiotisat are newly released
such as games | see all of my friends are playamges, sharing video; | did
not have such habit

[ Cok az kullan yorum. Birde yani bircok uygulama #acebookta yeni yeni
mesela okey oyunlar ¢kt Hea oyunlar ¢ kt. Arkaddar m goriyorum
hepsi ne biliyim okey oynuyorlar, videolar paylerlar benim mesela hi¢
oyle huyum yoktuf

R4: “I did not share every details of what | am nigimoment by moment. |
use less than that kind of people.”

[“yani surekli dier insanlar gibi her bireyimi paylam yorum. An ve an ne
yapt m paylam yorum twitter gibi deil yani. O insanlara gore daha az
kullan yoruni]

R12: “I know a lot of people doing everything oncéaook. There are too
many addicts who keep track of everything becdosedt so.”

[“Bir ¢cok insan biliyorum ¢ok fazla baml lar her eyi takip ediyorlar hereyi
yap yorlar orada dyle olmad m igin”]

Majority of interviewees (66.67%, n = 8) rated sdmetheir utilization of Facebook
and course Facebook page, while two intervieweéismafd their utilization of

Facebook less or more than that of course Facebagd. Utilization rates details for
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Facebook and course Facebook page are shown ifahbke 73. According to
interview results, mean for utilization rate of Erook (M = 3.75) is greater than

that of course Facebook page (M = 3.50).

Table 73: Utilization Rate of Course Facebook Page and Faatefsom Interview

data
Central
N 12 Percentage (Frequency) Tendency
1 2 3 4 5 M SD

Course Facebook Page 8.3% 0.0% 33.3% 50.0% 8.3% 3.50 1.00
@) ) 4) (6) 1)

(0) Q) (3) (6) ) 3.75 0.87

Similar to the interview results, quantitative dateowed that mean of participants
Facebook utilization rates were higher than thapaiticipants’ course Facebook
page utilization rates (See Table 74). Accordingjtantitative data, 42.9% of the
participants (n = 18) rated their use of Faceboskmmderate. While 42.9% the
participants (n = 18) rated their use of courseebaok page as low. Details of using

rate of Facebook and course Facebook page are shdaia Table 74.

Table 74:Utilization Rate of Course Facebook Page and Faitefsom Acceptance

Questionnaire

Descriptive Statistics

Central
N = 42 Percentage (Frequency) Tendency
None-1 Low-2 Moderate-3 High-4 M SD
How would you rate your use of  9.5% 42.9% 35.7 11.9% 250 084
Facebook course page? 4) (18) (15) (5) ' '
How would you rate your use of  4.8% 16.7% 42.9% 35.7% 309 085
Facebook? (2) (7 (18) (15) ’ '
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Utilized Features

According to interview results, both utilization Bcebook and course Facebook
page contain similar activities. All of the inteewees confirmed that they employed
similar features (e.g. sharing and viewing videokd, documents, writing and
reading comments) on both Facebook and course &akelttivities. Different than
Facebook, interviewees declared that they did hatesphoto on course Facebook
page and they mostly used discussion part of cdeasebook page. Moreover, all
interviewees stated that they followed activitiescourse Facebook page by the help

of notification, events and their home posts.

4.6.2 Comparisons of Course Facebook Page and Course Magement System

The interviewees not only pointed that all coursasuld have a CMS but also
suggested several common underlying reasons toQMSs. First of all, they

claimed that there was a lack of communication aoarse without CMS. Secondly,

the interviewees indicated that students pay lgsstéon and ignore the course due
to the lack of CMS. Third, they believed that studeare more active in the courses
with CMS. Finally, they stated that utilization @MS increases and attracts
students’ interest. Following quotations illustratel support the interviewees’ views

about having CMS;

R1: “All courses can use CMSs... independent fronestd..”
[“Asl nda tim derslerde kullan labilir yani... Korha mzs z...]

R2: "Of course, we always need to have a suppodysiem. Because we're
not at school all times or we may have problemsthat time it is a very
great advantage to reach course information frormbb

[“Tabiki her zaman destekleyen bir sistem olmaseggor cinki her zaman
okulda olam yoruz yada problemler ¢ kabiliyor ewiohende ulamak cok
buyuk bir avantaj]

R7: “For example, | may not follow something inegtlure or | may not listen
carefully. From CMSs at least | can learn the lassignment...”
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[“Mesela derste takip edemedin eyler oluyor, yada belki dinlemedim yada
gitmedi im dersim oluyor hani en azndan son &devi son itext
0 renebiliyorum.’]

R9: “Obviously with CMSs, there were more activarsigs.”

[“aaa Payla m daha aktif oluyor ac kcas]”

Utilization Rates of CMSs

According to both qualitative and quantitative datarticipants had more courses on
Moodle than on Facebook. From quantitative resultgjority of the participants
(61.9%, n = 26) used Moodle for more than two cesiras a CMS. Moreover,
majority of participants (76.2%, n = 32) statedtttiey used Facebook as CMS at
least in one course. The interviewees also pointécthat they used Moodle more
often than course Facebook page since they have aourses on Moodle than on
Facebook. Furthermore, all of the intervieweesesitéhat they were using Moodle at
least in five courses in spring 2011, whereas tled Facebook as CMSs at most in
two courses in the same semester. Table 75 presiemtdetails of both central
tendency and the percentage of number of coursggtrticipants use Moodle or
Facebook as CMSs.

Table 75:Use of Moodle and Facebook as CMS

Percentage (Frequency)

N =42

None One Two More than Two
In how many courses have you been used (or did 24% 16.7%  19.1% 61.9%
you use) a course management system (e.g. (1) 7) (8) (26)
Moodle)?
In how many courses have you been used (or did 0 0 0 o
you use) Facebook as a course management 1£(163)) % 3?1'2)& 3?1'2)& 9('2)/0

system?
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Interview results showed that participants alsaotetihito use Moodle in English
language preparatory program. This means that (nostll) of participants started

to use Moodle one year earlier than course Facepagé&.

During the interviews, researcher wanted interviesvi® rate their use of Facebook,
course Facebook page and Moodle from out of 5. lizdtion rate of two
interviewees were equal for course Facebook padeMwodle. Two interviewees
declared the same rate for their utilization of Mi@oand course Facebook page,
while majority of (n = 7) of participants rated thetilization of course Facebook

page more than that of Moodle.

The utilization rates from interview results andestionnaires were different.

Participants utilization mean of Facebook (M = 3,%&cording to interviews, were

higher than that of Moodle (M = 2.67) (See Tablg Fowever, from questionnaire,

participants utilization mean of Facebook (M = 2.8@re less than that of Moodle
(M = 2.97) (See Table 76). From quantitative ressuthajority of the participants

(61.4% n = 26) rated their use of both Moodle aslenate, while 35.7% (n = 18) of

participants rated their use of course Facebooke pag moderate. Details of
utilization rate of Moodle, and course Facebookepigm questionnaires page are
shown in the Table 77.

Table 76: Utilization Rate of Course Facebook Page and Faxtefsom Interview

data
Central
N =12 Percentage (Frequency) Tendency
1 2 3 4 5 M SD
Moodle 25.0% 16.7% 25.0% 33.3% 0.0% 267 123

®3) (@) 3) (4) (©)

Course Facebook Page 8.3% 0.0%  33.3%  50.0% 8.3% 3.50 1.00
1) (0) (4) (6) 1)
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Table 77:Utilization Rate of Course Facebook Page and Faitefsom Acceptance

Questionnaire

Descriptive Statistics

Central
N = 42 Percentage (Frequency) Tendency
None-1 Low-2 Moderate-3 High-4 M SD
How would you rate your use of  2.4% 16.7% 61.4% 19.0% 297  0.68
Moodle? (1) @) (26) (8) ' '
How would you rate your use of  9.5% 42.9% 35.7 11.9% 250 084
Facebook course page? (4) (18) (15) (5) ' '

Preference of CMSs

The majority (n = 10) of the interviewees preferfeatebook as CMSs rather than
Moodle. Only two of them favored Moodle. One ofrthéook only CTIS 151. He
stated that he didn’t use course Facebook pagehemefore his comparison might
not be meaningful. The other one took both CTIS 468 CTIS 151. He stated that
he preferred Moodle due to presentation of ressuide declared that on the wall of
course Facebook page, finding a specific, shareouree was painful if there were
too many shared resources. It is interesting that af the interviewees who rated
utilization of course Facebook page less than Maqieferred to use Facebook as
CMSs. She took only CTIS 151 and she is the onesténbed to use Facebook since
researcher used Facebook as CMS. The reasonsefi@rrpyg Facebook as CMS
were indicated by the interviewees as having usendly interface, feeling more
comfortable, increasing their interest, interacti@md involvement in course related
activities. Following quotations illustrate theasens of preferring Facebook as
CMS;

R5: “I would like to choose which one. | think lgber Facebook. Since as |
said before even an uninterested people such asight be more active in a
social environment and | think social environmerghihhelp to achieve more
active participation.”

[*Hangisini tercih ederim sanrm Facebook’'u biraz hdatercih etmek
isterim. Cunklu dedim gibi ilgisiz insan n bile yaa kendimi 6rnek watum
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ilgisiz insan n bile biraz daha sosyal bir ortamd#aha aktif katlm
sa lanabileceini dii Undi Um igin”]

R6: “Actually, due to the visual aids and sharindeo features of Facebook,
| prefer Facebook. But Moodle also is a good systdowever | still prefer
Facebook.”

[Asl nda hani Facebook hem goérsel hem de viedo paylaolsun ite
Facebook'taki gorsellik daha fazla oldu icin Facebook’u tercih ederdim.
Ama Moodle’da iyi bir sistem ama ben yinede Fac&hotercih ederdirh

R8: | prefer Facebook because in Facebook, ones fieelre comfortable to
share their comments than Moodle. | think with Mepdwe cannot

communicate directly with our instructors by usiagchat screen like on
Facebook. On Facebook, when you were bored and agreblem related

to the course, or when you have something to askcgn chat and share the
problem with your instructor.”

[Facebook'u tercih ederim c¢iinkli Facebookta insardaha rahat yorum
yapabiliyorsunuz yani Moodle bana dahey ciinkii Moodle galiba hocalarla
direk bir iletiimede gecemiyoruz alta Facebook gibi ¢ km yor bmaC
screen ¢ kmyor burda yani hocaya gerekizaman cann z s kkn oldu
zaman ders hakk nda hani soyliyorsunuz,dyircal s rken soruyorsunuz yeri
geliyor muhabbet ediyorsunui...

R10: “I would prefer Facebook. On Facebook, | carvadlve discussions
more, | can reach more documents such as acaderhatea and videos.
Facebook is more comfortable environment with fiterOn Moodle, one did
not want to write what s/he wants to write due he feeling of being
followed. However, Facebook environment is more fodable, you can
answer without worrying giving wrong answer. Be@ugu know that
someone will correct you. This gives people confideo share and write the
comments.”

[Ben Facebook daha c¢ok tercih ederdim. Yaa dahaa faltbcussiona
kat labiliyorum, daha fazla konuyla ilgili dokuman& ula abiliyorum. te
eyler olsun akademik yaz lar olsurte videolar olsun. Arkad#arla daha
bdyle rahat bir ortam oluyor. Moodleda olunca sangy bdyle gozetleniyor
hissi oluyor insanlar ¢ok fazla yazmak istedikleyazam yor. Ama Facede
olunca ite daha boéyle rahat biekilde cevap verebiliyorsun yarta olsa
birnin dizelteceini biliyorsun ¢inki buda insana daha bir glveniyer
hani yaz y m ben de kat | y neklindg
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Interviewees declared that Facebook interface isenuser friendly than Moodle.
They implied that telling or requesting somethimgni instructor on Facebook is
painless and not a problem for them, but sometthat) they can even imagine on
Moodle. One of the interviewees stated that | tried to contact my instructor via
Moodle. | sent a message via Moodle to get immediaswer to my questions... |
could not have a reply message. | am not sure whethy instructor got my
messages or not.[“...Moodle’dan dersin hocasyla ileime gecmek istedim.
Hocaya sorumlarm annda cevap almak icin Mooddgidgonderdim... Cevap

almad m. Mesaj m Hocan n al p almachdan emin deilim.” ].

Interviewees’ comments emphasized that they feakencomfortable on Facebook
than Moodle and find Moodle more formal than Facéb®ne of the interviewees
stated:“l did not like Moodle page. It is related to thmurse. How can | say,
Moodle seems to m&s the school's page[*Moodle’daki o sayfay sevmiyorum.

Dersle alakas da var yani nas | diyim oras okubayfas gibi geliyor bang’

The interviewees pointed out that they have a tecyléo be follower rather than
actively participate on Moodle. They implied thaey are more active on course
Facebook page. The following are some remarks ablmadle and their Moodle

utilization.
R5: “How often | used Moodle. If there was homdwdruse Moodle to
upload or dowlaod it. Apart from that | do not udeodle.”

[“Moodle hangi sklkla kullan yorum. Odevler oldu zaman oradan
download etmek icin kullan yorum yada ¢6dev oldweaman oraya upload
etmek i¢in kullan yorum. Onun dhda kullanm yorumf

R1: “Actually, Moodle may have more features thas kmow. We are just
looking our grades...”

[“Moodle asl nda belki bilmedimiz cok 6zellii var sadece biz notlara
bakt m zicin onlar ¢ozemiyoruz”
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R4: “I use Moodle only to follow course schedulé&efie is not any other
reason...l did not follow Moodle very often; | dowant to answer questions
on Moodle... | don't like Moodle pages”

[“Moodle dersin schedulen takip etmek igin ka baka yok galiba ...Cok
s kl kla takip etmiyorum. Soru soruldu mu cevapesen gelmiyor... Moodle
daki o sayfay sevmiyorup”

R11: “l did not share something on Moodle...”

[“Hi¢c payla mad m...Hic¢ birey eklemiyorum’

According to the interviewees, mostly used featuwrieMoodle were uploading and
downloading homework (n = 9), while that of courBacebook page were
discussion, following viewing video, viewing documte and following what is
going on the page (n = 9). Only one of the inmg@e mentioned that she used

discussion feature on Moodle.

Interview results also showed that the least usetlifes of Moodle as discussion,
viewing grade and viewing schedule (n = 1), whilattof course Facebook page was
sharing document, and writing comment (n = 5). Muer, seven of interviewees

listed sharing video and communication as invol¥eatures of course Facebook
page. Table 78 presents the descriptive of utilifEatures of both Moodle and

Facebook as a CMS.
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Table 78: Utilized Features of Moodle and course FaceboolkePag

CMS Feature # of interviewees

Moodle Upload Homework 9
Download Homework 9
Following 4
Discussion 1
Viewing Grade 1
Viewing Schedule 1

Facebook Discussion 9

Following

Viewing Video

9
9
Viewing Document 9
Sharing Video 7
7
5
5

Communication

Sharing Document

Writing Comment

The main differences of utilization of Moodle an@dcEbook was specified as
viewing video and involving to the discussions whiare listed as the most used
activity in the course Facebook page. Actuallyeiniewees were not sure if they can
share video on Moodle. The following quotationsustrate the perspective of

interviewees linked Facebook and Moodle utilization

R10: “...We need to be more active in discussionewd¥er, active
participation is absent on Moodle... | share Videoboth my Facebook and
course Facebook page. | also write comments anel tile sharings on
Facebook... | didnit share video on Moodle”

[“Yaa i te discussion bizim mesela daha aktif olarak yaprmagereken
bir ey Moodleda bu biraz daha az eksik... yani oraya r&®uracebook
page) video koyuyorum kendi sayfama dersinkineddgygaz yorum. Likede
yap yorum.... Moodleda video paylasmadim.”
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R3: "I didn’t involve Moodle discussions... In fathere is no longer
discussion on Moodle...”

[“Katilmiyorum...Discussion zaten art k Moodle da ygpki bir ey yani’]

R11: “Moodle did not have the property related tdeo sharing...”... our
instructors sometimes open discussions on Moodld did not attend them”

[“Moodle’un video paylasma ozelligi yok... Moodle d&adission acan
hocalarimiz oluyor ama ben katilmiyorufn”

According to the interview results, another esséndifference of utilization of
Moodle and course Facebook page was that the ésatised on course Facebook
page were need active involvement and interactfostuamlents such as discussions,

communication, sharing video, sharing documentvariitghg comments.

Continuation and Guiding of Utilization

Guiding and helping to prospective students cabead case for Moodle utilization

since all interviewees stated that they cannothreéhe Moodle courses after the
semester that they took. Reaching resources ofptbeiously given courses is

important in continuation of utilization, guiding@ helping and/or getting help from

other semester students. In Facebook, all of ttexviewees intended to share their
knowledge, experiences and resources with theendis and also with the

prospective students of the course.

Moreover, most (n = 11) of interviewees declaredt tthey will continue to use
course Facebook page and they will first examing search the course Facebook
page when they need a resource related to theecsulgects. Evoun though one of
the interviewees stated that he would continues® feacebook page but he would
not prefer course Facebook page to find resourtes. interesting that the two
students who did not prefer Facebook as CMS sthigtdthey will continue to use

Facebook and they will provide help and guide fmspective students.
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4.7 Summary of Results

Table 79 presents the summary of the results aicgptd the research questions.

Table 79: Summary of Results

Research Question

Data Analysis

Data Collection

BisFindings

RQ1. What are the
students’ Facebook
acceptance and course
Facebook involvement
levels?

Descriptive

Questionnaire & -
Interview

Students were mostly using
Facebook to stay connected with
their current and past friends

Facebook Acceptance
- Facebook acceptance of overall

participants, CTIS 163 and CTIS
151, were similar accept facilitating
condition scale on The mean score
for CTIS 151 was at neutral level
while that of CTIS 163 was at
agreed level.

- All of the interviewees believed and

also mentioned usefulness of course
Facebook pages as to communicate
with instructor, their classmates, and
students in different sections of the
course, make the subjects more
clear, increase their interest, and
make them more active.

Facebook involvement
- The total number of discussions

subjects in CTIS 163 (f= 10) is
higher than that in CTIS 151 (f = 5).

- Based on the data, number of

responses in course Facebook pages
according to the courses were
different.

- In the interview, sharing/viewing

video, documents and discussions
parts were referred as the mostly
used and useful activities of course
Facebook pages.

Depth of Post
- Overall mean of each argument

used to measure depthness of the
discussion posts in CTIS 163 was
higher than that in CTIS 151.
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Table 79 (continued):Summary of Results

Research Question

Data Analysis

Data Collection

BisFindings

RQ2. Is there a
relationship between
students’ Facebook
acceptance (perceived
ease of use, perceived
usefulness, attitudes
toward use, social
norm, and behavioral
intention to use) and
student involvement in
course Facebook page
(time spent,
number/type/depth of
the posts)?

Correlation

Questionnaire

For CTIS 163 course

The findings for correlation between
Facebook acceptance and involvement
to course Facebook page indicated
significant relationships for

- Perceived Usefulness and Number
of Like, Number of Discussion
Posts, Number of Discussion
Subject Involved The results also
showed significant

- Attitude Toward Use and Number of
Like

- Facilitating Conditions and Number
of Like, Number of Discussion Posts

- Subjective Norm and Number of
Like, Time Spend on Course
Facebook page

- Behavioral Intention to Use and
Number of Like, Number of
Comment

For CTIS 151 course

There is no significant correlation
between Facebook acceptance
variables and course Facebook
involvement variables in CTIS

Depth of Post in CTIS 163

The findings for correlation between
Facebook acceptance and depth of
post indicated significant relationships
for

- Perceived Ease of Use and
Rebuttals

- Attitude Toward Use and overall
Depth of Discussion Posts, Claims,
Grounds, Warrants, Rebuttals

Depth of Post in CTIS 151
The results of correlation analysis of

CTIS 151 course Facebook page
showed significant relations between

- Attitude Toward Use and Grounds
Behavioral Intention to Use and
Grounds
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Table 79 (continued):Summary of Results

Research Question Data Analysis

Data Collection

BisFindings

RQ3. Is there a Descriptive
relationship between
students’ motivational
profiles (self-efficacy,
intrinsic goal
orientation, extrinsic
goal orientation and
task value) and student
involvement in course
Facebook page (time
spent,
number/type/depth of

Questionnaire & Motivation

Interview

- In all scales of the motivation (SE,
IGO, EGO and TV) the overall
mean of participants were greater in
CTIS 151 then in CTIS 163.

- All interviewees stated that they did
not use course Facebook page in
order to be successful. Therefore,
success cannot be counted as a
motivational factor for utilization of
course Facebook pages by the
interviewees.

the posts)?
Correlation

Questionnaire

For CTIS 163 course

The findings for correlation between
course Facebook involvement and
motivation indicated significant
relationships for

- Number of Like and Extrinsic Goal
Orientation

- Time Spend on Course Facebook
Page and Intrinsic Goal Orientation

For CTIS 151 course

The correlations between motivation
of participants and course Facebook
involvement were not statistically
significant.

Depth of Posts in CTIS 163

The correlations between motivation
of participants and depth of discussion
posts were not statistically significant

Depth of Posts in CTIS 151

A negative correlation between SE
and grounds indicated that increased
in students’ SE, predicted poor
grounds in discussion posts
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Table 79 (continued):Summary of Results

Research Question Data Analysis Data Collection BisFindings

RQ4. Is there a Descriptive Questionnaire - The variables used the measure
significant relationship students’ achievement were CGPA
between students’ and course grade out of 4.00.
achievement (course - Mean of participants’ grades and
grade and CGPA) and GCPA were higher in CTIS 163
course Facebook than in CTIS 151.

involvement (time X ) -

spent, Correlation Questionnaire  For CTIS 163 course
number/type/depth of The findings for correlation between
the posts)? achievement and course Facebook

involvement indicated significant
relationships for

- Grade and Number of Post), Number
of Comment, Number of Discussions
Post.

- CGPA and Number of Post, Number
of Comment, Number of Discussion
Post, Number of Involved Discussion

For CTIS 151 course

The correlations between achievement
of students and course Facebook
involvement were not statistically
significant

Depth of Posts in CTIS 163

The correlations between achievement
of students and depth of discussion
posts were not statistically significant

Depth of Posts in CTIS 151

A negative correlation between that
Grade out of 4.00 and grounds
indicated that increased in the course
grade, predicted poor grounds in
discussion posts

RQ5. Is there a Descriptive Questionnaire The data showed thatgieant’s
significant relationship involvement in SNSs was capturing a
between Facebook considerable amount of their time.

involvement (time

spent) and Course Correlation Questionnaire  For CTIS 16_3 course .
Facebook involvement The correlation between time spent on
(time spent))? Facebook and course Facebook page

were not statistically significant.

For CTIS 151 course

The correlation between time spent on
Facebook and course Facebook page
were not statistically significant.
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Table 79 (continued):Summary of Results

Research Question Data Analysis Data Collection BisFindings

RQ6. How do students Descriptive Questionnaire & Utilization Rate

compare Facebook, Interview . Majority of interviewees believed
course Face’)book page that they did not use all features of
and Moodle* Facebook. Moreover, they believed
6.1.How do students that their friend involved and used
compare Facebook and Facebook more than them.

course Facebook page - Majority of interviewees declared
utilization? the same rate for their utilization of

Facebook and course Facebook
page, while 16.67 of participants
affirmed their utilization of
Facebook less or more than that of
course Facebook page.

- Similar to the interview results,
quantitative data showed that mean
of participants’ Facebook utilization
rates were higher than that of
participants’ course Facebook page
utilization rates.

Utilized Features

- According to interview results, both
utilization of Facebook and course
Facebook page contain same kind of
activities. All of the interviewees
confirmed that they employed
similar features (e.g. sharing and
viewing video, links, documents,
writing and reading comments) on
both Facebook and course Facebook
activities. Different than Facebook,
interviewees declared that they did
not share photo on course Facebook
page and they mostly used
discussion part of course Facebook
page.

- According to the interview results,
the most important difference
between Facebook and course
Facebook utilization is the
discussion part. Unlike Facebook,
the discussion part of course
Facebook page was stated as mostly
used and useful part in both
interviews and the involvement
questionnaire.
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Table 79 (continued):Summary of Results

Research Question Data Analysis Data Collection BisFindings

6.2.How do students  Descriptive Questionnaire & The interviewees not only pointed that
compare course Interview all courses should have a CMS but
Facebook page and also suggested several common
Moodle in face-to-face underlying reasons to use CMSs. First
(F2F) course? of all, they claimed that there was a

lack of communication in a course
without CMS. Secondly, the
interviewees indicated that students
pay less attention and ignore the
course due to the lack of CMS. Third,
they believed that students are more
active in the courses with CMS.
Finally, they stated that utilization of
CMS increases and attracts students’
interest.

Utilization Rate

- All of the interviewees stated that
they were using Moodle at least in
five courses, whereas they used
Facebook as CMSs at most in two
courses.

- Two interviewees (16.67%)
declared the same rate for their
utilization of Moodle and course
Facebook page, while majority of
(58.33%, n = 7) of participants rated
their utilization of course Facebook
page more than that of Moodle.

- The utilization rates from interview
results and questionnaires were
different. Participants utilization
mean of Facebook, according to
interviews, were higher than that of
Moodle. However, from
questionnaire, participants
utilization mean of Facebook were
less than that of Moodle.

Preference of CMSs

The majority (83.33%, n = 10) of the
interviewees preferred Facebook as
CMSs rather than Moodle. Only two
of them favored Moodle.
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Table 79 (continued):Summary of Results

Research Question

Data Analysis

Data Collection

BisFindings

6.2.How do students
compare course
Facebook page and
Moodle in face-to-face
(F2F) course?

Descriptive

Interview

Facebook vs Moodle
- Interviewees declared that Facebook

interface is more user friendly than
Moodle.

- Interviewees implied that telling or

requesting something from
instructor on Facebook is painless
and not a problem for them, but
something that they can even
imagine on Moodle.

- Interviewees’ comments

emphasized that they feel more
comfortable on Facebook than
Moodle and find Moodle more
formal than Facebook.

- The interviewees pointed out that

they have a tendency to be follower
rather than actively participate on
Moodle. They implied that they are
more active on course Facebook

page.

- According to the interviewees,

mostly used features of Moolde
were uploading and downloading
homework (75.00%, n = 9), while
that of course Facebook page were
discussion, following viewing
video, viewing documents and
following what is going on the page
(75.00%, n = 9). Only one (8.33%)
of the interviewee mentioned that
she used discussion feature on
Moodle.

- Interview results also showed that

the least used features of Moodle as
discussion, viewing grade and
viewing schedule (8.33%, n = 1),
while that of course Facebook page
was sharing document, and writing
comment (41.67%, n =5).

Moreover, 58.88% (n = 7) of
interviewee listed sharing video and
communication as involved features
of course Facebook page.
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Table 79 (continued):Summary of Results

Research Question Data Analysis Data Collection BisFindings

6.2.How do students  Descriptive Interview Facebook vs Moodle

compare course According to the interview results,
Facebook page and another essential difference of
Moodle in face-to-face utilization of Moodle and course
(F2F) course? Facebook page was that the features

used on course Facebook page were
need active involvement and
interaction of students such as
discussions, communication, sharing
video, sharing document and writing
comments

Continuation and Guiding of

Utilization

- Guiding and helping to perspective
students cannot be a case for Moodle
utilization since all interviewees
stated that they cannot reach the
Moodle courses after the semester
that they took.

- Most of interviewees declared that
they will continue to use course
Facebook page and they will first
examine and search the course
Facebook page when they need a
resource related to the course
subjects.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSION

This chapter is presented in five sections. Thet 8ection relates the major findings
of the study to the literature presented in chapter. The second section presents
the major implications of the findings. The thirecson addresses the limitations of
the study. The fourth section outlines potentiaksech directions. The conclusion is
presented in the fifth and final section of thigpter.

5.1 Students’ Facebook Acceptance and Course Facebookd® Involvement
Levels

According to the results of the study, Facebooleptance levels of participants in
both courses were similar. Except Behavioral Intention to Usen all construct of

Facebook acceptance, participants in CTIS 163 hayleer means score than those
in CTIS 151. The difference in acceptance levelsvben participants may lead to
some differences in results concerning their @ilan of Facebook, and that may

also affect the participants’ utilization of couisacebook pages.

Both quantitative and qualitative results showedt timajority of the participants
found Facebook useful to communicate. This findisgalso parallel to those of
Ajjan and Harthsorne (2008), Body and Ellison (200Bosch (2009), Ellison,
Steinfield, & Lampe, (2007) Hei-man (2008), KertdaKert (2010), Kord (2008),
Pempek, Yermolayeva, and Calvert (2009), and T n(@821) whose studies also
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confirmed that SNSs were mostly used to stay irtiowith friends and found as a

useful tool to communicate among friends in diffenearts of the world.

Similar to Facebook, both quantitative and qualtatresults showed that
participants used course Facebook pages for conmation purposes. This finding
is parallel to those of Selwyn (2009) and Roblyteale(2010). With the utilization of
Facebook as CMSs, all interviewees mentioned anghasized the usefulness of
course Facebook pages to communicate with theuttst; their classmates, and
students in different sections of the course, twease their interest and to make

them more active.

Communicate with the instructor, their classmatex] students in different sections
of the courseCommunication between students and instructor pdaysmportant
role in student learning and teaching. Therefooemunication is a crucial part of
the learning environment. According to Coates, Jamed Baldwin (2005) and
Y Idrm et al. (2009), communication is one of thumctions of CMSs. However, it
was the least used feature of CMS (Kvavik et ab4&2MWorgan, 2003; Yueh & Hsu,
2008). This situation may destroy the out-of clasar communication as a decrease
in interaction among students and instructors. H@wnethe result of this study
showed that there is a probability to increasedueof classroom communication
with the use of Facebook as CMS. At least, studeeteved that utilization of
Facebook would increase their communication witthlibeir peers (students taking
the course in the same semester) and their instruithe possible reasons for the
students’ believes for the increase in communicatuith Facebook utilization can
be
Monitored by AuthorityOther CMSs such as Moodle involved students’ life
with their school life. Some of the intervieweesntiened that their use of
Moodle or university e-mails can be viewed by sdlaahorities. Therefore,
they did not feel comfortable when they were usbah Moodle and

university’s e-mail accounts. However, without feamisunderstanding and
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being monitored by an authority, they used courseebook page for
communication purposes.

Communication with InstructorAs an instructor, we may not mostly use
CMS for communication purposes in F2F courses. Sointlee interviewees
mentioned that they send some e-mails via Moodleghwr instructors.
However, they did not get any answer for their elsnd@hey were curious
about the source of the problem. It could be thatihstructor did not use
Moodle frequently or s/he read the mail but s/lterdit give an answer. The
problem could originate from Moodle that it did nebrk properly and the
mail did not reach their instructor. They seemeglttlid not trust Moodle.
Actually, those cases sometimes occur in Moodl&eard this kind of
complains from my colleagues, instructors. Intemges also mentioned that
when they used course Facebook page to communigteme, they get
immediate feedback and the reply.

The study results implied that utilization of SN®sy. Facebook as CMSs, has a
potential to increase out of classroom communicateomong instructors and

students.

Increase their interestAccording to the motivation theory, interest ispontant in
learning. Most of the interviewees mentioned thedrsig and activities on course
Facebook pages increased their interests in these@nd its content. This result is
also important since it stated that the utilizatodrcourse Facebook pages may have
an effect on students’ motivation, and interest.cékxding to Astin’s (1983)
postulates, by taking part in course Facebook pgtgdents are showing interest in a

form of involvement.

Make them more activéccording to constructivist theory, learners shdoddactive
in learning process. From the qualitative resits;ebook as CMSs makes students
more active. This result is parallel to that of tBal-Goktalay and Ozdilek, (2010)
stating that SNSs encourage more active user iewodwnt opportunities.
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Involvements to both Facebook and course Facebade pconsisted similar
activities. All of the interviewees listed the adies that they performed as
following their friends, sharing and viewing videgshotos, links, documents, and
discussions. Writing on walls, writing and readoggnments can also be listed as the
activities done by the respondents. Wall posts. (&baring/viewing videos,
documents) and discussions part were referred tbheamostly commonly used and
useful activities of the course Facebook page i ljoiestionnaires and interviews.
This data supports Hei-man (2008) who stated that rhost used features on
Facebook are the wall and messaging system. Hei{@@08) also confirmed that
the wall and messaging system are the users’ dimdt routine activity when they
login to Facebook. This is also parallel to thematew results of this study.

The quantitative and qualitative data showed tlatigpant’s involvement in both
CTIS 151 and CTIS 163 courses’ Facebook pages uekmg similar and
considerable amount of the participants’ time. Thsult of this study supports
Astins’ first postulate. According to Astin’s (188first postulate involvement refers
to the general or specific investment of physical psychological energy in various
objects. This postulate was evidenced by the saggmf amount of time that
participants’ were spending on course Facebookgpgeweek. Involvement can be
associated to variety of behaviors such as padtiicig in, taking part in and taking
interest in (Astin, 1983).

Students used and spent their time and effort wicpzate in course Facebook
activities. According to the results of this studye average time spent on course
Facebook is greater than the time that studentddaspend attending classes per
week if enrolled in a 4-credit course. Studentsolrement in course Facebook page
confirms Astin’s postulate of investing physicaldapsychological energy into an
object. Thus, the time spent by students in cobesmbook pages can be considered
as a form of involvement in which they use bothrttime and effort into developing

out of classroom activities in their learning pregeThese findings support the
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notion that in order to increase the involvemenbof of classroom activities and
increasing the interactions among students anduitsts, use of Facebook for

academic purposes as CMS will continue to devetapexolve.

The study results showed differences in particigantilization of discussion
applications on their Facebook profiles and coliaeebook pages. Actually, all of
the interviewees did not list discussion in theaily life utilization of Facebook.
However, from both quantitative and qualitativeadaliscussion was stated as the
most commonly used and the most useful part ofssoeacebook pages. The past
studies (Ajjan & Hartshorne, 2008; Boyd & EllisoBQ07; Kord, 2008) did not
mention the discussion part as the mostly usedgbdracebook. With the utilization
of Facebook as CMS, discussion part of course fadepage, becomes the most

used part of course Facebook page.

One of the important results of this study was tfaticipants did not involve in the
discussion activities on Moodle. Moreover, somg¢hein were not as knowledgeable
about the functions of Moodle as they were in tharse Facebook page. Some of
the interviewees stated that in some of their asjrsheir instructors rarely used
discussion parts, but they and their friends did respond the discussions on
Moodle. Mostly they did not follow and know if theewvas a discussion on Moodle.
As an instructor, researcher started to use Fagetmomcrease the involvement of
her students in out of classroom activities suchdssussions. This means an
increase in the interaction between the studehthiden think about the subjects and
review and monitor what they learned in the classroAccording to constructivist
theory, discussing subjects out of classroom ion@mt both in learning process and
learning environment. The study results pointed thance of increase in the
involvement of out of classroom discussions viarseud-acebook page. Easy access
and availability of the discussions can be the aeasof involvement to the
discussions. Moreover, utilization of course Fackbtakes discussions into the
students’ daily life and this might be another caador the change in the

involvement of out of classroom discussions.
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The number of students involved in a discussioncteyas at most five out of 29
(17.24%) in CTIS 163 and two out of 35 (2.86%) ihI€ 151. The number of wall
and discussion posts on the CTIS 163 Facebook pagye,more than those on CTIS
151 Facebook page. Knowing the reasons of suchhMenmnt differences is
important to increase the involvement of courseebaok activities in all courses.
These results may be seen as conflicting with botblvement questionnaire results
and interview results in which discussion part otirse Facebook pages was the
most commonly used and the most useful part optdges in both course. Most of
the students stated that they examined the cortidentever, they did not put their
comments on the page. Following others commentfaistiaring was the general
tendency of most of the interviewees in using FaokbTherefore, the students may

count such activity as involvement and using cotiaeebook page.

In the CTIS 151, towards to the end of the semésterstudents asked if they could
discuss the discussion topic on course Faceboole; pdugn, after taking my
permission they started to involve in the discussioMoreover, these students were
involved in CTIS 163 discussions on course Facebpage during the whole
semester. The reason of this difference in involeinto discussion can be
CTIS 151 is a programming course. In the beginrohghe semester, the
subjects were not suitable for practicing in progmang knowledge; instead
they were more related to the philosophy of prognamg. Therefore, they
could not involve in the discussions.
In the beginning of the semester, students might b knowledgeable
enough or they might have difficulty in understarglithe subject to write
comments for discussion topics. Moreover, they inigled time to make the
subject clear and trust their knowledge and ontgrathat they started to
discuss subjects.
Students might get used to the routine of the stanesr the work load of
other courses might be less at the end of semestarally, Lab work loads
in CTIS 151 were decreased in those weeks, clodeetend of the semester.
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As a result, they might have time to involve in @i Facebook activities
such as discussions.

Number of course hours and lab hours can be anmhson. Students might
discuss what they need during the lab sessiongheydmight not be in need
of further discussions.

The study results showed some differences in thielvement of course Facebook

pages according to courses. The possible reasonsheofdifferent rates of

involvements in CTIS 163 and CTIS 151 can be listed
In CTIS 163 students have participation bonus (fntgd from course
Facebook involvement while in CTIS 151 studentsehparticipation bonus
from class participation. Participation bonus frooourse Facebook
involvement can be the reason for the differenodkle involvement.
In addition to the participation bonus, some of &xam questions in both
courses can easily be answered if the studentsie@dnand answered the
discussion questions on the course Facebook pabeseTcases were
emphasized to encourage students’ involvements.
All sections of CTIS 163 course were given by tegearcher while only one
out of three sections of CTIS 151 was given by tésearcher. However,
when CTIS 151 discussion posts were examined, if2osut of 3) of the
students who attended the discussions were nottlnemesearchers’ section.
However, those students also took CTIS 163. Thelaliors were different
according to the course. Unlike CTIS 151, in CTE3 they used wall of the
course Facebook page, they shared resources orwdhe and wrote
comments.
Every week, students had four hour lab hours totm@&awhat they learned in
CTIS 151. In the two hours of lab hours, there wmaquiz related to the
previous weeks’ subjects. Having lots of practiaad opportunity testing
their knowledge may decrease the need for disogigbi@ subjects. Those
activities may cause students to believe that thegerstand the subject.

Therefore, they did not prefer to spend time orculsing, searching and
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sharing things related to subjects. It is also iesshat they simply could not

find the time to do so.

5.2 Relationship between Facebook Acceptance and Inw@ment to Course
Facebook Page

The correlation between Facebook acceptance andsecolracebook page
involvement changes according to the courses. II5CIB3, there are significant

correlations between

Number of LikeandPerceived Usefulneséttitude Toward Usegracilitating
Conditions Subjective NorpBehavioral Intention to Use
Number of Discussion Postand Perceived UsefulnessFacilitating
Conditions
Number of Involved DiscussioaadPerceived Usefulness
Time Spend on Course Facebook pagdSubjective Norm
Number of CommemindBehavioral Intention to Use
Depth of Discussion PosnhdAttitude Toward Use
o ClaimandAttitude Toward Use
o GroundsandAttitude Toward Use
o WarrantsandAttitude Toward Use
0 RebuttalsandAttitude Toward UsandPerceived Ease of Use

In CTIS 151, ‘Grounds were significantly correlated withAttitude Toward Usand

Behavioral Intention to Use

The results also stated that the more favoraitéude Toward UseSubjective
Norm andBehavioral Intention to UsBacebook, the stronger the students’ intention
to like the posts/sharings would be on course Facebood. pddis result supports
Arjen (1991) view which claimed that intentions gerform behaviors of different
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kinds can be predicted with high accuracy fréwitude toward UseSubjective

Norm, andBehavioral Intention to Use

On course Facebook page, students mostly preferrdde their close friends’ posts.
Moreover, when the wall posts examined to see Wl lfrom whose posts it could
be easily seen that same students liked with et@rsd sharings and comments. In
other words, when friends thought that the videsharing was related, helpful and
useful for the course, the student tended to haeesame idea and s/he preferred to
show that byiking the shared posts. This can be the reason of mignifrelationship

betweerNumber of Likeand Sibjective NormsPerceived Usefulness

In this study, researcher sometimes suggestedefosthdents to examine the shared
interactive exercises and videos in the lecturerqio8he alsdiked some of the
shared posts and comments of students on the cbacsbook page. Moreover, she
emphasized involving discussion by stating tharehmight be a question in the
exams related to discussion topics on course Fakgimge. According to Venkatesh
and Davis (2000), if a superior or colleague advidat a system might be useful, a
person may have a tendency to have same idea, arallikely to use the system.
This can be the reason of significant relationsigfweenPerceived Usefulness and
Number of Like, Number of Discussion Posts, Nurabarvolved Discussions

The relationship betweeBehavioral Intention to Usand Number of Likecan be
explained by TAM and TPB, since according to Tedl(®, Perceived Usefulness,
Perceived Ease of Use, Attitude Toward Use, Fatitiy Conditions, Subjective
Norm have a significant influence on Behavioral Intentto Use. Teo (2010) stated
that these five variables contributed to 35% ofiaraze inBehavioral Intention to
Use The correlation betweeBehavioral Intention to UsandNumber of Likegan
be the result of that contribution, since in thigsdy all variables excef®erceived

Ease of Usevere significantly correlated withudnber of Likesn CTIS 163.
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In this study, there is a significant correlatioeteenAttitude Toward Usend
Depths of Discussions Postsrom these findings, we can say that most passibl
important indicator of depth of discussion postcwurse Facebook page can be
Attitude Toward Useln other words, if students have positive atétuid use
Facebook, they most probably employ the courseldestepage to discuss deeply
the subject of the course and have effective dgons. This result is similar to the
results of Teo’s (2010) study which indicated tAtitude Toward Usa technology
or a system had the largest effect on the intentmruse the technology. The
relationship betweerttitude Toward Use and Depth of Discussion Pasts be
explained as largest since students did not ptefase discussion parts of Moodle..
However, the results of the study showed that #ationship betweerttitude
Toward Useand Number of Like, Depth of Discussion Post, Claimouhds,
Warrantsand Rebuttalwere significant in CTIS 163. Moreovekititude toward Use
was also significantly correlated withroundsand Behavioral Intention to Usén
CTIS 151.

It is interesting thatPerceived Ease of Usthat declared as having an indirect
medium affect oBehavioral Intention to UséTeo, 2010) did not have a significant
correlation onBehavioral Intention to Usén this study. However, Kilttr (2009)

declared thaPerceived Ease of Uds one of the important factors related to the

instructors’ utilization of CMSs.

22 students (62.86% of CTIS 151 and 75.86 % of CIBSY) took both CTIS 163 and
CTIS 151 courses. However, their involvement pattearied based on course.
Involvement in any activity where students are altong an average of more than
two hours daily can have an impact on studentsblirement in course related
activities and their learning processes. Theref@searchers who aim to contribute
and to understand how we can benefit from studemislvement on Facebook may
examine the reason of that difference. The possigésons and the area to be
searched can be if the course subject and thexd@ueh as number of course hours,

having a bonus, lab, assessment, assignment ig @&k in a course may have an

177



impact on involvement to the course Facebook p&dearly, there is a need for

more research to be done on utilization of Facelod&aching and learning.

The differences in the correlation results’ dissamiies between the courses could
be caused by the different involvements in differeourses. The most important
differences of the courses are one of them is rpoaetical and the other one is
theoretical, having lab hours and the bonus givemmf participation to course

Facebook involvements.

5.3 Relationship between Motivation and Involvement tadCourse Facebook
Page

The descriptive results of motivation scales shothed CTIS 151 students slightly
have higher means in all motivation scales thanSCT63 students. When we
compare descriptive of involvement to the courseebaok page with motivation of
students, the situation is reversed, students wedohoticeably more on CTIS 163
course Facebook page than CTIS 151 course Facgbagé. These results are
somewhat dissimilar to the results of past stu@igshida, 2005; Carty, 2007) that
the involvement to the CMSs or LMSs was the prediof students’ motivation to
the course. However, there were also studies wdedhared that motivation was not
the only factor that determines the involvementhef students to the course related
activities. For example, Hanrahan (1998) stated thathod of instruction and

learning environment can be listed as factorsiti@ease the learner participation.

The correlations between motivation and involvemtntcourse Facebook page
changes according to the courses. In CTIS 163gthee significant correlations
between

Extrinsic Goal OrientatiomndNumber of Like

Intrinsic Goal OrientatiorandTime Spend on Course Facebook Page

In CTIS 151, there is a negative correlation betwgelf EfficacyandGrounds
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The reasons of differences in correlations accgrttincourses may be same with the
reasons of differences in the correlation resudissimilarities between Facebook
involvement and Facebook acceptance. Since diffeseaf courses might lead to the

different involvement in course Facebook page.

In this study, correlation betwe&ixtrinsic Goal Orientatiorand Number of Likecan
be caused by the subjective norms. When the dethilumber of Likeswere
examined, it can easily be seen that the studikeis their close friends’ posts in the
course Facebook page. Moreover, having manenber of Likesnay be the results
of bonus given to utilization of course Faceboolgear the students may like posts
of their closest friends. As it is discussed infiblowing pages, there is a significant
correlation between course grade/ CGPA and numifepost, comment and

discussion posts.

Negru and Damian (2010) stated that extrinsic gwadntation and intrinsic goal
orientation represent fundamental elements in the@mic development of students.
As a result, the relationship betweextrinsic goal orientatiorand number of like
and betweeimntrinsic goal orientationsandtime spendn CTIS 163 Facebook page
might be an important indicator for students’ acamedevelopments.

Lyke and Kelaher Young (2006) stated that thera ®Egnificant relation between
students’ perception of classroom environments atadents’ intrinsic goal
orientation, students’extrinsic goal orientationMoreover, they stated that students
with an intrinsic goal orientationtend to value deeper level of understanding of
course related activities than those witheatrinsic goal orientationStudents do not
need to use deep cognitive strategies when thiegd'la post”, this may be one of the
reason of the correlation betweEntrinsic Goal Orientatiorand Number of Like
However, spending time on course Facebook pagetmighn using deep cognitive

strategies to understand the viewed and shared.psis might highlight both the
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importance and the reason of the correlation beti@einsic Goal Orientatiorand
Time Spend on Course Facebook Peg€TIS 613.

According to Sungur (2004), intrinsic goal oriemdatis the students’ reasons for
doing a task. The intrinsically motivated studergasons might be the students’
interest, curiosity to the course subject, couraeebook activities or enjoyment of
the shared activities on course Facebook such deosi As a result, they might
spend more time on course Facebook page. When mpare the sharing on the
course Facebook pages, in CTIS 151 number of gjsavims considerably less than
the number of sharings in CTIS 163 course Facelpagje. As a result, there might
not be an interaction and relation might not besolrd in CTIS 151.

For CTIS 151 course, a negative correlation betw8elh Efficacyand Grounds
indicated that increased in studer8glf Efficacyrelated pooGroundsin discussion
posts. This means that if a student believes thed Bas a capability to learn or
perform effectively, then s/he have a tendencyde fewer supporting data in the
discussion posts or the supporting data are nofplaie correct and related to the
claim. This can be due to the fact that
when students did not believe their capability &aste less self efficacy, to
be on the safe site they might need to suppont geent of view. As a result,
they might be more careful about giving relevand atomplete data.
Moreover, they might not leave much for the reaebe sure about their
answers.
in CTIS 151, most of the discussion posts wereigtussion initiated by
students. As a result, students might only focugjigimg the correct answer
to their friends’ question without supporting theiews. They might ignore
and they might not believe the value and importasfcaipporting their view

when answering their friends’ questions.
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Additionally, even their self efficacy was high yhenight not have paid
attention to provide ground for their discussionesthere was no bonus or

penalty for poor grounds in the course.

5.4 Relationship between Achievement and Involvement tGourse Facebook
Page

The correlations between achievement and involvénte@rcourse Facebook page
changes according to the courses. In CTIS 163gthee significant correlations
between

Grade and Number of Post, Number of Comment, Number of Bssocns

Post

CGPA and Number of Posts, Number of Comments, Number auBsgon

Posts, Number of Involved Discussions

Having bonus might be the reason of correlationwbeh achievement and
involvement to the CTIS 163 course Facebook pagerebver, students who
understood the solution of some question in theudisions could easily solve some
of the question in the exams that might have anachpn their grades. This is
interesting sinceepth of posts not correlated witkstudents’ achievementStudents
may learn the answer of the discussion questiam the friends’ discussion posts
and/or comments of their instructor. According tstiA (1999) theory of student
involvement, the amount of student learning assediavith an educational activity
is directly proportional to the quality and quaytf student involvement. This study
results showed the correlation betwestudents’ achievemenand quantity of
students’ involvemerihumber of discussion postsumber of involved discussions,
number of commentsand number of pos)s Moreover, this correlation results
pointed that successful students did not have toochnmumber of like; instead they
preferred to share resources and comments abowecoelated activities in CTIS
163.
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However, in CTIS 151, the correlations between aatinent of students and course
Facebook involvement were not statistically sigmfit. Actually, the most probable
reason can be there was not too much sharing o@ Tk 151 course. This situation

has an impact on the correlation results.

When we examine the correlation between achieverkstudents and depth of
discussion posts, in CTIS 163, there was not $tall/ significant correlation.
However, in CTIS 151, a negative correlation betwéeat Grade and Grounds
indicated that increase in the course grade, pietlipoor grounds in discussion
posts. This result is similar in the correlatiomvieenDepth of Postand Mbtivation
The possible reasons of these dissimilarities m ¢brrelations according to the
course can be
The involved subjects in the discussion of CTIS d&te mostly initiated by
students. As a result, students might share themuskson subjects that they
already know the answer. This might results neglgdb support their views
in order to have and construct a well defined gdoum their discussion
points.
One of the interviewee stated that in CTIS 163 seuhe was not afraid of
writing wrong answer and sharing wrong ideas, dlstiree always preferred
to share his view by knowing that his instructofl worrect him and there
was not any penalty for him. Moreover, he added with this sharing, he
would learn the correct answer since his instruatould immediately correct
him. Furthermore, all of the interviewees emphasibe value of discussions
and shared/viewed resources on the wall of the seoltacebook page.
However, they also declared that they did not imgah the course Facebook
page in order to be successful, and they did naJeethat their involvement

affect their achievement.
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5.5 Relationship between Time Spent on both Facebook drCourse Facebook
Page

A correlation for the data revealed that time spmmtFacebook and time spent on
CTIS 163 course Facebook page were significantited. However, there was not a
significant correlation between time spent on Faoc&kand course Facebook page in
CTIS 151. The possible reasons of this dissimydritthe correlations according to
the course can be
Students of CTIS 163 involved course Facebook @agkspent more time
than that of CTIS 151.
In the interviews, students stated that they waragunotification feature of
Facebook. Moreover, on CTIS 163 Facebook pagee twere more sharing
than that on CTIS 151. This means that less natiios and less time
needed to follow and involve activities on CTIS 1Bdcebook page that on
CTIS 163 Facebook page.

From interviews, most of the interviewees statedt tthey could follow course
activities from their Facebook account home pagetlhy help of Facebook
notifications when they were using Facebook. Tleeefmostly they did not need to
spend additional time to check what happened omseodacebook page or they did
not worry about what was happening on Facebook whegy were dealing with

course related issues on course Facebook page.

Similar to the previous studies (Caruso & Salaw2(09; Kord, 2008; Pempek,
Yermolayeva & Calvert, 2009; Raacke & Bonds-Raa&)8), this study’s results
showed that participant’s involvement in SNSs wastaring a considerable amount
of their time. According to the findings of thisugly, we observed positive direct
relationship between time spent on Facebook and spent on CTIS 163 course
Facebook page. This relation may be considered ahgalle opportunities for
instructors to attract students’ attention, captugh potential time on Facebook to

involve and be active out-of classroom activities.
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5.6 Comparison of Facebook, Course Facebook page and bldle

Comparison of Facebook and Course Facebook Page Use

Most of the interviewees (n = 11) stated Facebaotha most popular SNSs among
them. Similarly, quantitative data results showdthtt95.2% of participants
acknowledged Facebook as both the most popular @N&she first preferences of
them. This finding is parallel to those of Chai®@8), Harris & Rea (2009), Kord
(2008), Santos, Hammond, Durli & Chou (2009), T anf2011) whose study results

also demonstrated high percentage of Faceboolcipation.

All of the interviewees started to use Facebookai extrinsic motivation such as
friend encouragement, finding friends and due sopibpularity. This data support
Brocke, Richter and Riemer (2009) who identifiecbtmotives for the usage of
SNSs concerning the social environments of usersuassity and contact with
friends. This study results also showed that gagits mainly used Facebook to get
in touch with people who s/he did not know fromlnearld. Related researches on
the utilization of Facebook have similar result®@tbcommunication with people
(Brocke, Richter & Riemer 2009; Ellison, Steinfi@dLampe 2007). Similar to the
Brocke, Richter and Riemer (2009) this study reselnphasized that subjective
norms can be the major dimension of motivationge Bacebook.

All of the interviewees trust Facebook as a commaton tool and stated that course
Facebook page as a useful means of communicatiemceHit can be concluded that
course Facebook page creates an environment wiogheshudents and instructor
could easily communicate. Moreover, it is importtrdt according to the results of
interviews, course Facebook page is defined noatbnéng and friendly
environment. Certainly, this situation creates nsupportive environment for out of

classroom activities where students and instrucoutd communicate freely.

On the contrary time consuming belief about Fackpab interviewee believe that

course Facebook page reduces waste of time tovahdable and useful resources
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related to course. Moreover, majority of the iniewwees claimed that using course
Facebook page decreases waste of time to find temoand useful resources with
the help of shared videos and documents. Thistrpsulits out that students believed
the value of course Facebook page. Moreover, dsisltr shows that there might be a
probability of increasing the students’ involvemémthe out-of-classroom activities

via Facebook.

According to the interview results, the most impattdifference between Facebook
and course Facebook utilization is the discussian. fnlike Facebook, in course
Facebook Pages, discussions were used. Moreovecusdion part of course
Facebook page was stated as mostly used and ypsefuh both interviews and the
involvement questionnaire. This is important sitice aim of the researcher is to
increase the interactivity and involvement of stnidein the out-of classroom

discussion. This result shows that using Facebodaghtmhave a possibility to

improve utilization of discussion parts of CMSs.

Comparison of Course Management Systems

The results of interviews show that all coursesebed the value of having CMSs
for every course independent from its subjectsaleera communication platform and
to attract and enhance their interest for the @urs

The interview results of this study are parallelp@st literatures, Yueh and Hsu,
2008; Kvavik et al. 2004; Morgan, 2003, stated thast used features of CMSs are
publishing syllabus and providing soft copy of leet notes or readings while

communication and interactive features and toolSMf are mostly unused.

Unlike Jones et al. (2009) which declared that estisl refuse to use social software
for learning to separate life and studying, in gtisdy, students believed the value of
using Facebook as CMS. These findings support Batdicomb and Smith (2010);
Roblyer et al. (2010); Tinmaz (2011); Lester andiri?¢2010). Moreover, most of
interviewees (83.33%, n = 10) preferred to use lb@alke as CMSs rather than

185



Moodle. Two of them, who prefer Moodle, complainadout the difficulty of
finding the specific resource on the wall sinceytiaere organized by posting time.
This is an important problem since it is importemfind a shared resource in CMS.
However, except that two interviewees, none of ih&rviewees declared
organizational problem in course Facebook pages.réasons for that can be
From those two interviewees, one of them did net kEacebook frequently.
As results, when he entered to course Facebook pagecame difficult to
both follow and find the resources shared on wall.
However, if one uses Facebook frequently, notifocawvill inform him/her
about new shared post. The students might ign@enthifications and did
not deal with what was shared. After that when thegrd from their friends

they might have difficulty to find that specificsmurces.

Whatever the reason is, accessing the resourca@bbok wall is a very important
problem and it should be solved. One solution caniriegrating Moodle and
Facebook together as CMSs. Actually, the reseamsileemploy that integration in
next iteration of her action research to solve gmesion problem of resources.
Moodle can be used for sharing resources in ann@egd way, whereas Facebook
can be used patrticularly support communicatiorradtion and social activities.

Similar to Baltac -GOkatalay and Ozdilek’s study1P) results declaring SNSs as
encouraging more active user involvement, all téniviewees mentioned that course
Facebook page was useful and make them activeeifetlining process. This result
was supported by Ajjan and Hartshorne (2008) resuttich pointed out that SNSs

are places for collaboration and sharing infornratmsupport active learning.

The results of this study provide qualitative evide that student participations and
interactions on SNSs make subjects more clear addrstandable for students. This
gualitative results support constructivist theariitat defined learning as a social

process of interaction and sharing information veiflch other. Moreover, this results
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support the view of Ajjan and Hartshorne about SN®sch can be used to

supplement F2F courses to create interactive emvients.

Interviewees listed the reasons of favor courselb@ak page than Moodle as
They have a tendency to be followers rather thaactovely participate on
Moodle.
They are more active on course Facebook page thdfoodle.
They were not aware of the capability of Moodlelsas sharing video and
discussions. However, they were aware of all cdipyabf Facebook.
They felt more flexible on course Facebook page ttraMoodle.
Communication is easier on course Facebook pageathdloodle.
Course Facebook page is more user friendly thandi@oo
Discussions were more interactive on course Fadepage than those on
Moodle.

The results of this study show that Moodle doesmeeét the needs of both students
as CMSs. The reasons listed above matched witlsttigents’ expectations from a
CMS and their preferences of Facebook as CMS. i§himportant since some of the
above reasons, such as increase interactivity, conation and active participation
of students, were also aims of using CMSs. Moredweraim of the researcher is to
find a CMS which is widely accepted and effectivebed by students.

Goal of instructional designers is to have effextlearning. Effectiveness of an
instruction depends not only on the used mediaalsat on the instructional strategy,
method that is used. To have a successful andtigdeastruction, the instructional
design should be made carefully by thinking botstrinctional method and media.
According to the study results, using Facebook B&SGn CTIS 163 increases the
collaboration and interactions in out of classraaetivities. However, the situation is
not the same for CTIS 151. The course subject niightence the used instructional
method and the utilization of the media. Since botadium and method affect

learning. Media themselves do not improve learrasgstated by Clark (1983). In
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addition, method without a good medium does natltés an efficient learning also.
Kozma (1991) stated that some students would lagparticular task regardless of
the medium; others would be able take advantagea gbarticular medium’s
characteristics to help construct knowledge. Tlueegf to have an effective
instruction, we should select a medium that suitth lmur instructional method and
users (i.e. students and instructors) of the medimmother words, instructional
outcomes are affected both from instructional metlhad medium. As a result,
Facebook might be a suitable medium for CMSs, heweappropriate instructional

methods should be clarified and validated in furBtadies.

According to interviewees’ results, continuationutilization of CMS and guiding
for new comers of the courses can be possible eatirse Facebook page but not
with Moodle. Moreover, the findings stated thatdstmts were willing to continue

utilize and help for other semester’s students.

5.7 Implications and Suggestions for Practitioners

Even though the findings of this study cannot beegalized, the following
implications and suggestions were made. Based enfitldings, the following
recommendations are offered to support a CMS thatcepted, involved and meet
the needs of both instructors and students. Sontkeofecommendations have not
been directly related to the above discussed sishjeétowever, they have been

related with both the expectations and needs ofestis gathered through interviews.

Even though some or all of the findings of thisdstumay not be generalized to all
courses, CMSs and/or SNSs developers may judge sbthese findings useful for
improving and adding additional properties to trsgistems to support utilization of

the system as CMS.
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University administrators and department chairsukhencourage faculty to employ
and to experience SNSs to benefit utilization ofSSNh learning and teaching. It is
better to know what is used and why it is used teeéztually utilizing and planning
to use a technology.

SNSs enable communication among the students amy #énd any place. This
opportunity results in forming virtual classes irieh virtual classrooms are
accessed as long as an online connection is alail@be possibility to collaborate
among the classmates can be further increasech&r witerested parties, thus new
roles’ anyone any role are added to teaching aanhileg processes that should be
carefully studied by the practitioners. In tradi@ classroom environment, students
are allowed to comment whenever they are given igeram to talk. Online CMS
enabled them to comment/answer questions whenéegr want to and they are
ready. SNSs, in addition to other CMSs, welcomeirtual environment where

anyone interested to intervene with the class dsouns globally.

As the study results implied there are potentiglatdities of SNS that can be
beneficial for both instructors and students tatzean online classroom community
and increase student-student and student-teadieeadtions. Efforts should be made
by practitioners to promote active learning thro&Ss and to test the effectiveness
of SNS for educational purposes. Some of the stgdeasays to increase student’s
participation in out of classroom discussions oarse Facebook page are
- Start to discuss the discussion subject first enlécture hour and then let
the students to discuss subject on the course Bakgiage. In the lecture
discussion, give some clues, and hints to incréasie curiosity for the
topic of the discussion.
- After posting the discussion topic, remind the euty by talking about
some of students’ discussion comments and in @Esm let others to

think about previous comments and discussion stibjec
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- Emphasize that they can be perform better in exasna result of deep
discussion of the subject, or they can be easlixeglaf the answers of the
discussion questions were known.

- Let students feel free to make mistakes and stad¢ the goal of

discussions is to learn and make subjects cleauaddrstandable.

Based on the results of this study, to increaseqtiaity of discussions in course
Facebook page, practitioners shoud give both inftirrea and directive feedback to
students and let them to
- concentrate on the discussion point, to write cetepl accurate and
relevant comments about the discussion.
- state generalizations that are related to the g&son question, their point
of view and which are clear and complete.
- explain their views and answers in such a way ithet clear how the
students support their claims.
- state correct, relevant, and specific sources ofams.
- state complete and systematic identification ofst@ints of discussion

guestion.

The study results showed significant relations leetw the number of like and
extrinsic goal orientation. To take students’ iet#s and to increase their curiosity,
practitioners should ask further questions to thedemts about the resource or
comment that they liked. The questions should vefgby selected to let students
examine the shared resource and to let them judhge tive shared resource is.

As suggestions based on the results of this stpdhgtitioners are invited to use
Facebook integrated to CMS, such as Moodle. Sutdgnation will enable the
students to navigate from Facebook pages to Mowadieh will provide easy access

to course related contents to overcome resourdenfinn Facebook.
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The study results showed that the only problemaifrge Facebook page was the
difficulty of finding a specific resource on the Mdt would be more effextive if the
necessary changes in the Facebook are done to thadvproblem so that it can be
used without a need of integration with any otheMS3C Some of the
recommendations to solve this problem are:

- Similar to photo albums, resources can be sharddruolders

- A search option can be added to the wall postsrdoap to title of the
post, person, type of the posts or keywords.

- Wall posts can be sorted according to some chaistoteof the posts
such as type, date, name or person who publisteeplast.

- Facebook developers may add a new ability to Fasepage walls for
admins to design the wall page flexible and to telugand organize the
wall posts according to some characteristics otgpeach as subject or
weekly similar to the course outline. In other wsyrdhe wall of the
Facebook page can be more easily modified and misstd according to
user needs.

- Like the communication between Twitter and Faceh@&@WSs and CMS
developers may design a property that enable SN®Memicate with
CMS. The communication between SNS and CMS enaisiess’ updates
in one system affect on both systems at the sane ti

The result of this study showed that students’ ivenment to the course Facebook
page was different according to courses. Involvanrerthe theoretical course was
more than that in practical one. In the practicalrse, students have lab hours and
more number of in-class activities. Therefore, tineight be overloaded, and they
might not be in need of course Facebook page imvodnt or not have time for other
out-of classroom activities. | suggest that incallirses, start discussions in Facebook
in the first weeks. Based on the course load amdesits’ level of invovement in the
discussions, SNS can be used just for communicatioposes, sharing resources

such as videos and documents or for all.

191



The findings on increased success of the studetdanus given to the students for
involvement and positive impact of student’s pgptation using Facebook on course
success in CTIS 163, may suggest that the prawitsoshould assign participation
grades for the courses similar to CTIS 163. To supgtudents’ participation, course
specifications should also be taken into accounmé of the suggested ways to
increase student’s participation are to:

- Share videos related to course content,

- Share interactive and interesting exercises,

- Use Facebook material during in class courses,

- Respond to questions/sharings from the studergsiak as possible.

5.8 Recommendations for Further Research

Based on the limited research that has been exdn8NSs utilization in teaching
and learning, there is a need for more thorougdissuof both quantitative and

gualitative influences on the university studerpenences.

Considering the limited number of research studieted to utilization of SNSs as
CMS to solve the problems of CMSs, new studies lshioel carried out to investigate

how SNSs can be used in teaching and learning gsese

This study shows that many students felt they bestefrom utilization of Facebook
as a CMS and they preferred to use Facebook insteltbodle as a CMS. Further
research should investigate and can be conducted
in depth how much learning happens with the utilima of SNSs and
compare it with the situation of CMS,
to examine the impacts of these same factors aver Will learners become
more likely to accept use SNSs for education whey tare more familiar

with the system?
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to compare characteristics of early adopters oiguSNSs as instructional
technology versus late followers in order to untéerd impact of using SNSs
on educational variables.

to identify the characteristics of SNSs that mdluence a faculty member’s
willingness to integrate it in teaching by drawingon the diffusion of
innovation.

to identify variables regarding course, i.e. conht@heoretical, practical),
number of in-class activities, number of studentshie classroom taking the
course, number of instructors teaching the sameseadn different sections.
to understand how faculty attitudes may help odéirutilization of SNSs as
CMSs.

to identify how and why faculty member especialgtructors utilize SNS
and their perspectives about utilization of SNSeducational purposes

to determine what is needed to develop and increasgeness among both
students and instructors that SNSs may be usedkasreng tool?

to apply the theory of planned behavior to undexstand predict student's
intentions and behavior to use SNSs to supplenf&it in-class learning.
After an analysis of the student data, it coulchtbe compared with faculty
expectations from SNSs use in an attempt to urateisivhether there are
similarities or differences among the students iastructor and whether or
not the same factors influence student and facutg. Moreover, how
instructors acceptance of utilization of SNSs fduaational purposes affects
students perspective or vice versa.

To identify the differences or similarities of SN@lization in the different

levels such as freshman, sophomores and seniors.

Future research is still essential in order to aisc the most effective methods of
utilizing SNSs to improve teaching and learningdurctivity and to better support

active, social, and engaging learning environments.
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APPENDIX A

INFORMED CONSENT DOCUMENT

| am a full time instructor at Bilkent UniversityComputer Technology and
Information Systems (CTIS) department. | am redqagsyour participation in a
research project being conducted in fulfillmentnoy dissertation requirement as a
part of my doctorate program in the Graduate Scbhbdlatural Sciences of Middle

East Technical University.

The Human Subjects Committee at Middle East Tedhrimiversity, and CTIS
Chairman (Mr. Erkan Ucar) of Bilkent University apped the distribution and use
of this survey instrument. It is my hope that yoll aomplete the survey; however,

your participation is completely voluntary.

The following information is provided for you to @dde whether you wish to
participate in the present study. You should berawhat even if you agree to
participate, you are free to withdraw at any tiigrou do withdraw from this study,

it will not affect your course grade.

Purpose of the Studyhe purpose of this study is to examine relatiggsbetween
Social Networking Sites (SNSs) involvement or SN@&ulization, students’
acceptance of SNSs, students’ motivation, and stadachievements in teaching
and learning. Based on collected data, determinan®NSs utilization will also be

investigated.

ProceduresThe questionnaire is being provided to the studeh@TIS Department

of Bilkent University in Turkey. The questionnaingl be distributed and collected
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by the instructors of the courses that use Faceloodkeir lectures. All responses
will be kept confidential and viewed only by thesearcher, and members of the
dissertation committee. Data will only be presentedthe aggregate. Statistical

analyses will be completed to assist in the devekg of conclusions.

Risks/BenefitsThere are no risks associated with participatiothia study. There
are no direct benefits resulting from completiontioé¢ survey. However indirect
benefits may be seen in future courses and bestigga by higher education
instructors and students. Analysis of this quesi@e will contribute to my doctoral
research as well as eventually providing valuablermation for university students

and instructors.

Information to be Collectedinformation to be collected will be provided stlycby
you, the participant. Any information you wish n&d provide can be left
unanswered. Your name will not be associated inway with the information

collected about you or with the research findimgs this study.

| would like to thank you in advance for your paigiation in this study it is sincerely
appreciated. | recognize that your time is extrgmalluable. Please be confident
that the information you provide will be fully uaked and contribute significantly to
the findings. If you desire to view the resultstioé study, please contact me and |

will make them available.

Researcher Contact Information

Duygu Albayrak

Computer Technology and Information Systems
Bilkent University, 06800, Ankara, Turkey

Phone: +90 (312) 290 5039 Fax: +90 (312) 266 5908
e-mail: duygua@bilkent.edu.tr
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| have read the informed consent document of thdystMy completion of the
survey indicates permission to utilize the inforimat| provide and | consent

voluntarily to be a participant in this study.

Name of Participant
Signature of Participant
Date (Day/ month/ year)
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APPENDIX B

APPROVAL FORMS

FORM 1: Human Subjects Ethics Committee Approval
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FORM 2: Bilkent University CTIS Department Approval
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FORM 3: Bilkent University Provost Office Approval
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APPENDIX C

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

Tarih ve saat (balang ¢ - biti ): Go6rd meci:

GR

Merhaba, ad m Duygu Albayrak, Bilkent UniversitetinBilgisayar Teknolojisi ve
Bili im Sistemleri boliuminde detim gorevlisi olarak gorev yapmaktay m.
Yuritmekte olduum doktora calmas nda Sosyal Aarn O renme ve Oretim
surecinde kullan m konusunda darema yapmaktay m. Bu nedenle sosyal a
kullan m z hakk nda bilgi edinmek istiyorum.

Gori me surecinde soyleyeceklerinizin tumi gizlidir. Bilgileri aratrmac lar
d nda herhangi bir kimsenin gormesi muUmkin itkr. Ayrca aratrma
sonucglarn  yazarken, @Ot Um bireylerin isimlerini  kesinlikle rapora
yans tmayacam.

Ba lamadan 6nce bu soylediklerimle ilgili belirtmekedi iniz bir di Gnce ya da
sormak istediiniz bir soru var m ?

GoOri meyi izin verirseniz kaydetmek istiyorum. Bununcg&zoir sak ncas var m ?
Bu goriimenin yakla k 1 saat surecéni tahmin ediyorum. zin verirseniz sorulara
ba lamak istiyorum.

Sosyal A Sitesi Kullan m ile ilgili Sorular:

1. Facebook, Myspace, Twitter veya Xanga gibi onliresyal a sitelerini,

kullan yor musunuz?

ALT Q1. Facebook, Myspace, Twitter veya Xanga gibi sosyakitelerinden

herhangi birine Giyesi misiniz?

a. (Uye deilse) Herhangi bir online sosyal aitelesine neden lUye olmach z
ac klayabilir misiniz?

b. (bir zamanlar Gye olan, fakatndi olmayan) Neden art k online bir sosyal a
sitene uye olmad n z ag klayabilir misiniz?
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(Gye ise)
2. Ne kadar zamand r ve hangi s kl kla Facebook kujfiaisunuz?
a. Facebookta genellikle (gunlik veya haftal k) ne&azhman harc yorsunuz?
ALT Q2a. Facebookta giinde toplam olarak ne kadar zamanygesunuz?
b. Facebooka hangi s kl kla giryap yorsunuz?
ALT Q2b. Bir giinde Facebooka kag kez giyap yorsunuz?

3. Sizi Facebook kullanmaya motive edayler nelerdir?
a. Facebookta neden bir profil oturdunuz?
b. Facebookta profil sahibi olma amac n z nedir? $&acebook sahibi olmaya
yonlendiren deneyimiz neydi?

4. Neden Facebook kullan yorsunuz?

5. Lutfen, Facebook’u nas | kullan dn z ve Facebookta neler yap t z

anlatrmsn z.

a. Facebooka giri yapt nzda genell kler neler yaparsnz (mesaj kontrol,
arkadalar m n profillerini bakmak)?

b. Facebookta ne tir postlar payta n z?
Duvara yorum yazmak; icerik ekleyerek; fotaf ekleme; video ekleme; yeni
bir tart ma konusu ekleyerek; aktivite ekleyerek.

c. Facebook oturumu s ras nda ka ne tur aktivitiler yapars n z? (mesaj
control, arkaddar m n duvarlar n incelemek, foto yuklemek, tama
incelemek)

6. Facebook kat | m n 5 Gzerinden d&lendirirsen kag verirsin? Neden?

7. Facebookta arkadaldu un ki ilerle birincil ileti im kanal n nedir (e-posta, ki
telefon)?

8. Facebook iletim a¢ s ndan kullan c lar na nas | yard mc olur?
a. Birlikte ders ald nz arkadalar nzla Facebooku ileim amac¢l nas|
kullan yorsunuz?
b. Akademik ve idari personel ile iletminde Facebooku nas | kullan yorsunuz?
c. Baka universitelerdeki arkadarnz ile iletiiminizde Facebooku nas|
kullan yorsunuz?
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Derste Sosyal A Sitelerini Ders Yonetim Sistemi olarak Kullan m ile ilgili
Sorular:

1. Ald nzderslerde Facebook sayfas olan oldu mu?

(Evet)
2. Ne kadar zamand r ve hangi s kl kla derste Facelkotknd n z?
a. Dersin Facebook sayfasnda (gunlik / haftalk) nedak zaman
harc yorsunuz?
ALT QZ2a. Dersin Facebook sayfas nda bir giinde toplam nerkadman
gegirirsiniz?
b. Dersin Facebook sayfas nd hangi s ki kla gy@p yorsunuz?
ALT Q2b. Bir giinde dersin Facebook sayfas na ka¢ kez gap yorsunuz?

3. Lutfen, dersin Facebook sayfasn nas| kullanmz ve dersin Facebook
sayfas nda neler yaptnz anlatrmsn z.
ALT Q3. Dersin Facebook sayfas n nas | kallan yorsunuz?
Duvara yorum yazmak; icerik ekleyerek, fotaf ekleme, video ekleme, yeni
bir tart ma konusu ekleyerek; olay ekleyerek; duvar inocelely;
tart malara katlarak.
a. Dersin Facebook sayfas nda ne tir postlar paydasunuz?

4. Dersin Facebook sayfas n neden kullan yorsunuz?
ALT Q4. Dersin Facebook sayfas n kullan m amac n z riedir

5. Dersin Facebook sayfas sana yard mc oluyor mu?
a. (evet) Dersin Facebook sayfas size nas | ve n&@lyard mc oluyor?
b. (hayr) Neden? Yard mc olmas gereken fakat ekski unu ditndi Uniz
noktalar neler?

6. Dersin Facebook sayfas na kat | m n 5 tzerinderedendirirsen kac verirsin?
Neden?

7. Facebook ve dersin Facebook sayfas n kullan man e tr m s n?

8. Dersinde Facebook kullanan birrétmeninle nas | iletime gecgersin? (telefon,
e-posta, dier)

Facebook ve Dier Ders Yodnetim Sistemlerini Kar la t rma Sorular

1. Derste Moodle kullandnz m ?

(evet)
2. Ne kadar zamand r ve hangi s kl kla derste Moodikakd n z?
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a. Dersin Moodle sayfas nda (gunlik / haftal k) ne &agaman harc yorsunuz?
ALT Q2a. Dersin Moodle sayfas nda bir ginde toplam ne kadanan
gecirirsiniz?

b. Dersin Facebook sayfas n hangi s kl kla gyap yorsunuz?

ALT Q2b. Bir giinde dersin Moodle sayfas na ka¢ kez giap yorsunuz?

3. Lutfen, Moodle nas| kullandnz ve Moodle da neler yaptnz
anlatrmsn z.
ALT Q3. Moodle’u nas | kallan yorsunuz?
yorum yazmak; icerik ekleyerek, fot@af ekleme, video ekleme, yeni bir
tart ma konusu ekleyerek; olay ekleyerek; duvar incedely; tart malara
katlarakg
a. Moodle’'da ne tir postlar paylgorsunuz?

4. Moodle neden kullan yorsunuz?
ALT Q4. Moodle kullan m amac n z nedir?

5. Moodle size yard mc oluyor mu?
a. (evet) Moodle size nas | ve ne 6l¢iide yard mc otQy
b. (hayr) Neden? Yard mc olmas gereken fakat ekski unu dttndi Uniz
noktalar neler?

6. Dersin Moodle sayfas na katl mn 5 Uzerinden eléendirirsen kac verirsin?
Neden?

7. Derste Moodle ve Facebook kullanmn kExtrrmsnz?
a. Ders yonetim sistemi olarak Moodle veya Facebooki@mgisini kullanmay
tercih edersiniz? Neden?

8. Ders yoOnetim sistemlerini (Facebook veya Moodleysdeald nz donem
sonras nda kullandnz m ?
a. (evet) Neden? NasI?

9. Derste orendi in konularla ilgili problemin olduunda ve konuyu hat rlamak
icin ders sonras nda ihtiyac n olsa Ders yodnetistesnlerini (Facebook veya
Moodle) kullanr m s n? Nas |?

Yonetim Sistemleri Kullanmayan Derslerdeki Uygulamdarla Kar la trma
Sorular

1. Universite Eitiminiz sras nda ders yonetim sistemi kullan mayaersleriniz
oldu mu?

2. Bu derslerinizin ileyi ini derste Moodle veya Facebook kullanlan dersleri
i leyilekar latrrmsnz.
a. Benzerlik ve farkl | klar nelerdir?
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3. Dersin konusunun ders yonetim sistemi kullan Imiasily ki i var m d r?
ALT Q4. Dersleri konusuna goére ay r p bu konulardaki dede yonetim
sistemi kullan Imal dierlerinde kullan Imas na gerek diyebilir miyiz? Nex?
Nas I?

a. Dersin ders yonetim sistemi kullan Imas gerektigemumlar nelerdir?

4. Derste ders yonetimi kullan Imal md r?
a. Neden?
b. NasI?
c. Hangisini tercih edersin Moodle veya Facebook? Nede

Cal mamda bana yard mc oldunuz icin ¢ok teekkir ederim.
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APPENDIX D

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION AND FACEBOOK ACCEPTANCE
QUESTIONNAIRES

On average, how many Hours per Week do you spend

STUDYING?

In how many courses have you been used (or did you O None

use) a course management system (e.g. Moodle)? O One
O Two
O More than Two

In how many courses have you been used (or did you O None

use) Facebook as a course management system? One

Two

More than Two

None
Low
Moderate
High

How would you rate your use of Moodle?

None
Low
Moderate
High

How would you rate your use of Facebook course pag

None
Low
Moderate
High

How would you rate your use of Facebook?

O0O00O O0O0OD 0000 000
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Facebook Acceptance

Circle the Response that describe your Strongly Strongly

feelings about the statement Agree  Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree

1. Using Facebook will improve my work. 5 4 3 2 1

2. Using Facebook will enhance my 5 4 3 2 1
effectiveness.

3. Using Facebook will increase my 5 4 3 2 1
productivity.

4. My interaction with Facebook is clear and 5 4 3 2 1

understandable.

5. Ifind it easy to get Facebook to dowhat| 5 4 3 2 1
want it to do.

6. |find Facebook easy to use. 5 4 3 2 1

7. Facebook makes life more interesting. 5 4 3 2 1

8. Working with Facebook is fun. 5 4 3 2 1

9. |Ilike using Facebook. 5 4 3 2 1

10. I look forward to those aspects of my life 5 4 3 2 1
that require me to use Facebook.

11. When | need help to use Facebook, 5 4 3 2 1
guidance is available to me.

12. When | need help to use Facebook, a 5 4 3 2 1
specialized instruction is available to help
me.

13. When | need help to use Facebook, a 5 4 3 2 1
specific person is available to provide
assistance.

14. People whose opinions | value will 5 4 3 2 1

encourage me to use Facebook.

15. People who are important to me will 5 4 3 2 1
support me to use Facebook.

16. | will use Facebook in the future. 5 4 3 2 1

17. | plan to use Facebook often. 5 4 3 2 1
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APPENDIX E

MOTIVATED STRATEGIES FOR LEARNING QUESTIONNAIRE

Cevap verirken @ daki verilen 6lcei gozonine al n z.

1. Beni hi¢ yans tm yor
7. Beni tam olarak yans t yor

E er ifadenin sizi
hi¢c yans tmad n du tniyorsan z, 1'i iaretleyiniz.
Tam olarak yans tt n di Gndyorsan z, 7'yi iaretleyiniz
Bu iki durum d nda ise 1 ile yedi aras nda sizi en iyi tan mlad di Gndu Gniiz
numaray iaretleyiniz.

Unutmay n Doru yada Yanl cevap yoktur yapman z gereken sizi en iyi tan mtak
numaray iaretlemenizdir.

Beni hi¢ Beni tam olarak
yans tm yor yans t yor

1. CTIS 163 — Discerete Mathematics dersinden 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
¢ok iyi bir not alacam du Gntyorum.

2. CTIS 163 — Discerete Mathematics dersiile 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
ilgili okumalarda yer alan en zor konuyu bile
anlayabileceimden eminim.

3. CTIS 163 — Discerete Mathematics dersinde 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
0 retilen temel kavramlar @enebileceimden
eminim.

4. CTIS 163 — Discerete Mathematics dersinde, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
0 retmenin anlatt en karmak konuyu
anlayabileceimden eminim.

5. CTIS 163 — Discerete Mathematics dersinde 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
verilen s nav ve ddevleri en iyekilde
yapabileceimden eminim.

6. CTIS 163 — Discerete Mathematics dersinde 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
¢cok baar| olaca m umuyorum.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Beni hi¢

yans tm yor

CTIS 163 — Discerete Mathematics dersinde 1
0 retilen becerileri iyice drenebileceimden
eminim.

Dersin zorluu, 6 retmen ve benim becerilerim 1
g6zonune al nd nda, CTIS 163 — Discerete
Mathematics dersinde & | olaca m

du tndyorum.

CTIS 163 — Discerete Mathematics dersinde 1
yeni bilgiler 6 renebilmek icin, buyilk bir caba
gerektiren s n f cal smalar n tercih ederim

CTIS 163 — Discerete Mathematics derslerindel
0 renmesi zor olsa bile, bende merak uyand ran
s nfcal malarn tercih ederim.

CTIS 163 — Discerete Mathematics dersinde 1
beni en ¢ok tatmin eden sey, konular mimkin
oldu unca iyi 6 renmeye calmaktr.

CTIS 163 — Discerete Mathematics dersinde, 1
iyi bir not getireceimden eminolmasambile

0 renmeme olanak skayacak ddevleri

secerim.

Benim icin u an CTIS 163 — Discerete 1
Mathematics dersi ile ilgili en tatmin ediay
iyi bir not getirmektir.

Genel not ortalamam yikseltmek an benim 1
icin en 6nemli eydir, bu nedenle CTIS 163 —
Discerete Mathematics dersindeki temel

amac m iyi bir not getirmektir.

E er baarabilirsem, CTIS 163 — Discerete 1
Mathematics dersinde s n ftaki pek ¢ok
0 renciden daha iyi bir not getirmek isterim.

CTIS 163 — Discerete Mathematics dersinde 1
ba ar| olmak istiyorum ¢inki yetenani

aileme, arkaddar ma goéstermek benim icin
Onemlidir.

CTIS 163 — Discerete Mathematics dersinin 1
kapsam nda yer alan konular ¢ok ilgimi
cekiyor.
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Beni tam olarak

yans t yor
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7



18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

Beni hi¢

yans tm yor

CTIS 163 — Discerete Mathematics dersindeki 1
konulardan hdan yorum.

CTIS 163 — Discerete Mathematics dersinde 1
0 rendiklerimi baka derslerde de
kullanabileceimi du Gndyorum.

CTIS 163 — Discerete Mathematics dersinde 1
Ogrendiklerimin benim icin faydali oldugunu
dustndyorum.

CTIS 163 — Discerete Mathematics dersindeki 1
konular 6 renmek benim icin 6nemlidir.

CTIS 163 — Discerete Mathematics dersindeki 1
konular anlamak benim icin 6nemlidir.

CTIS 163 — Discerete Mathematics dersine 1
¢al rken kendimi cou zaman o kadar isteksiz
ya da o kadar s k Im hissederim ki,

planlad klar mtamamlamadancal maktan
vazgecerim.

CTIS 163 — Discerete Mathematics dersinde 1
yapt klar m zdarho lanmasam bileba ar |
olabilmekicin sk cal rm.

Eger bir konu zorsa ya ¢cahaktan vazgecerim 1
ya da yaln zca kolay k s mlar n calt m.

Konu ¢ok s k ¢ olsa da, ilgimjekmesede 1
konuyu bitirene kadar camaya devam ederim.
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Beni tam olarak

yans t yor
5 6 7
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APPENDIX F

INVOLVEMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Please answer the following questions relating torline Social Networking

Do you use Online Social Networking websites sigh a
Facebook, Myspace or Xangdlf answerNO, skip to O Yes O No
Section 2of Survey)

WhatOnline Social Networking websitedo you use the O FACEBOOK
Most? (Check one) O MYSPACE
O TWITTER
O  Other (Specify name)

In aNORMAL DAY , how muchTOTAL TIME per
DAY do you spend on Online Social Networking

websites? (If you use more than one online social __ Hours
networking website, add together the times fronoaline

social networks that you visit on a daily basis) Minutes

What is theTOTAL number ofFRIENDS you currently
have on Online Social Networks (including friendsnh
high school, students at other colleges, and family
members?
Of your total number of Online Friends
a. How many arailkent University STUDENTS?
b. How many ar&cAMILY MEMBERS ?
c. How many aré®©OLD HIGH SCHOOL
FRIENDS?
d. How many ar&STUDENTS AT OTHER
COLLEGES?
e. How many araBilkent University Professors,
Instructors or Staff?
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How manyONLINE SOCAIL NETWORKING
GROUPSdo you currently belong to? (For example, Dog
Lovers, American student government associatioajtHe
challenge)

Did you doAny kind of ONLINE SOCIAL
NETWORKING before you came to college? O Yes O No
(myspace.com; Xanga.com; facebook.com)

Circle the Response that describe your Strongly Strongly
feelings about the statement Agree  Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree
Online Social Networking is important to my 5 4 3 2 1

college Social Experience

I have missed classes because | was doing Onliné 4 3 2 1
Social Networking

Online Social Networking allows me to keepin 5 4 3 2 1
contact with high school friends and friends from
other colleges.

Online Social Networking is important to my 5 4 3 2 1
college Academic Experience.

Online Social Networking allows me to express 5 4 3 2 1
myself.

Online Social Networking allows me to stay in 5 4 3 2 1

touch with my family.

Please answer the following questions relating torine Social Networking in
the course

Do you usecourse Facebook pag. (If answelNO, O Yes O No
you can stop answering the survey questions)

Which part of thecourse Facebook pagdo you use O Discussions
Most? (Check one) O wall post
O Events
O Other (Specify name)
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In aNORMAL DAY , how muchTOTAL TIME per — Hours

DAY do you spend orourseFacebook page Minutes

How manyCourse ONLINE SOCAIL
NETWORKING GROUPS do you currently belong
to?

O Discussions
Which part of thesourse Facebook pages helpful the O Wall post
Most for you? (Check one) O Events
O Other (Specify name)

Circle the Response that describe your Strongly Strongly
feelings about the statement Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree
| posted video and comments related to the 5 4 3 2 1
course.

| answered other people’s post and comments. 5 4 3 2 1

| used it to gain access to the course content 5 4 3 2 1

outside sessions.
| posted discussion subjects. 5 4 3 2 1

I will continue to use the course Facebook page 5 4 3 2 1
regularly now that the course has finished.
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APPENDIX G

CODING SCHEME FOR ARGUMENTATION OF DISCUSSION POSTS

Quality Criteria

6

Claims

The student states generalizations that areecklad the
proposition and which are clear and complete.

The student states generalizations that areecklad the
propositions, but the assertions are not compl&teough
information is available to figure out the studenintent, but
much is left to the reader to determine.

The student makes generalizations that are deladethe
proposition, but the assertions lack specificityoffer unclear
referents. The student leaves much for the reamlénfér in
order to determine the impact of the claim.

No claim related to the proposition or uncleaeaons.

Grounds 2

The supporting data are complete, accurate, eledant to the
claim.

The data offered are relevant but not completee $tudent
leaves much for the reader to infer from the date student
may have offered the data without the completdictiawhich
would allow the reader to determine the reliabibfythe data
as evidence. The student may offer data, which raoe
complete enough to allow the reader to determineir th
significance.

The data or evidence are weak, inaccurate, @amptete. For
example,

e. an attempt at using a general principle withoualdsthing
the truth of the principle;

f. the use of examples from personal experience wareh
not generalizable;

g. the citation of data when no source is identifigall

h. the use of obviously biased or outdated material.

No supporting data are offered or the data areatated to the
claim.
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Quality Criteria

Warrants

6

The student explains the data in swehyethat it is clear how
they support the claim.

The student explains the data in some way, lBuéxiplanation
is not linked specifically to the claim.

The student recognizes a need to connect thealtta claim
and states some elaboration of data, but the stémiénto
make the connection. Or most rules and principlesat valid
or relevant.

No rules and principles are offered

Backing

The student states correct, relevant, and spesafirces of
warrants.

The student states correct, relevant sourcesaofwts but the
sources are very general, not specific.

The student states incorrect, irrelevant sourE@garrants.
No sources of warrants are given.

Rebuttals

The student states complete and systematic fdatiton of
constraints of solutions.

The student identifies constraints of solutionsthe
constraints are not sufficient.

The student offers few constraints of solutioasthe
constraints are not elaborated

No recognition of constraints of solutions.
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APPENDIX H

OUTLINE OF COURSES

Outline of CTIS 163

Course Code

CTIS 163

Course Name

Discrete Mathematics

Course Credit

4 (4 hour Lecture)

Instructors

office: C212
e-mail: duyqua@bilkent.edu.tr
http://www.bilkent.edu.tr/~duyqua

Duygu Albayrak
(sec: 01 & 02)

Description

This course focuses students on the constructidrcamputation of
objects. Designed as an introductory course irrglisanathematics, it
serves a variety of majors, including mathematosl computer
science. Logic and proof. Elements of logic, matateal induction and
operations, relations and functions and countinthods. The course
introduces algebra that directly applies to compsitéence. In addition
to Boolean algebra, abstract data types are intextlas algebras and
computational algebras. Topics include graph the®oplean algebra,
theory of trees, combinational circuits, automatoty, grammars and
languages.

Objective

To provide the student with a core mathematicahteology and
concepts by emphasizing computer applications.

Text Book

Richard Johnsonbaugh, “Discrete Mathematics”, Rrerall, d
edition.

Other
Materials

Lecture Notes

Reference Books:
- Melvin Hausner, “Discrete Mathematics”, Saunder |€ys
Publishing Company.
John C. Molluzzo, Fred Buckley, “A First Course Discrete
Mathematics”, Wadsworth Publishing Company.
Bernard Kolman, Robert C. Bushy, “Discrete Matheoaéi
Structures for Computer Science”, Prentice-Hall Int
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Quizzes 30%
Grading Midterm 30%
Final 40%
1. If you missed class more than 12 hours, you willFgé
:\rlm:)r:grtant 2. Facebook Page - Spring 2011: CTIS 163 Discrete &attiics
' 3. 5% bonus will be given to participation on courseébook page.
DETAILED COURSE OUTLINE
Week Lecture Topics
Information about the course
Week 1: Objective, Textbook, Grading

Jan. 31 - Feb. 4

Chapter 1: Sets and Logics
1.2 Propositions
1.3 Conditional Propositions and Logical Equivaken

Week 2:
Feb. 7 - Feb. 11

Chapter 1: Sets and Logics (Continue)
1.4 Arguments and Rules of Inference - Laws @gjebra
of Propositions
1.5 Quantifiers
1.6 Nested Quantifiers

Chapter 2: Proofs
2.1 Mathematical Systems, Direct Proof, and Cauatample
2.2 More Proof Methods: Proof by Contradictiompdirby
Contrapositive & Proof by Cases

°2

Week 3:
Feb. 14 - Feb. 18

Chapter 2: Proofs

2.2 More Proof Methods: Existence Proof, Dedwctiv
Reasoning

2.4 Mathematical Induction

Week 4:
Feb. 21 - Feb. 25

Chapter 3: Functions
3.1 Functions - Graphs of Functions

Quiz |

Week 5:
Feb. 28 - Mar. 4

Chapter 3: Functions (Continue)
3.3 Relations
3.4 Equivalence Relations
3.5 Matrices of Relations

Week 6:
Mar. 7- Mar. 11

Chapter 6: Counting Methods and Pigeonhole Priesip
6.1 Basic Principles
6.2 Permutations and Combinations
6.5 Introduction to Discrete Probability
6.7 Binomial Coefficients and Combinatorial Id¢ies
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Week

Lecture Topics

Week 7:
Mar. 14 - Nov. 18

Chapter 8: Graph Theory
8.1 Introduction
8.2 Paths and Cycles
8.3 Hamiltonian Cycles and the TSP

Midterm

Week 8:
Mar. 21 - Mar. 25

Chapter 8: Graph Theory (Continue)
8.4 A Shortest-path Algorithm
8.5 Representations of Graphs
8.6 Isomorphism of Graphs

Week 9:
Mar. 28 - Apr. 1

Chapter 8: Graph Theory (Continue)
8.7 Planar Graphs

Chapter 9: Trees
9.1 Introduction to Trees
9.2 Terminology and Characterizations of Trees
9.3 Spanning Trees

Week 10:
Apr.4 - Apr. 8

Chapter 9: Trees (Continue)
9.4 Minimal Spanning Trees
9.5 Binary Trees
9.6 Tree Traversals
9.8 Isomorphism of Trees

Apr. 11- Apr.15

Spring Recess

Week 11:
Apr. 18 - Apr. 22

Chapter 11: Boolean Algebras and Combinatorialutisc
11.1 Combinatorial Circuits
11.2 Properties of Combinatorial Circuits
11.3 Boolean Algebras

Quiz Il

Week1::
Apr. 25 - Apr. 29

Chapter 11: Boolean Algebras and CombinatorialuisqContinue)
11.4 Boolean Functions and Synthesis of Circuits
11.5 Applications

Chapter 12: Automata, Grammars, and Languages

V'\\jlzekzl_s I:\/Ia 6 12.1 Sequential Circuits and Finite-State Machines
y y 12.2 Finite-State Automata

Chapter 12: Automata, Grammars, and Languages ifCent
Week 14: 12.3 Languages and Grammars
May 9 - May 13 12.4 Nondeterministic Finite-State Automata

Review

May 16 - May 27

FINAL EXAMS
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Outline of CTIS 151

Course Code

CTIS 151

Course Name

Introduction to Programming

Course Credit

5 (4 hour Lecture + 4 hour Lab)

Instructors

Ay n Orketio lu
(sec. 01/03)

office: C213
e-mail: aysino@bilkent.edu.tr

Duygu Albayrak
(sec. 02)

office: C212
e-mail: duygua@bilkent.edu.tr

Assistants

office: C220
e-mail: yilmazh@bilkent.edu.tr

Hatice Y Imaz
(sec. 01/02)

Ceren Alparslan office: C206

(sec. 03) e-mail: cserim@bilkent.edu.tr

Description

An introduction to programming from both design 4
programming standpoints. Syntax and semantics @fjrpmming
languages. Programming style. Program debugging tasting.
Data representation. Simple arithmetic expressidesjsion ang
control statements. Arrays. Introduction to stadddibraries.
Structured programming technique will be introdueddng with
the usage of C language.

Text Book

Problem Solving and Program Design in C, Jeri Rnli#aElliot B.
Koffman, Addison Wesley, Sixth Edition, 2010

Other
Materials

Lecture Notes

Reference BookC How to Program, Deitel & Deitel, Prentice HaliftF
Edition, 2007

IMPORTANT
NOTES

1. Facebook page: Spring 2011-CTIS 151IntroductioRrtagramming

2. Students who are absent in more than 12 lectureshoill not be
allowed to take the rest of the exams, and willageEX grade.

3. Students who are absent in more than 8 lab hodrsi@tibe allowed
to take the rest of the lab quizzes, and will gétotn Lab Work anc
Performance.

4. Some of the lecture quizzes will be pop-quizzes.
. NO make-up will be given for lecture and lab quzze
6. 5% bonus will be given to class participation.

()
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Grading Catalog
A 90 — 100
Lab Work 20% A- 85 -89
Performance 5% B+ 80 - 84
Lab Exam 25% B 75-79
Lecture Quizzes 10% B- 70-74
Midterm 15% g* 22 - gi
- 0 =
Final 25% C. 5054
D+ 45 - 49
D 40 - 44
F 0-39
DETAILED COURSE OUTLINE
Week Lecture Topics Lab. Objectives
Information about the course
Objective
1 Textbook
Grading
Jan. 31 - NO LAB
Feb.04  |introduction to Programming
Software Development Method
Expressing Algorithms
Introduction to Programming Languages
Introduction to Computers
Computer Hardware
Computer Software
5 Steps in Developing a C Program
Structure of a C Program NO LAB
Feb. 07 - Comments
Feb. 11 Preprocessor Directives
Main Function Prototype
Variable Declarations
Data Representation
Reserved Words, Identifiers, Variables
Data Types, Constants Lab 1-
3 Declaration and Assignment Statements | = — :
: : * General Information.
Arithmetic Operators (+, -, *, /, %) L ina th fh
Feb. 14 earning the Structure of the
Feb' 18 Software (Visual C++)
: Arithmetic Expressions
I/O Statementsprintf andscanf NO LAB
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Week Lecture Topics Lab. Objectives
Formatting Output Lab 2: _ _
Built-in Functions Getting acquainted with the
4 development environment
Boolean Operators Running a simple C program
Feb. 21 - Relational
Feb. 25 Logical _
Precedence of Operators Lab 3:
Simple Boolean Expressions Data Types, Constants,
Compound Boolean Expressions Arithmetic Operations
. Lab 4:
Selection Structures =
5 Simple if Statement Form_attmg Qutput,
it else Bu_llt-ln Eunctlons,
Feb. 28 - Arithmetic problems
Mar. 4
Nested ifStatement Quiz 1
6 switch Statement Ili?akl)ai:onal and Logical
Counter-controlled Repetitiofiof Loops) 9
Mar. 7 - _Operajtors,
Mar. 11 LECTURE QUIZ if and if...else Statements
Increment — Decrement Operators Lab 6:
7 Using for Loops Nested if Statement
switch Statement
Mar. 14 -
Mar. 18 | Examples with for Loops _
Sentinel-controlled Repetitionvpile Loops) | Quiz 2
S Lab 7:
3 gg tsvm?éldl_igog Counter-controlled Repetition
- P Sentinel-controlled Repetition
m::' gé " |Nested Loops Lab 8:
' Loop Conversions Sentinel-controlled Repetition
Examples with Repetition Statements Data Validation
Modular Programming
Function Prototype
void functions with no parameters Lab 9:
9 void functions with parameters Data Validation
Functions that return a value Nested Loops
Mar. 28 - Parameter Passing
Apr. 1 Formal and Actual Parameters

Scope of Variables

MIDTERM

Quiz 3
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Week

Lecture Topics

Lab. Objectives

Functions with Output Parameters

10 Pointers Lab 10:
Call by Value — Call by Reference | Modular Programming
Apr. 4 -
Apr. 8 File Operations Uiz 4
Opening, reading, writing, closing tex?
files
Apr. 11 - Mid Semester Break — No Classes
Apr. 15
, , Lab 11:
One-dlmensmnal Arrays .._.__.. | Functions with Output
Declaration, Assignment, Inltlallzatlcrl'b
11 arameters
Parallel Arrays . .
File Operations
Apr. 18 - |Operations on One-dimensional Arrays
Apr. 22 Input / Output (getchar, putchar)
Counting
Find sum, average, min, max Quiz 5
, , . Lab 12:
12 One-dimensional Arrays and Functions One-dimensional Arrays
Arrays as Input Parameters
Apr. 25 - Parallel Arrays
Apr. 29 One-dimensional Arrays and Functions
pr. Arrays as Output Parameters Quiz 6
13 Two-dimensional Arrays I_ab_13 :
. A .| One-dimensional Arrays and
Declaration, Initialization, Operations !
Functions
May 2 -
May 6 Matrix Operations Quiz 7
Two-dimensional Arrays as Function Lab 14.
14 Parameters Two-dimensional Arrays
Mav 9 Lab 15:
M y 13: Two-dimensional Arrays and
ay Exercises with Two-dimensional Arrays | Functions
Exclusive Type Conversion LAB EXAM
May. 16 - :
May. 27 Final Exams
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APPENDIX |

SCREENSHOTS FROM COURSES ON FACEBOOK

Screenshots from CTIS 163 Facebook Page

Figure 22: The General Entrance of Facebook Pages of the Rbésea
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Figure 23: Info Tab of CTIS 163 Facebook Page

Figure 24:Info Tab of CTIS 163 Facebook Page
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Student K

Student K

Student H

Figure 25: Friends Activity Tab of CTIS 163 Facebook Page

Figure 26: Photo Tab of CTIS 163 Facebook Page
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Student D

Student |

Student J
Student K
Student D
Student D
Student |

Student D

Figure 27: Discussion Board of CTIS 163 Facebook Page
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Student K

Student K

Student D

Student D

Figure 28: The General Outlook of CTIS 163 Facebook Pages Wall
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PERSONAL INFORMATION

Surname, Name: Albayrak, Duygu

Nationality: Turkish (TC)

Date and Place of Birth: 27 January 1973, Band rma
Marital Status: Single

Phone: +90 312 290 5039

Fax: +90 312 290 5908

e-mail: duygua@bilkent.edu.tr

EDUCATION

Degree Institution Year
Ph.D. (incomplete) METU Information Systems -

MS METU Physics 2000

BS (Double Major) METU Physics 1997
BS METU Physics Education 1997
High S. Band rma ehit Mehmet Goneng Lisesi 1990

WORK EXPERIENCE

Year Place Enrollment

1998 - present  Bilkent University, Computer Teclogyl  Instructor
and Information Systems,

Spring, 1998 METU, Physics Teaching Assistant

1997 — 1998 Bilkent University, Computer Aided Part-Time Instructor
Accounting

1997 — 1998 United Nation Part-Time Instructor

Spring, 1997 TED College Trainee
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FOREIGN LANGUAGES
Fluent English

PUBLICATIONS

Book Chapters

Albayrak D. (2002) Chapter: Vitaminlkd retim Fen Bilgisi Oretmen
Kitab : Durgun Elektrik ve Elektrik Ak m

Albayrak D. (2002) Chapter Review: Vitaminko retim Fen Bilgisi
O retmen Kitab : Hareket

International Journal Papers

Albayrak, O., & Albayrak, D. (2009). The Impact 8bftware Development
Companies’ on Software Engineers’ Responses taripteie Requirements.
International Journal of Information Studies, [IN%I 1, No:4 273-280.

eri E., Albayrak D., & Guilen D, (2001). Electronexcited states of the
CP29 Antenna Complex of Green Plants: A Model Based Exciton
CalculationsJournal of Biological Physics 2&@21-339. (SCI)

National Journal Papers

Blyukimdat K. M, Albayrak D., Erdanus U. F., YIdrm S., Eryol G. &
Ataman E. Y (2011). An Assessment of Facebook a®refess onal
Development Tool for Preservice Teachekdi Evran Universitesi Btim
Fakdltesi Dergisi Volume 12 Issuep. 119-134.

Proceedings and Scientific Presentations_(Internatinal, in English)

YIidrm S., Erdomu F., Késkerolu M., Albayrak D., Ataman E. Y. and
Eryol G. (2010). An assessment of Facebook as fegsional development
tool for preservice teachergth International Computer & Instructional
Technologies Symposium (ICITS, 2010), Konya, 2@@&6ber 2010

Albayrak, O., Albayrak, D. & Kilic, T. (2009). Ar&oftware Engineers’s

Responses to Incomplete Requirements Related fedPrGharacteristics?.
The Second International Conference on the Apptinat of Digital
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Information and Web Technologies (ICADIWT 2009)1pp-129, London,
August 2009

eri E., Albayrak D., & Gulen D. (2000) “Electronexcited states of the
CP29 and LHCII antenna complexes of green plarfiptophysics and
Photochemistry 2000, Costa do Estoril, Portugal21&ctober 2000.

eri E., Albayrak D., & Gulen D. (2000) “Chlorophytransition dipole
moment orientations and pathways for flow of exmta energy among the
chlorophylls in CP29 and LHCII", 1st General Meegtiof the ESF/ULTRA
Programme, Coimbra, Portugal, 23-25 October 2000.

Proceedings and Scientific Presentations_(Nationah Turkish)

Cildan C., Ertemiz M., Kicuk E., Tumucin H. K. & Bdyrak D. (2012)
“Sosyal Medyann Politikk Katlm ve HareketlerdelRoll” Akademik
Bili im 2012 Konferans , Wk, 1 February 2012.

Albayrak, O. & Albayrak, D. (2006) “Yaz | m Miiheisderi E itiminde Ag k
ve Kapal Kaynak S nav Uygulamalar,” EMO Yaz | milendisleri Eitim
Sempozyumu,stanbul, 17 November 2006.

Albayrak D. (2003) “Uzaktan Etimin Etkinli ini Art rmaya Yo6nelik Bir

Model”, Bili im Teknolojileri | nda E itim (BTIE 2003), ODTU-Tlirkiye,
21-23 May s 2003.

HOBBIES
Ballroom dancing, Swimming, Chess playing, Puzpleisg
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