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Integrating Web 2.0 technologies into EFL learning in the
Greek state-school context: A mixed-method study

Maria TZ0TZOU

The purpose of this study is to survey the integration of Web 2.0 technologies into EFL
learning in the Greek state-school context including both primary and secondary schools. It
explores state EFL teachers’ awareness of Web 2.0 technologies, the use of Web 2.0 tools on
the basis of underlying pedagogical theories and teaching methods, teachers’ digital literacy
and training needs as well as state-school barriers and possible solutions. To this end, a
mixed-method research was selected to gather and process data. The research tools were a
questionnaire addressed to 149 in-service state EFL teachers regarding the quantitative
analysis and an e-mail interview addressed to 7 in-service school advisors for the qualitative
research. Merging of quantitative and qualitative findings yielded valuable implications and
suggestions for Web 2.0 implementation in the Greek state school. The present study reveals
state EFL teachers’ positive attitude towards Web 2.0 technologies, the need for a
pedagogical ‘link’ between technology and teaching methodology as well as the state-school
barriers against Web 2.0 integration. It also provides suggestions for further research and for
future action towards Web 2.0 pedagogy sustaining policies.
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1. Introduction

Web 2.0 integration which refers to the effective pedagogical use of technology (that is, how
effectively it is used to support teaching and learning) is not an easy process. Limited
technology-related skills, teachers’ negative or indifferent attitudes towards technology, lack
of appropriate pedagogical guidance as well as inadequate technological equipment seem to
be major barriers against the effective Web 2.0 integration according to previous research
carried out in USA and Russia in the field of English language learning as well as in teaching
and learning in general (Light & Polin, 2010; Shishkovskaya & Sokolova, 2015). As Dooly &
Masats (2010) argue, it is crucial for teachers to be able to choose the most appropriate
Web 2.0 material, methodology and activities in order to reinforce positive learning and
reach one’s teaching objectives.
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In Greece, previous studies (Karkoulia, 2016; Katerini, 2013; Kontogeorgi, 2014; Paroussi,
2014; Spiris, 2014) have explored Web 2.0 implementation but without focusing on the
state-school context and without investigating the Web 2.0 actual pedagogical integration.
These studies were only quantitative and involved EFL teachers working both in pubic and
private schools or institutions in Greece whereas the present study is mixed-method
addressing not only the state-school teachers (quantitative research) but also the state-
school advisors (qualitative research) in order to reach more ‘holistic’ research findings
focusing on Web 2.0 pedagogy as well.

In particular, the present study aims to fill a research ‘gap’ by exploring Web 2.0 integration
into the Greek state-school classroom. It is worth exploring to what extent state English as a
foreign language (EFL) teachers are aware of Web 2.0 tools, if they know how to plan a Web
2.0-based lesson on the basis of modern pedagogical theories and methods, what they
consider to be the major barriers against Web 2.0 integration as well as their own
suggestions to allow technology take its most effective place in the state-school classroom.
To this end, this study reviews the Greek state-school context to identify factors affecting
Web 2.0 integration into EFL learning either positively or negatively. It examines the position
of technology in the current curricula and the ‘New School’ setting as well as the educational
material currently available in schools highlighting the attempts made by the Ministry of
Education to provide technical support to state EFL teachers through digital platforms and
networks. Pedagogical support is also discussed with specific reference to Information and
Communication Technology (ICT) training for state-school teachers as well as to the school
advisors’ role.

2. Theoretical and pedagogical background

2.1. Web 2.0 pedagogical benefits

In the Web 2.0 context, the web functions as a platform where users collaborate, exchange,
process and construct data dynamically. In education, Web 2.0 technologies create online
educational communities, which Shishkovskaya & Sokolova (2015) call educational
‘webcieties’, allowing two-way communication between the site and users, contributing to
the authorship of the content and providing the possibility to update the content by multiple
authors promoting interactivity, creativity and sociality in the learning process. In language
education, the most commonly investigated Web 2.0 technologies are blogs, wikis, social
networks (SNSs) and Google Docs which afford great interactive learning opportunities
through genuine communication and social interaction in the target language (Campbell,
2003; Lund, 2008; Luo, 2013).

More specifically, regarding Web 2.0 pedagogical benefits, previous research (Al-Ali & Gunn,
2013; Crook et al., 2008; Stockwell, 2010) has revealed that Web 2.0 technologies can offer
great flexibility and variety in EFL learning in terms of scheduling classes, pacing of individual
learners, authenticity of tasks, selection of content and new learning opportunities. Other
studies have also indicated that Web 2.0 technologies offer EFL learners the potential for a
collaboration-oriented and community-based learning environment (Antenos-Conforti,
2009; Dippold, 2009; Sun, 2010; Yang, 2009). In the same vein, Wang and Vasquez (2012)
argue that Web 2.0 tools help to create learning communities that are comfortable,
individualized and collaboration-oriented enhancing engagement in the language learning
process.
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For instance, Illés (2012) and Noytim (2010) point out that blogs can create conditions for
the development of learners’ autonomy in terms of both learning and language use through
a learner-centred approach by encouraging them to read and write for communicative
purposes and reinforcing EFL learning in contexts where learners have limited exposure to
the target language. In a similar way, wikis can transform a traditional class into a
community of learners by which they communicate meaningfully in real contexts and publish
their materials fostering their creativity, autonomy and responsibility in their own
construction of knowledge (Godwin-Jones, 2003; Kessler, 2009).

In the light of the above, implementing Web 2.0 tools in language pedagogy results in higher
levels of motivation, confidence and disposition which are crucial factors in communicative
language learning (Pop, 2010). Web 2.0 tools engage learners in processes which make them
more strategic and competent EFL users contributing effectively to their skills development
(Kessler, 2009; Lee, 2010). However, to this end, the teacher has a key role to play and needs
to acquire the so-called Web 2.0 strategy in order to use technology for learning purposes
effectively (Zhao, Hueyshan & Mishra, 2001).

Therefore, it is worth exploring to what extent state EFL teachers in Greece are aware of
Web 2.0 tools and their benefits as well as if they know how to plan a web-based lesson on
the basis of modern pedagogical theories and methods towards maximizing the above-
mentioned Web 2.0 pedagogical benefits.

2.2. Towards a Web 2.0 pedagogy

Web 2.0 technologies rely on learner-centered methods, such as the Project-Based Learning
(PBL) which is a methodological approach based on contextualized cooperative learning
(Sharan, 1999) and Task-Based Learning (TBL) which emphasizes the authentic, creative and
spontaneous use of the target language through meaningful and problem solving tasks
linking FL use to real-world activities (Ellis, 2003; Nunan, 2004).

Both methods are related to ‘situated learning’, ‘socio-cognitive’ and ‘constructivist’ learning
theories (Dooly & Masats, 2010; Ellis, 2003). Constructivism offers a new paradigm for this
new Web 2.0 age as it is now not only possible for learners to “access tons of information
almost instantly, but it is also possible for them to be in control of their own learning”
(Oluwafisayo, 2010, p.19). Salmon (2011) suggests that social cognitivism can be updated
and redefined as ‘e-social constructivism’ taking into account the electronic communication
facilitated by Web 2.0 technologies developing a community of learning as, by their very
nature, Web 2.0 tools encourage active participation in a shared endeavour with peers
emphasizing the social context of learning (Linn, 1992; Rogoff, 1994). Situated learning is
another theory that helps make sense out of the new Web 2.0 reality given that it views
learning as a product of a meaning-making process that cannot be separated from the
context of its use (Brown et al., 1989). Connectivism® is an alternative pedagogy with a direct
link to Web 2.0 technologies fostering an individual’s ability for social networking through a
range of networks, connections and tools (Hall, 2010). Another theory that meets the needs
of the new Web 2.0 landscape is the so-called activity theory’ based on learner-centred

! Connectivism provides insight into learning skills and tasks needed for learners to flourish in a digital
era. This theory stresses the idea that knowledge creation is the aggregation of the activities of many
individuals that creates knowledge and places knowledge within the network itself (Siemens, 2005).

2 Activity theorists understand learning as phenomena generated in a complex, evolving activity
system where actors (subjects), objectives, and tools interact iteratively (Jonassen & Rohrer-Murphy,
1999). Members (learners), objectives (learning objectives) and tools (learning tools) of that particular
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learning environments which support individual efforts in order to negotiate meaning while
engaging in authentic activities (Land & Hannafin, 2000).

2.3. Planning a Web 2.0-based lesson

Integrating effectively the Web 2.0 tools into the classroom is a challenging and core issue to
every 21* century teacher. Given that these tools can be used in different ways and more
than one tool can be appropriate for any given situation, it is important to consider how they
can enhance EFL learning. Lian and Bonk (2009) suggest five practical steps while planning a
web-based lesson: a. setting course objectives, b. formulating the techniques and strategies,
c. selecting the tools, d. organizing the activities and technologies and e. providing feedback.
When planning a Web 2.0-based lesson, it is also helpful to bear in mind Bloom’s revised
digital taxonomy® (Churches, 2009; see Figure 1) and to determine which level of this
taxonomy the teacher is aiming for in order to a. define the specific learning goals and b.
select the most appropriate Web 2.0 tool which fits specific learning needs.

Higher Order Thinking Skills |

Creating

Evaluating |

Analysing
Applying

Lower Order Thinking Skills |

Figure 1: Bloom’s Digital Taxonomy (Churches, 2009: 5)

From a pedagogical point of view, while planning a Web 2.0-based lesson, teachers should
also take into account their learners’ interests and levels of digital literacy. As Thomas (2009)
argues, it is not wise to assume that all learners are digital natives who can automatically fit
themselves into a digital learning environment and remain highly engaged. Furthermore, a
well-designed Web 2.0-based lesson should ensure dynamics in collaboration breaking down
the larger class into more defined and precise learning groups (Arnold et al., 2012). The
extent to which state-school EFL teachers need to learn how to harness the Web 2.0 power
following specific lesson planning strategies is one of the main research questions of the
present study.

system are co-dependent and reconstitute each other continuously engendering learning that is
meaningful to learners (Heo & Lee, 2013).

* Due to the dramatic changes in technology and education over the last two decades, there is a
revised model of Bloom's Taxonomy which provides an even more powerful tool to fit today’s
teachers’ needs. The structure of the Revised Taxonomy Table matrix “provides a clear, concise visual
representation” (Krathwohl, 2002) of the alignment between standards and educational goals,
objectives, products, and activities.
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3. The Greek state-school context

3.1. Curricula

The current EFL curricula, the Cross-thematic Curriculum (2003) and the Unified Curriculum
for Foreign Languages (2011), seem to encourage the use of ICTs to achieve specific
educational goals. They aim at a multimodal approach to EFL learning that Jewitt (2006)
describes as a creative combination of text, audio and image in order to produce meaning as
well as enhance interaction and learning in the classroom. They also encourage the use of
technological aids which can increase motivation engaging learners in realistic
communication contexts (Crabbe, 2007). In particular, the cross-thematic curriculum
encourages teachers to develop learners’ EFL literacy and multilingualism/multiculturalism
around a cross-thematic framework where technology is exploited as a pedagogical tool.
Similarly, according to the unified curriculum for foreign languages, the teacher is expected
to utilize multimedia applications combining text, sound, graphics, pictures and animation
thus adding motivation and interactivity to EFL teaching and learning.

3.2. The ‘New School’ Project

The ‘New School’ project” started in the school year 2011-2012 in order to form the basis of
state-school education in the forthcoming years. ‘New School’ aims to improve the learning
outcomes by promoting the digital, innovative and multilingual/multicultural education in
order to cover the new educational needs and challenges of the 21* century. ICTs seem to
be the cornerstone with the aim to incorporate new technologies fully into the new
curriculum and the actual state-school practice. ‘New School’ suggests that ICTs have the
potential to change the teachers’ role regarding the methods of instruction and assessment.
ICTs form the basis of modern pedagogical theories and methodologies creating a more
flexible learning environment that promotes experiential and exploratory learning through
learners’ active participation in the learning process. To this end, high priority is given to the
development of both teachers’ and learners’ digital literacies through ICTs which have been
already integrated into primary and secondary schools as a separate course.

3.3. Educational material

The school textbooks that are taught in public primary and secondary schools in Greece are
now interactive and can be found online. The interactive books program was developed by
the Computer Technology Institute and Press ‘Diophantus’ that is a research and technology
organization focusing on research and development in ICTs. In particular, there has been an
attempt to ‘digitalize’ the school textbooks by offering all the textbook material on screen
and /or supplementing it with extra audiovisual aids and software. The Ministry of
Education, Research and Religious Affairs has developed educational software for all school
subjects both in primary and secondary education since the beginning of the 2000s.
Software and multimedia material for EFL purposes is available at the official Web
Educational Gate of the Ministry of Education’ with the aim of familiarizing learners with EFL
forms and functions in several communicative contexts fostering at the same time learners’
target-culture awareness. Extra digital educational content is also available in the National
Aggregator of Educational Content® (‘Photodentro’) to supplement the textbook material.

* http://1dim-aei-thess.thess.sch.gr/neo%20sxoleio.pdf
> http://e-yliko.minedu.gov.gr

® http://photodentro.edu.gr/
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3.4. Technical support

The Greek School Network (GSN- http://www.sch.gr/) is the official network and services
provider for all public primary and secondary schools since 2000. It is the largest public
network in Greece regarding the number of users it serves by interconnecting and also
connecting to the internet more than 15.000 schools, a community of 1.350.000 learners
and about 160.000 teachers. It provides access to standard communication tools like e-mail
and internet, as well as discussion forums and more advanced informatics services like web-
casting, teleconferencing and Video on Demand covering the educational needs of the new
Web 2.0 era by allowing users to benefit from e-learning systems. Moreover, the GSN
provides teachers, learners and parents with useful information to ensure safe internet
access following the guidelines of the Ministry of Education which promotes the ‘Safer
Internet’ program (saferinternet.gr) in collaboration with the Greek Centre of Safe Internet
and the European Commission.

3.5. Pedagogical support

Pedagogical guidance is typically provided by the school advisors who are teachers with high
academic and professional qualifications officially selected and appointed by the Ministry of
Education. School advisors are expected to be familiar with the target teaching situation and
the EFL practice/routine of their trainees in the Greek school context in order to take action
whenever and wherever needed. In particular, school advisors should help EFL teachers
develop flexibility in selecting innovative teaching techniques, tools and materials,
familiarize themselves with issues of educational technology, develop awareness and
positive attitude towards new technologies as well as be able to design motivating courses
with Web 2.0 tools in a pedagogically efficient way’.

It is worth-noticing, however, that state EFL teachers have never been involved in ICT-Level
B® training seminars (how to use ICTs in the educational process) although these seminars
have been systematically organized by the Ministry of Education for other state-school
teachers the last decade. In other words, there is a training ‘gap’ to be filled in order to cover
state EFL teachers’ professional need to become aware of new technologies and use them
effectively in the classroom.

4. Research methodology

4.1. A mixed-method approach

The methodology selected is the ‘mixed method’ research combining both a quantitative
and qualitative approach to data gathering in order to corroborate findings. The quantitative
study included a questionnaire administered to in-service state EFL teachers via internet in
order to investigate the main research questions. The quantitative data were analyzed via

School advisors’” main responsibilities include teachers’ in-service training, monitoring the

educational process, schoolteachers’ counselling and pedagogical guidance as well as remedial work
on their possible deficiencies (Presidential Decree 1340/16-10-02).

¥ ICT-Level B training addresses to all in-service primary and secondary school teachers in Greece. It
aims to train state-school teachers in the pedagogical use of ICTs in the field of their specialization
focusing on planning technology-based didactic scenarios. There is also formal assessment of trainees’
specialised ICT skills after receiving their training. It is worth-mentioning, however, that foreign
language teachers have not been included in ICT-Level B training so far.
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SPSS in order to achieve both descriptive statistics to measure frequencies (raw data,
percentages and tables) as well as correlations between variables through cross-tabulations
and the chi-square test. Internal consistency reliability was also measured by the Cronbach
Alpha coefficient so as to ensure the reliability and validity of the data (for more details see
the sub-section 5.1 and the Appendix). The quantitative survey was combined with the
qualitative study which involved in-service school advisors as a ‘focus group’ and was
conducted through e-mail interviews to collect open-ended data, that is data derived from
open-ended questions, with the primary intent of developing themes related to the research
purpose. Qualitative analysis of interview data included data reduction to make them
manageable, and data coding based on the research questions by identifying, categorizing
and synthesizing the emerging themes through conceptualization (Creswell, 2009). The
researcher followed a ‘concurrent’ procedure by converging quantitative and qualitative
data in order to provide a comprehensive analysis of the research problem by collecting
both forms of data at the same time during the study and then integrating the information in
the interpretation of the overall results (Johnson & Christensen, 2004).

4.2. Aim and research questions

The main aim was to explore the extent to which Web 2.0 technologies are integrated into
the EFL classroom of the Greek state school given that previous studies in Greece had not
focused on the state-school context. By asking both state EFL teachers and school advisors it
was aimed to find out whether Web 2.0 technologies are used as an integral and/or a
smaller part of the lesson as well as whether state EFL teachers are adequately trained and
confident to exploit pedagogically the Web 2.0 tools and the digital material provided by the
Ministry of Education. The research questions were the following:

1) To what extent are state EFL teachers aware of Web 2.0 technologies and use them
in their classroom?

2) To what extent are teachers aware of the pedagogical theories and teaching
methods underlying Web 2.0 tools?

3) To what extent are teachers trained and/or do they feel confident to implement
Web 2.0 tools?

4) To what extent does the Greek state-school context favor Web 2.0 implementation?

5) Which state-school factors are barriers against Web 2.0 integration?

6) What solutions are to be put forward towards the effective Web 2.0 integration?

4.3. Research tools
4.3.1. Questionnaire

The questionnaire was constructed using Google Forms’; it was developed upon the main
aim and the research questions and administered online. It was first piloted to three EFL
teachers and then administered through the internet forwarding the questionnaire link
along with a cover letter to in-service state-school EFL teachers by e-mail. The majority of
questions were stated according to the Likert-type scaling mainly to measure levels of
importance, frequency and awareness.

° Questionnaire link:
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1SDfcM2REgMRaUtgk9jsUelhxttHVY8t5pI8afKM1Wi4/viewform?t
s=56b058c4&edit_requested=true
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4.3.2. E-mail interview

The qualitative data were collected through e-mail interviews. The aim was to gain a deeper
insight into the main research questions and the items in the questionnaire. Six open-ended
interview questions triggered an exploratory ‘in-depth conversation’ with the school
advisors in alignment with the research questions of the present study. The school advisors
were invited to express their own perceptions and views about the actual use of Web 2.0
technologies in the EFL classroom based on their personal experience from the Greek state-
school context as well as their notable pedagogical and academic background.

4.4. Sampling

The researcher opted for a non-probability purposive sample using two sampling techniques:
convenience sampling and snowballing. Concerning the quantitative survey, members of the
target population (in-service state EFL teachers in Greece) were selected taking into account
the geographical proximity, availability, easy accessibility as well as personal acquaintances.
Subsequently, some of the participants forwarded the questionnaire to more EFL teachers
and a ‘chain’ reaction followed (Cohen et al., 2007; Dornyei, 2003). Regarding the sample
size, the researcher attempted to achieve a considerable sample size to allow for statistically
significant results. Eventually 149 in-service state-school EFL teachers from different regions
participated in the research. In a similar way, the researcher selected the sample for the
gualitative survey which eventually engaged 7 school advisors.

5. Research findings: Discussion and implications

5.1. Statistically significant results - Cronbach’s Alpha

Statistical analysis reveals a number of correlations with statistical significance after cross-
tabulating the findings using the chi-square test'°.

To begin with, education analysis indicates that the majority of respondents who hold a
Master’s degree are moderately/extremely aware of Web 2.0 technologies, know how to
plan a Web 2.0-based lesson and feel confident to do so (see Appendix; Crosstabs 1, 2, 3)'.
On the contrary, most teachers holding only a Bachelor’s degree are not at all/slightly aware
of Web 2.0 tools and, consequently, they do not know/feel confident how to plan a Web 2.0-

1% Cross-tabulation provides information about the relationship between the variables and the chi-
square test is used for testing the statistical significance of the cross-tabulation table. In other words,
chi-square tests whether or not two variables are independent. If the variables are related, then the
results of the statistical test will be ‘statistically significant’ and we ‘are able to reject the null
hypothesis’, which means that we can state that there is some relationship between the variables. If
the variables are related (i.e. the observed table relationships would occur with very low probability,
say only 5%) then we say that the results are ‘statistically significant’ at the ‘.05 or 5% level’. This
means that the variables have a low chance of being independent. SPSS marks statistical significance
at the 0,05 and 0,01 levels or smaller. If the p-value is less than the chosen significance level then the
null hypothesis is rejected (Cohen et al., 2007). The Appendix includes crosstabulation tables of the
present research in which the p-value was found less than 0,05. In these cases, therefore, the
variables are associated and the null hypothesis is rejected.

"in particular, as Crosstab 2 indicates, 30 teachers who hold a Master’s degree know how to plan a
Web 2.0-based lesson much/to a great extent whereas only 6 teachers who hold only a Bachelor’s
degree state that they know how to plan such a lesson. Similarly, 31 Master’s holders state that they
feel confident much/to a great extent how to plan a Web 2.0-based lesson. On the contrary, only 2
teachers who hold a Bachelor’s degree feel much confident to do so (Crosstab 3).

'P
% Research Papers 39

in Language Teaching and Learning

Hellenic Open University



Tzotzou / Research Papers in Language Teaching and Learning 9/1 (2018) 32-55

based lesson. This reveals that teachers’ academic profile affects significantly Web 2.0
awareness and implementation probably because advanced studies in a Master level usually
offer courses on new teaching methods and how to integrate ICTs into the learning process.

Teaching experience also seems to affect significantly teachers’ confidence as those who
have 11-15 years of teaching experience feel more confident to plan a Web 2.0-based lesson
whereas teachers with 1-10 years of teaching experience lack confidence to do so (see
Appendix; Crosstab 4).

Another significant correlation reveals that lack of Web 2.0 awareness affects Web 2.0
lesson planning negatively'?. Specifically, those teachers who are not at all/slightly aware of
Web 2.0 tools never/rarely plan a Web 2.0-based lesson (see Appendix; Crosstab 5).
Moreover, low confidence influences the frequency of planning Web 2.0-based lessons
negatively as those who are not at all/slightly confident never/rarely plan Web 2.0 lessons
(see Appendix; Crosstab 6).

Another significant correlation is also revealed between teachers’ in-service training on Web
2.0 technologies and their need to receive Web 2.0 training. Specifically, according to
Crosstab 7 (see Appendix), those teachers who have not at all/slightly received in-service
Web 2.0 training so far state that Web 2.0 training is extremely important for them.

Finally, after using the Cronbach’s Alpha reliability test to measure the internal
consistency®®, the Alpha coefficient was found above 0.70 which means that research
variables have high consistency and reliability to a great extent.

5.2. Integrating quantitative and qualitative data

Both the quantitative and qualitative findings provide valuable insights in a complementary
manner. Interview data not only confirm but also enhance and expand the questionnaire
ones in the most comprehensive way. Below there is a discussion of the main research
findings after integrating quantitative and qualitative data providing answers to the research
guestions of the present study.

- To what extent are state EFL teachers aware of Web 2.0 technologies and use them in their
classroom?

Taking into consideration both EFL teachers’ and school advisors’ responses, the majority of
teachers seem to be aware of Web 2.0 applications to a considerable extent but they
hesitate to use them in the school classroom. According to the quantitative findings, the
most popular technology is YouTube, as already found in prior research (Karkoulia, 2016;
Spiris, 2014), as well as GoogleDrive, blogs and wikis whereas the vast majority of them
never use Podcasting and Edmodo, probably due to lack of awareness and training.

In other words, quantitative findings reveal the low frequency of Web 2.0 implementation in
accordance with the e-mail interview data which report that state-school EFL teachers avoid

2 For instance, 27 teachers who are aware of Web 2.0 technologies often/always plan a Web 2.0-
based lesson whereas all those teachers (21) who are not at all/slightly aware of Web 2.0 tools
never/rarely plan such a lesson (Crosstab 6).

2 The internal consistency reliability which refers to ‘the homogeneity of the items making up the
various multi-item scales within the questionnaire’ is measured by the Cronbach Alpha coefficient
(Dornyei, 2003: 85). The reliability level is accepted if it is above 0.70 (Cohen et al., 2007).
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Web 2.0 practice due to several reasons. The same has already been indicated by recent
studies in the Greek EFL context (Katerini, 2013; Spiris, 2014). Moreover, interview data
report that this small-scale Web 2.0 implementation is connected with the ‘age factor’.
Specifically, some interviewees pinpoint older teachers’ unwillingness to be digitally literate
implying that they are ‘technophobes’. Dudeney and Hockly (2007) talk about the
‘technophobes’ referring to teachers who stand negatively towards technology and argue
that teachers’ inability to see the benefits of educational technology in their classrooms is
due to the lack of confidence and training.

Regarding Web 2.0 pedagogical benefits, the quantitative data are in full agreement with the
qualitative ones emphasizing the versatile Web 2.0 beneficial role in foreign language
learning (FLL) thanks to Web 2.0 technical advantages which contextualize FLL and motivate
learners activating collaboration, authentic language use, autonomy and critical thinking
(Yang & Chen, 2007). This finding confirms prior research regarding Web 2.0 benefits in EFL
teaching (Crook et al.,, 2008; Karkoulia, 2016; Katerini, 2013; Kontogeorgi, 2014).
Additionally, qualitative data place emphasis on the valuable Web 2.0 contribution to
differentiated learning especially in handling learning disabilities. Previous studies have
shown that different Web 2.0 tools address diverse needs of EFL learners as each tool may
be suitable for tasks of different complexity. These tools help organize the learning content
and support learning activities addressing different learning styles (Kovacic et al., 2012).
According to Huang et al. (2008), there is correlation between learning style, learners’
preferences and attitudes towards using Web 2.0 technologies. Bryant (2006) maintains that
Web 2.0 technologies address the needs of today’s diverse learners, enhancing their learning
experiences through customisation, personalisation, and rich opportunities for networking
and collaboration. It is noteworthy, however, that quantitative findings also point to the high
Web 2.0 potential for intercultural learning whereas this beneficial Web 2.0 aspect is not
reported by the interviewees. Previous studies have already indicated the beneficial role of
Web 2.0 tools for intercultural language learning (Belz 2003; Belz & Thorne 2006; O’'Dowd,
2006).

As regards disadvantages, both questionnaire and interview data agree on the time-wasting
preparation of Web 2.0-based lessons. Similarly, the most common difficulty reported by
teachers in previous studies was lack of time or time waste to prepare technology lessons
and to explore internet sites (Al-Alwani, 2005; Becta, 2004; Beggs, 2000; Gomes, 2005;
Schoepp, 2005; Sicilia, 2005). As Torres et al. (2009) argue, Web 2.0 activities can be time-
consuming, distractive or even confusing to learners. Although some interviewees maintain
that Web 2.0 overuse should be avoided, which can be associated with Brown’s statement
(2011) that Web 2.0 overload can make learners confused, findings illustrate that Web 2.0
benefits outweigh disadvantages disclosing teachers’ positive attitudes towards Web 2.0
tools. Furthermore, it is worth noticing that internet safety matters are not considered to be
a constraint in Web 2.0 implementation neither by the teachers nor the school advisors
although in the literature internet dangers are closely associated with the social media
(Rosenberg, 2010).

- Are teachers aware of the underlying pedagogical theories and teaching methods?

The quantitative data show that the majority of state-school EFL teachers are moderately
aware of modern pedagogical theories underlying Web 2.0 technologies and need to
develop further awareness which is in alignment with the school advisors’ statements that
there is lack of systematic and thematically focused in-service training in Web 2.0 pedagogy.
Therefore, the necessity to develop and practice appropriate pedagogy along with the use of
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Web 2.0 technologies is clearly demonstrated (Shishkovskaya & Sokolova, 2015). However, it
is noteworthy that school advisors avoid talking directly about specific pedagogical theories
and/or teaching methods associated with Web 2.0 integration. There is only a faint
reference to the project method of learning as a suggestion for effective Web 2.0
implementation.

Concerning the teaching methods interrelated to Web 2.0 technologies, quantitative
research shows that the majority of teachers use communicative, project and task-based
learning in their classroom very often but they implement these methods in combination
with Web 2.0 tools less often admitting that they need to develop further awareness. This is
directly related to the fact that the vast majority of teachers rarely plan a Web 2.0-based
lesson because, as quantitative data reveal, most respondents feel slightly or not at all
confident to plan such a lesson. Lack of confidence is closely associated with teachers’ fear
of failure (Beggs, 2000).

It is remarkable, however, that some quantitative findings seem to be rather contradictory.
Although the majority of respondents say that they know how to define pedagogical goals
when planning a Web 2.0-based lesson, only a minority of them are aware of Bloom’s
revised digital taxonomy of educational objectives (Churches, 2009) which sounds
oxymoron. Secondly, although only a small percentage of teachers plan a Web 2.0-based
lesson frequently, most respondents state that they know how to select a Web 2.0 tool, how
to prepare authentic/real-life tasks and how to plan a Web 2.0-based lesson. A logical
explanation could be that teachers do not feel confident enough to implement Web 2.0-
based lessons due to lack of both training and technological infrastructure, as both school
advisors and several scholars strongly affirm (Gomes, 2005; Korte & Hiising, 2007; Pelgrum,
2001).

- To what extent are EFL teachers trained and feel confident to implement Web 2.0
technologies?

Both school advisors and teachers denounce the fact that EFL teachers have been constantly
excluded from ICT-B Level training/certification so far. They have been trained
unsystematically in Web 2.0 technologies so far taking part in Moodle seminars or
workshops sporadically organized by some school advisors. Indeed, the vast majority, as
both quantitative and qualitative data illustrate, have received Web 2.0 training only in an
optional, non-typical and self-regulated way. Consequently, current paradigms of training
seem to be inadequate or even counterproductive for meeting the emerging needs of the
Web 2.0 education which requires a shift from teacher initiative, control and responsibility
to shared initiative, control, and responsibility as well as from de-contextualized learning to
authentic meaningful tasks (Reigeluth, 1999).

Furthermore, while quantitative findings reveal, in a rather implicit way EFL teachers’ lack of
confidence to implement Web 2.0 technologies, qualitative analysis discloses more explicitly
this hesitation and/or weakness which essentially results from deficient training.
Interestingly, lack of confidence is closely associated with low Web 2.0 competence due to
lack of training (Pelgrum, 2001). In the literature, lack of training on digital literacies along
with deficient training on how to use technology in the classroom are major hindrances to
Web 2.0 integration (Gomes, 2005; Schoepp, 2005; Sicilia, 2005; Toprakci, 2006). In the same
vein, research carried out by Cox et al. (1999) showed that even after teachers had received
training courses in technology they still did not know how to use it because they were not
trained on how to develop the pedagogical aspects of technology.
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- To what extent does the Greek state-school context favor Web 2.0 integration?

According to both quantitative and qualitative data, ‘New School’ encompasses and
promotes Web 2.0 integration but, at present, its purpose and philosophy are substantially
theoretical far from actual practice. Although teachers believe that the ‘New School’ project
encourages Web 2.0 pedagogy, they state that current textbooks and curricula as well as the
digital materials provided by the Ministry of Education slightly enhance Web 2.0 integration
into the EFL classroom. Similarly, but from a different perspective, school advisors maintain
that although school curricula and textbooks encourage teachers to update the teaching
procedure by exploiting the available digitized textbook materials and educational portals, in
fact, this is hard to happen because both school digital facilities are outdated and teachers
are not properly trained to do so. This is to be explicitly confirmed by the quantitative
findings which indicate that the overwhelming majority of teachers rarely or never use the
GSN services as well as the available digital platforms. As Goldsby & Fazal (2000) support
technology is often met with reservations because teachers are unfamiliar with the possible
pedagogical applications of ICTs. Only those teachers who learn to use technology during
their pre-service studies are likely to incorporate technology in their future classes (Goldsby
& Fazal, 2000).

Additionally, as both quantitative and qualitative research reveal, state-school teachers
hesitate to use Web 2.0 tools because they are provided with deficient pedagogical support
or no support in Web 2.0 integration. This finding agrees with Redecker et al. (2009) who
maintain that there are inherent difficulties in implementing Web 2.0 tools and in changing
teaching paradigms. Getting teachers to move away from more common teacher-centred
interaction requires the acquisition of a powerful Web 2.0 strategy through systematic and
well-organized digital training. That is why, the vast majority of respondents confess that
they need school advisors’ pedagogical guidance whose training role is considered to be
extremely important.

Equally, quantitative data make evident that the technical support provided is defective
mainly because of the poor technical equipment in classrooms which is also denounced by
school advisors. Similar hindrances related to school-level barriers have also been reported
by several scholars (Becta, 2004; Bingimlas, 2009; Sicilia, 2005). According to school advisors,
the technically and pedagogically deprived state-school context justifies to a great extent
teachers’ lack of confidence and/or weakness to integrate Web 2.0 tools into EFL classes as
well as to use the digital platforms and GSN services provided by the Ministry of Education.

- Which state-school factors are barriers against Web 2.0 integration?

This mixed-method research records barriers that are similar to those revealed in previous
studies (Albirini, 2006; Crook, 2008; Hadjirigas, 2012, Jones, 2004; Karkoulia, 2016; Spiris,
2014). Specifically, once more quantitative data are consistent with the qualitative ones,
reporting absence of computers from the classroom, lack of equipment, restricted access to
the computer lab, internet access problems, inadequate technical support and large class-
size/number of learners as major state-school barriers. The fact that teachers are not able to
access computers as these are shared with other teachers as well as the evidence that
school infrastructure is of poor quality discourages teachers to use Web 2.0 tools (Balanskat
et al., 2006). Several studies indicate that lack of access to resources including home access
discourage teachers from integrating technology into education (Sicilia, 2005).
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Apart from the above infrastructure deficiencies, interview data report additional serious
barriers such as teachers’ lack of digital literacy/skills, the diversity of learner population,
density of textbooks, time pressure, curricula constraints, lacking collaboration with
colleagues and certain teachers’ resistance to change (Cox, 1999). According to Denson’s
(2005) research, teachers with high-level skills tend to be favourably disposed towards
technology integration. Previous research has also shown that this resistance to change may
also be associated with teachers’ fears which may include being replaced by technology and
loss of their authority (Aust et al.,, 2005; Bullock, 2004; Machnaik, 2002; McGrail, 2005;
Murray, 2000).

- What solutions are to be put forward towards the effective Web 2.0 integration?

It goes without saying that both teachers and school advisors urgently suggest official
systematic training in the pedagogical use of Web 2.0 technologies. Both express EFL
teachers’ imperative need to participate in ICT-B Level training/certification. Furthermore,
school advisors suggest teachers” Web 2.0 education on a compulsory and continuous basis,
every school year starting from September. As similar research findings suggest, training
policies should prioritize the systematic pedagogical training of teachers to help them use
technology for EFL purposes in a pedagogically effective way (Albirini, 2006; Goldsby & Fazal,
2000; Redecker et al., 2009).

Quantitative findings are also compatible with the qualitative ones regarding suggestions for
updating the current textbooks and curricula; regular pedagogical guidance; appropriate
equipment as well as expanding the EFL timetable in state schools. Moreover, qualitative
data recommend two additional solutions related to fostering collaborative spirit in the
school staff and promoting the project method through digital material/sources and Web
2.0 tools. Most of these solutions have been identified in prior research as well (Chambers &
Bax, 2006; Spiris, 2014) which reports that Web 2.0 tools should be a part of the syllabus in
order to help teachers use them as a normal part of their everyday teaching practice
(Chambers and Bax, 2006).

5.3. Research limitations

Despite the fact that the researcher combined two different methods of data collection to
avoid drawbacks, the time was limited to eliminate them. Starting with the quantitative
procedure, the non-probability convenience sampling does not allow making conclusions
about a much broader population (Cohen et al.,, 2007). The validity of the present
guantitative research could be higher if the number of the respondents was larger to depict
more accurately the Greek state-school reality. Another constraint is that the quantitative
data rely solely on teachers’ self-reports which cannot be verified. Regarding the qualitative
research, e-mail interviews have limitations as well because they do not provide body
language and other contextual cues for the interviewer while the chance of spontaneous
answers to questions is smaller because the interviewee has more time to reflect on them,
thus, restricting the richness or soundness of data (Burns, 2010).

5.4. Suggestions for further research

Further research would definitely be useful if focusing more on the actual Web 2.0
implementation through triangulation. Combining more methods of data collection, such as
classroom observation and/or direct observation programs and/or a case studies would
strengthen further the validity of the research (Bell, 2005; Dornyei, 2003) providing a deeper
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understanding of teachers’ practices and conditions regarding Web 2.0 integration in the
Greek state-school context. A large-scale study involving EFL teachers from different areas
around Greece on the basis of a probability sample would also bring more representative
results (Cohen et al., 2007).

Moreover, a larger-scale research project could engage learners attending state primary and
secondary schools in order to achieve holistic and more meticulous research outcomes. In
other words, a further broader-scale research study could investigate whether state-school
learners have different attitudes from teachers, comparing their own experience and
attitude with those of the teachers. In future studies, researchers might also include
learners’ voices by interviewing them to investigate if both learners and teachers have
similar opinions about the Web 2.0 benefits in order to get a more comprehensive outcome
for the pedagogical use of Web 2.0 tools in FLL. Additionally, given that few studies have
actually examined learners’ progress and specific learning outcomes, future empirical
research could examine how or the extent to which learners’ EFL and/or intercultural
competence is enhanced or impacted using Web 2.0 tools.

Web 2.0 pedagogy issues need to be further investigated because, as several scholars claim,
the application of Web 2.0 technologies in EFL contexts has a great impact on pedagogy,
curriculum design and the conception of language learning (Sykes et al., 2008; Warschauer &
Grimes, 2007). In order to achieve increased learners’ performance and efficiency of their
self-directed learning, it is necessary to develop and practice appropriate pedagogy and
instructional strategy along with the use of Web 2.0 technologies (Shishkovskaya &
Sokolova, 2015). This issue needs further and more focused research towards maximizing
Web 2.0 benefits for the sake of EFL learners. Investigating what specific methods school
advisors are in favour of to achieve effective Web 2.0 integration could be fruitful and
helpful as in the present qualitative study the methodological issue remains vague or even
obscure.

5.5. Suggestions for future action

The Greek state school should facilitate the integration of Web 2.0 technologies through a
multimodal approach to FLL (Jewitt, 2006) to increase motivation and achievement of
learning objectives (Cotterall, 2000; Crabbe, 2007; Stoller, 2004). To this end, evaluation
policies regarding the current curriculum, textbooks and the overall state-school context are
needed to overcome constraints and achieve the desired educational outcomes.

For instance, any textbook or curriculum changes should be accompanied by improvements
and changes of the teaching context as a whole. There should be a more flexible
classroom/desk organization facilitating collaboration, efficient technological equipment
(computers, internet connection, overhead projector in each classroom) and facilities
(computer labs) in order to optimize the whole learning process. School schedule and
timetable should also be modified by increasing the teaching hours for EFL learning.
Curriculum should engage learners in the active construction of knowledge addressing the
21st-century challenges and expectations.

Emphasis should also be placed on training policies by the Ministry of Education which are a
prerequisite for the effective Web 2.0 integration through needs analysis procedures.
Changing the ‘culture’ of teaching to support Web 2.0 learning environments should be a
principal training goal. EFL teachers need to learn more about the educational Web 2.0
practices and challenges in order to be able to create innovative lessons. To this end, it is
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necessary to strengthen the school advisors’ role through their active and systematic
contribution both in planning and fulfilling training courses on a regular basis.

6. Concluding remarks

Merging of quantitative and qualitative findings illustrate state EFL teachers’ positive
attitude towards Web 2.0 tools regarding their pedagogical benefits and significance for FLL
in state schools. However, the picture is rather ‘gloomy’ regarding Web 2.0 integration due
to various state-school barriers which discourage teachers to use them in the classroom. The
major barriers are lack of digital literacy and deficient technological infrastructure which
result in teachers’ low confidence and, subsequently, in small-scale Web 2.0 use in schools
which cannot be ignored.

Although state EFL teachers seem to be aware of Web 2.0 applications and the underlying
pedagogical theories/teaching methods to a great extent, they barely plan a Web 2.0-based
lesson because there is deficient pedagogical and technical support. Although they are
willing to use Web 2.0 technologies, GSN services and the digital platforms provided by the
Ministry of Education, they are not trained and, hence they are not skilled and confident to
do so. To overcome the present state-school barriers, both teachers and school advisors
suggest changing the current training policies, reviewing the curricula, textbooks and the
timetable, and updating technological infrastructure in order to move from the digital ‘New
School’ theory to ‘New School’ practice.

Essentially, there are remarkable implications emerging from this mixed-method research
which include future action regarding training planning and implementation; the
pedagogical link between technology and methodology; the need for a ‘learner-driven’ use
of technology to serve pedagogical objectives; considerable financial investment in
technological equipment; a heavy investment in teacher training. Careful planning and
systematic training are prerequisites to align instructional practices and the Web 2.0
affordances. This means more than the technical helpdesk. Integrating Web 2.0 tools into
the classroom requires or even presupposes changing the culture of learning through proper
training to prepare teachers adjust to the new digital reality by familiarizing them with a
Web 2.0 mentality. Moreover, it is necessary to infuse technology into the curriculum by
developing strategies and resolving technical difficulties, in other words, by activating Web
2.0 sustaining educational policies.

All things considered, the Greek state-school system needs to maximize investment in Web
2.0 technology by exploring, assessing and pursuing its best pedagogical use for FLL in order
to respond to the 21* century education challenges.
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Appendix
Crosstabs and Chi-square Tests

Crosstab 1

Academic Max * Al.1. To what extent do you think you have developed awareness of Web 2.0 technologies?

Crosstabulation

Al.1. To what extent do you think you have developed
awareness of Web 2.0 technologies?
Not at all | Slightly [Somewhat| Moderately | Extremely
aware aware aware aware aware Total
Academic Bachelor’'s Count 3 5 15 10 4 37|
[Max Degree Expected Count 1,3 4,3 9,4 16,8 51 37,0
Master’s  Count 1 6 9 30 3 49]
Degree in Expected Count 1,7 5,7 12,5 22,3 6,8 49,0
progress
Master’s  Count 0 13 23 12 54
Degree Expected Count 1,9 6,3 13,8 24,6 7,4 54,0
PhD in Count 1 0 0 3 0 4
progress  Expected Count ,1 ,5 1,0 1,8 ,6 4,0
PhD Count 0 0 0 0 1 1
Expected Count ,0 ,1 ,3 ,5 ,1 1,0
Total Count 5 17 37 66 20 145
Expected Count 5,0 17,0 37,0 66,0 20,0] 145,0
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Chi-Square Tests

Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 33,992° 16 ,005
Likelihood Ratio 31,687 16 ,011
Linear-by-Linear Association 6,654 1 ,010
N of Valid Cases 145

a. 14 cells (56,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected

count is ,03.

Crosstab 2
Academic Max * A4.2. Do you know how to plan a Web 2.0-based lesson? Crosstabulation
A4.2. Do you know how to plan a Web 2.0-based lesson?
To a great
Not at all | Slightly | Moderately Much extent Total
Academic Bachelor’'s Count 9 9 11 4 2 35
Max Degree Expected Count 4,1 6,5 10,5 9,1 4,8 35,0
Master’s  Count 6 6) 19 13 5 49
Degreein  Expected Count 5,7 9,1 14,8 12,8 6,7l 49,0
progress
Master’s  Count 12 13 20 10 57|
Degree Expected Count 6,6 10,5 17,2 14,8 7,8 57,0
PhD in Count 0 0 1 1 4
progress Expected Count ,5 7 1,2 1,0 ,5 4,0
PhD Count 0 0 0 0 1 1
Expected Count ,1 ,2 ,3 ,3 , 1,0
Total Count 17 27 44 38 20 146
Expected Count 17,0 27,0 44,0 38,0 20,00 146,0
Chi-Square Tests
Value Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 32,417° 16 ,009
Likelihood Ratio 30,487 16 ,016
Linear-by-Linear Association 19,084 1 ,000)
N of Valid Cases 146
a. 12 cells (48,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is ,12.
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Crosstab 3
Academic Max * A4.7. Do you feel confident on how to plan a Web 2.0-based lesson? Crosstabulation
A4.7. Do you feel confident on how to plan a Web 2.0-based
lesson?
To a great
Not at all | Slightly | Moderately Much extent Total
Academic Bachelor’'s Count 14 9 11 2 0 36
Max Degree Expected Count 6,2 7.6 8,9 9,9 3,5 36,0
Master’s  Count 8 7] 17 14 3 49
Degree in Expected Count 8,4 10,4 12,1 13,4 4,7 49,0
progress
Master’s  Count 3 14 8 21 10 56
Degree Expected Count 9,6 11,9 13,8 15,3 5,4 56,0
PhD in Count 1 0 2 1 4
progress  Expected Count ) ,8 1,0 1,1 4 4,0
PhD Count 0 0 1 0 1
Expected Count ,2 ,2 ,2) ,3 ,1 1,0
Total Count 25 31 36 40 14 146
Expected Count 25,0 31,0 36,0 40,0 14,00 146,0
Chi-Square Tests
Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 43,710° 16 ,000)
Likelihood Ratio 49,752 16| ,000
Linear-by-Linear Association 26,698 1 ,000
N of Valid Cases 146

a. 12 cells (48,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is ,10.

Crosstab 4

D5. Teaching Experience (in years) * A4.7. Do you feel confident on how to plan a Web 2.0-based lesson?

Crosstabulation

A4.7. Do you feel confident on how to plan a Web 2.0-based

lesson?
To a great
Not at all | Slightly | Moderately Much extent Total
D5. 1-10 Count 4 11 5 8 2 30
Teaching Expected Count 5,1 6,4 7,4 8,2 2,9 30,0
Experience ;7 15 Count 7 4 21 18 4 54
|(in vears) Expected Count 9,2 11,5 13,3 14,8 5,2 54,0
16-20 Count 12 9 7] 5 5 38
Expected Count 6,5 8,1 9,4 10,4 3,6 38,0
26+ Count 2 7] 3 9 3 24
Expected Count 4,1 5,1 5,9 6,6 2,3 24,0
Total Count 25 31 36 40 14 146
Expected Count 25,0 31,0 36,0 40,0 14,00 146,0
Chi-Square Tests
Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 28,473° 12, ,005
Likelihood Ratio 29,156 12 ,00
Linear-by-Linear Association ,176 1 ,67
N of Valid Cases 146
a. 4 cells (20,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2,30.
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Crosstab 5

A1.1. To what extent do you think you have developed awareness of Web 2.0 technologies? * A4.1. How
often do you plan a Web 2.0-based lesson? [] Crosstabulation

A4.1. How often do you plan a Web 2.0-based lesson?
Never Rarely | Sometimes Often Always | Total
A1.1.To Notatall Count 2 3 0 0 0 5
what aware Expected Count ,8 1,5 1,6 1,0 1 5,0
extentdo guohiy  count 9 7 0 0 0 16
you think
vou have aware Expected Count 2,5 4,9 5,1 3,2 ,2 16,0
developed Somewhat Count 6 18 9 4 0 37|
awareness aware Expected Count 5,7 11,4 11,9 7,5 ,5 37,0
of Web 2.0 Moderately Count 5 15 30 13 2 65
technologieaware Expected Count 10,0 20,0 20,9 13,2 9 65,0
s? Extremely Count 0 1 7 12 9 20
aware Expected Count 3,1 6,2 6,4 4,1 ,3 20,0
Total Count 22 44 46 29 2 143
Expected Count 22,0 44,0 46,0 29,0 2,00 143,0
Chi-Square Tests
Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 71,927° 16 ,000
Likelihood Ratio 75,625 16 ,000)
Linear-by-Linear Association 48,618 1 ,000
N of Valid Cases 143
a. 14 cells (56,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is ,07.
Crosstab 6
A4.1. How often do you plan a Web 2.0-based lesson? * A4.7. Do you feel confident on how to plan a Web
2.0-based lesson? Crosstabulation
A4.7. Do you feel confident on how to plan a Web 2.0-
based lesson?
To a great
Not at all | Slightly | Moderately | Much extent Total
A4.1. How Never Count 14 4 1 1 2 22|
often do Expected Count 3,8 4,7 5,3 6,1 2,1 22,0
youplana g o) Count 9 18 12 7 0 46
\é\;(z:dZ.O— Expected Count 7,9 9,8 11,1 12,7 4,4 46,0
lesson? Sometimes Count 2 8 19 13 4 46
Expected Count 7,9 9,8 11,1 12,7 4,4 46,0
Often Count 0 1 3 19 6] 29
Expected Count 5,0 6,2 7,0 8,0 2,8 29,0
Always Count 0 0 0 0 2 2]
Expected Count ,3 ,4 ,5 ,6 ,2 2,0
Total Count 25 31 35 40 14 145
Expected Count 25,0 31,0 35,0 40,0 14,0 145,0
Chi-Square Tests
Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 108,888° 16 ,000
Likelihood Ratio 99,678 16 ,000
Linear-by-Linear Association 57,632 1 ,000
N of Valid Cases 145
a. 11 cells (44,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is ,19.
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Crosstab 7

B3.1. Have you received any in-service training on Web 2.0 tools so far? [] * B3.5. Is it important for you to receive
training on Web 2.0 technologies? [] Crosstabulation

B3.5. Is it important for you to receive training on
Web 2.0 technologies? []
Not at all Slightly | Somewhat | Extremely
important |important| important | important | Total
B3.1. Have you Not at all Count 0 1 11 13 25|
|received any in- Expected Count ,6 2,0 9,8 12,6 25,0
service training on- gjiopyyy Count 0 1 5 7 13
Web 2.0 tools so
far? [] Expected Count ,3 1,0 5,1 6,6 13,0
Moderately Count 0 1 12 9 22|
Expected Count ,5 1,8 8,6 11,1 22,0
Much Count 0 3 5 7 15
Expected Count ,3 1,2 5,9 7,6 15,0
To a great extent Count 2 1 1 8 12|
Expected Count ,3 1,0 4,7 6,1 12,0
Total Count 2 7 34 44 87|
Expected Count 2,0 7,0 34,0 44,0 87,0
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig. (2-
Value df sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 21,647° 12 ,042
Likelihood Ratio 17,674 12 ,126
Linear-by-Linear Association ,317 1 ,573
N of Valid Cases 87

a. 11 cells (55,0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is ,28.
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