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The	purpose	of	this	paper	is	to	investigate	teachers’	attitudes	towards	the	integration	of	Web	
2.0	 tools	 in	 EFL	 teaching	 and	 whether	 this	 integration	 is	 close	 to	 ‘normalisation’.	 The	
research	aims	at	 indicating	which	Web	2.0	tools	teachers	use,	how	often	and	how	they	use	
them.	It	investigates	the	barriers	that	restrict	teachers	from	using	them	in	class	and	possible	
solutions	too.	For	the	purposes	of	this	study	a	questionnaire	was	designed	and	administered	
to	135	EFL	 teachers	 in	Greece.	According	 to	 the	 research	 findings,	 the	majority	of	 teachers	
have	positive	attitudes.	They	have	realised	that	since	we	live	in	a	digital,	multicultural	world,	
education	should	equip	students	with	21st	century	skills,	New	Literacies	and	promote	Cultural	
Pluralism.	 Moreover,	 educators	 are	 near	 ‘normalisation’	 and	 use	 tools	 such	 as	 YouTube,	
Google	 Sites,	 blogs,	 and	wikis.	 However,	 the	 frequency	with	which	 teachers	 use	 them,	 the	
lack	 of	 training/technological	 equipment	 in	 many	 cases,	 and	 the	 fact	 that	 Web	 2.0	
technologies	 are	 not	 part	 of	 the	 syllabus	 indicate	 that	Web	 2.0	 tools	 have	 not	 taken	 their	
rightful	place	in	education	yet.	Teachers’	positive	attitudes	need	to	be	combined	with	a	series	
of	measures	that	will	facilitate	the	use	of	Web	2.0	tools.	
	

�	
	
Ο	σκοπός	αυτής	της	εργασίας	είναι	να	διερευνήσει	τη	στάση	των	καθηγητών	απέναντι	στην	
ενσωμάτωση	των	εργαλείων	Web	2.0	στη	διδασκαλία	της	Αγγλικής	ως	ξένης	γλώσσας	και	αν	
αυτή	 η	 ενσωμάτωση	 πλησιάζει	 την	 ‘ομαλοποίηση’.	 Η	 έρευνα	 στοχεύει	 να	 υποδείξει	 ποια	
εργαλεία	χρησιμοποιούν	οι	καθηγητές,	πόσο	συχνά	και	πώς	τα	χρησιμοποιούν.	Εξετάζει	τα	
εμπόδια	 που	 περιορίζουν	 τους	 καθηγητές	 να	 τα	 χρησιμοποιούν	 στη	 τάξη	 καθώς	 επίσης	
πιθανές	 λύσεις.	 Για	 τους	 σκοπούς	 αυτής	 της	 έρευνας	 σχεδιάστηκε	 και	 χορηγήθηκε	 ένα	
ερωτηματολόγιο	σε	135	καθηγητές	της	Αγγλικής	στην	Ελλάδα.	Σύμφωνα	με	τα	ερευνητικά	
ευρήματα,	η	πλειοψηφία	των	καθηγητών	έχουν	θετική	στάση.	Έχουν	συνειδητοποιήσει	ότι	
αφού	ζούμε	σ’	έναν	ψηφιακό,	πολυπολιτισμικό	κόσμο	η	εκπαίδευση	θα	πρέπει	να	εξοπλίσει	
τους	μαθητές	με	δεξιότητες	του	21ου	αιώνα,	νέες	μορφές	γραμματισμού	και	να	προωθήσει	
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τον	πολιτιστικό	πλουραλισμό.	 Επίσης,	 οι	 εκπαιδευτικοί	πλησιάζουν	 την	 ‘ομαλοποίηση’	 και	
χρησιμοποιούν	 εργαλεία	 όπως	 τα	 YouTube,	 Google	 Sites,	 blogs	 και	 wikis.	 Ωστόσο,	 η	
συχνότητα	 με	 την	 οποία	 τα	 χρησιμοποιούν,	 η	 έλλειψη	 εκπαίδευσης/τεχνολογικού	
εξοπλισμού	σε	πολλές	περιπτώσεις	και	το	γεγονός	ότι	η	τεχνολογία	Web	2.0	δεν	είναι	μέρος	
του	αναλυτικού	προγράμματος	σπουδών	υποδεικνύουν	ότι	τα	εργαλεία	Web	2.0	δεν	έχουν	
πάρει	 ακόμα	 τη	 θέση	 που	 τους	 αξίζει	 στην	 εκπαίδευση.	 Η	 θετική	 στάση	 των	 καθηγητών	
πρέπει	να	συνδυαστεί	με	μία	σειρά	μέτρων	που	θα	διευκολύνουν	τη	χρήση	των	εργαλείων	
Web	2.0.	
	
Key	words:	 teachers’	attitudes,	Web	2.0	 integration,	normalisation,	21st	century	skills,	new	
literacies,	cultural	pluralism.	
	
	
	
	
1.	Introduction	
	
Over	 the	 last	 years	 the	 rapid	 growth	 of	 technology	 has	 affected	 our	 life	 drastically.	 The	
Internet,	computers,	mobile	phones,	social	media,	and	all	the	other	tools	of	the	digital	age	
have	become	an	 integral	part	of	our	daily	 life.	 Especially	 young	people,	who	were	born	 in	
this	 digital	 age,	 are	 increasingly	 competent	 with	 technology	 and	 have	 their	 own	 style	 of	
learning	and	communicating	(Prensky,	2001).	Furthermore,	this	era	is	characterised	not	only	
by	 the	 digital	 revolution	 but	 also	 the	 rapid	 growth	 of	 multicultural	 communities.	 In	 the	
digital	age	of	cultural	diversity	students	need	to	develop	several	skills	and	different	literacies	
to	cope	with	the	needs	of	a	changing	world.	Are	the	EFL	teachers	aware	of	this	new	reality	
and	to	what	extent	do	they	use	Web	2.0	tools	to	prepare	students	for	this	reality?	
	
Several	studies	have	been	conducted	on	Web	2.0	tools	and	the	interest	in	their	pedagogical	
value	keeps	increasing	(Crook	et.	al.,	2008;	D’Souza,	2007;	Katerini,	2013;	Kontogeorgi,	2014;	
Paroussi,	2014).	However,	teachers’	attitudes	towards	Web	2.0	technologies	have	not	been	
widely	investigated	in	the	Greek	EFL	context.	The	present	research	attempts	to	shed	light	on	
teachers’	 attitudes	 towards	 the	 integration	 of	 Web	 2.0	 tools	 and	 explore	 whether	 this	
integration	is	close	to	‘normalisation’	(Bax,	2003).		

	
2.		21st	Century	Education		
	
2.1.		Digital	natives-digital	immigrants	
	
As	Prensky	(2001,	p.1)	states	 ‘our	students	have	changed	radically.	Today’s	students	are	no	
longer	 the	 people	 our	 educational	 system	 was	 designed	 for’.	 Nowadays,	 learners	 are	
increasingly	 competent	 with	 technology.	 As	 a	 result	 of	 this	 situation,	 learners	 think	 and	
process	 information	 in	 a	 different	way	 from	 the	 students	 of	 the	past.	 Today’s	 children	 are	
known	as	 ‘Digital	Natives’	 since	 they	were	born	 in	a	digital	age	and	have	 their	own	unique	
style	 of	 learning	 and	 communicating	 (ibid.).	 They	 perceive	 information	 very	 fast	 and	 feel	
comfortable	when	 they	 are	 in	 front	 of	 a	 computer.	 They	 like	 challenging,	 interesting	 tasks	
and	prefer	visuals	before	 text	 rather	 than	 the	opposite.	 In	addition,	 the	use	of	 Information	
and	Communication	Technologies	(ICTs)	has	broken	the	world	boundaries.	The	Web	enables	
students	to	 interact	with	people	from	all	over	the	world,	 join	online	communities	and	have	
access	to	worldwide	literature,	science,	music	and	other	arts	(Sleeter	and	Tettagah,	2002).		
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In	 this	 digital	 age	of	 cultural	 diversity	 students	need	 to	develop	 several	 skills	 and	different	
literacies	 to	 cope	 with	 the	 needs	 of	 a	 changing	 world.	 It	 is	 therefore	 worth	 investigating	
whether	EFL	teachers	are	prepared	to	face	this	reality	and	meet	students’	needs.	Educators	
belong	 to	 a	 more	 traditional	 generation.	 Prensky	 (2001,	 p.2)	 describes	 them	 as	 ‘Digital	
Immigrants’	 since	 they	were	 not	 born	 in	 the	 digital	 world	 but	were	 familiarised	with	 new	
technologies	at	 some	 later	point	 in	 their	 lives	 (ibid.).	 Educators	are	 challenged	 to	adjust	 to	
the	 new	 reality,	 change	 the	way	 they	 teach	 and	 embrace	 technology	 in	 order	 to	motivate	
students.	Active	and	collaborative	methods	of	teaching	could	equip	students	with	necessary	
skills	 for	 their	 future	 professional	 life	 such	 as	 teamwork	 and	 project/problem	 solving	
(Cameron,	2001;	Wang,	2010).		

	
2.2.		New	literacies		
	
21st	century	education	should	focus	not	only	on	the	development	of	the	traditional	literacies	
but	also	on	the	necessary	skills	and	literacies	of	the	digital	age.	Educators	have	to	cater	for	the	
needs	of	pupils	living	and	learning	in	a	digital,	multicultural	world	and	develop	‘new	literacies’	
too	 (Sylvester	 and	 Greenidge,	 2009,	 p.284).	 New	 literacies	 include	 the	 skills,	 stategies,	 and	
knowledge	necessary	 to	 successfully	use	and	adapt	 to	 the	 rapidly	 changing	 ICT.	This	 kind	of	
literacy	allows	us	to	comprehend	and	interact	with	technology	in	a	meaningful	way	(Leu	et	al.,	
2004;	Coiro,	2003).	Moreover,	creativity,	challenging	all	forms	of	intelligence	(Gardner,	1993),	
higher-order	thinking,	project	management,	collaboration,	teamwork	and	critical	thinking,	are	
necessary	skills	of	modern	people.	
	
More	specifically,	21st	century	skills	are	being	described	as	the	combination	of	digital,	global,	
technology,	visual,	 information	and	media	literacy.	Robin	(2008,	p.5)	defines	digital	 literacy	
as	‘the	ability	to	communicate	with	an	ever-expanding	community	to	discuss	issues,	gather	
information,	and	seek	help’;	global	 literacy	 is	 ‘the	capacity	to	read,	 interpret,	respond,	and	
contextualize	 messages	 from	 a	 global	 perspective’;	 technology	 literacy	 is	 defined	 as	 ‘the	
ability	 to	 use	 computers	 and	 other	 technology	 to	 improve	 learning,	 productivity,	 and	
performance’;	 visual	 literacy	 is	 ‘the	 ability	 to	 understand,	 produce,	 and	 communicate	
through	 visual	 images’	 and	 information	 literacy	 is	 ‘the	 ability	 to	 find,	 evaluate,	 and	
synthesize	information’.	As	far	as	media	literacy	 is	concerned,	Kellner	and	Share	(2007,	p.4)	
argue	that	‘it	involves	cultivating	skills	in	analyzing	media	codes	and	conventions,	abilities	to	
criticize	 stereotypes,	 dominant	 values,	 and	 ideologies,	 and	 competencies	 to	 interpret	 the	
multiple	meanings	and	messages	generated	by	media	texts’.		
	
Furthermore,	 Rosenberg	 (2010)	 argues	 that	 Internet-literate	 students	 are	 aware	 of	 the	
potential	dangers	of	the	Internet.	They	realise	that	the	Internet	not	only	empowers	people	
but	it	may	also	lead	to	their	‘public	rejection,	humiliation,	contempt	and	oppression’	(ibid.,	
p.8).	Pupils	may	use	the	Internet	inappropriately	due	to	a	lack	of	knowledge	regarding	how	it	
works,	who	 controls	 it,	 and	 the	 effect	 that	 public	 information,	messages,	 images	 or	 video	
may	have.	Therefore,	teachers	need	to	prepare	students	to	use	the	Internet	as	‘a	safe,	just	
and	democratic	form	of	communication’	(ibid.).		

	
2.3.		Cultural	pluralism	
	
Another	essential	element	of	21st	century	education	is	the	promotion	of	Cultural	Pluralism	and	
the	preparation	of	students	to	become	effective	citizens	of	a	multicultural	world.	Worldwide	
migration	and	globalisation	have	caused	the	increase	of	cultural	diversity	in	several	countries	
around	the	world,	including	Greece	(Banks	and	Banks,	2009).	The	rising	number	of	immigrants	
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has	changed	 the	composition	of	 student	population	 too	 (Sakka,	2010).	Consequently,	a	new	
school	reality,	with	both	opportunities	and	challenges,	has	emerged.		
	
Cultural	 diversity	 provides	 both	 teachers	 and	 students	 the	 opportunity	 to	 become	 familiar	
with	different	cultures	and	opinions	(Beckman-Brito,	2003).	However,	cultural	diversity	brings	
challenges	 as	 well.	 For	 instance,	 in	 multicultural	 communities	 discrimination	 and	 injustice	
often	arise.	As	a	result,	the	teacher	has	the	responsibility	not	only	to	equip	students	with	the	
basic	 language	 skills	 but	 also	 to	 manage	 cultural	 diversity,	 address	 possible	 conflicts,	 and	
introduce	children	to	‘the	cultural	heterogeneity	which	should	be	encouraged	and	respected’	
(Hossain	and	Aydin,	2011,	p.117).	As	Banks	and	Banks	(2009,	p.5)	argue	‘The	world’s	greatest	
problems	do	not	result	from	people	being	unable	to	read	and	write.	They	result	from	people	
in	 the	world-from	different	 cultures,	 races,	 religions,	 and	 nations-being	 unable	 to	 get	 along	
and	work	together	to	solve	the	world’s	problems’.		
	
Therefore,	 learners	growing	and	 living	 in	multicultural	 societies	have	 to	develop	knowledge,	
values,	 and	 skills	 needed	 to	participate	 in	 cross-cultural	 interaction	 (Hossain	&	Aydin,	 2011;	
Richards,	 2001).	 Education	 should	 prepare	 pupils	 to	 participate	 in	 several	 different	 cultures	
and	 not	 merely	 the	 culture	 of	 the	 dominant	 social	 and	 economic	 group	 (Richards,	 2001).	
Cultural	Pluralism	seeks	to	redress	racism,	to	raise	the	self-esteem	of	minority	groups,	and	to	
help	 learners	appreciate	the	viewpoints	of	other	cultures	and	religions	(Uhrmacher,	1993,	 in	
Richards,	 2001).	 Multicultural	 education	 aims	 at	 producing	 critical	 thinkers	 and	 active	
members	of	a	democratic	society	(Hossain	and	Aydin,	2011).	
	
	

	
	
	

Figure	1:	Schematic	representation	of	the	literature	review	
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3.		Web	2.0	tools	in	EFL	teaching	
	
3.1.		Normalisation	and	CALL	
	
Computer	assisted	language	learning	(CALL)	could	prepare	students	for	this	rapidly	changing	
world	 (see	 Figure	 1).	 Web	 2.0	 technologies	 are	 some	 of	 the	 most	 influential	 CALL	
applications	that	can	be	valuable	pedagogical	tools.	However,	they	are	not	enough	on	their	
own	to	enhance	EFL	teaching.	Research	into	how	teachers	deal	with	this	innovation	and	how	
this	 operates	 and	 becomes	 integrated	 into	 the	 daily	 teaching	 practice	 is	 valuable	 since	 it	
could	 help	 CALL	 become	 more	 effective	 (Chambers	 and	 Bax,	 2006).	 If	 teachers	 are	 to	
maximise	 the	 benefits	 of	 Web	 2.0	 tools,	 they	 need	 to	 move	 towards	 a	 state	 of	
‘normalisation’	(Bax,	2003,	p.13).	
	
Bax	 refers	 to	 three	approaches	 (2003,	p.8):	 ‘Restricted	CALL’,	 ‘Open	CALL’,	and	 ‘Integrated	
CALL’	(see	Appendix	II).	According	to	Bax,	we	haven’t	reached	the	final	stage	which	leads	to	
‘normalisation’.	 Bax	 (2003,	 p.23)	 defines	 this	 concept	 as	 ‘the	 stage	 when	 a	 technology	 is	
invisible,	hardly	even	recognised	as	a	technology,	taken	for	granted	in	everyday	life’.	Based	
on	Rogers	(1995),	Bax	lists	seven	stages	of	normalisation	(2003,	p.	24-25):	‘Early	Adopters’,	
‘Ignorance/skepticism’,	 ‘Try	 once’,	 ‘Try	 again’,	 ‘Fear/awe’,	 ‘Normalising’,	 and	
‘Normalisation’.	As	far	as	the	Greek	EFL	context	is	concerned,	a	recent	research	has	shown	
that	teachers	are	in	Open	CALL	and	Normalising	stage	(Spiris,	2014).	Teachers	gradually	view	
technology	 as	 something	 normal.	 However,	 technology	 is	 still	 not	 embedded	 in	 their	
everyday	teaching	practice	and	therefore,	not	normalised	(Bax,	2003).		
	
	
3.2.		Uses	and	benefits	of	Web	2.0	tools	
	
Some	of	the	most	recent	and	influential	CALL	applications	that	can	be	used	in	education	and	
equip	students	with	21st	century	skills	are	the	Web	2.0	tools.	Over	the	 last	years	there	has	
been	 growing	 interest	 in	 the	 use	 of	Web	 2.0	 tools	 and	 the	 teachers’	 perceptions	 of	 their	
pedagogical	 benefits	 (Yuen	 and	 Yuen,	 2008).	 Hundreds	 of	 Web	 2.0	 tools1	 have	 emerged	
offering	 limitless	 opportunities	 for	 creative	 interaction	 and	 their	 number	 keeps	 increasing	
(Anderson,	2007;	Tunks,	2012).		
	
To	 begin	 with,	 the	 term	 Web	 2.0	 was	 introduced	 in	 2004	 by	 Dale	 Dougherty	 during	 a	
conference	 brainstorming	 session	 about	 the	 Web.	 He	 noted	 that	 ‘the	 web	 was	 more	
important	 than	 ever,	 with	 exciting	 new	 applications	 and	 sites	 popping	 up	 with	 surprising	
regularity’	 (O’Reilly,	 2007,	 p.1)	 and	 then	O’Reilly	 attempted	 to	 clarify	what	 they	mean	 by	
Web	2.0.	According	to	D’Souza	(2007),	there	has	been	a	shift	from	a	World	Wide	Web	that	is	
‘read	only’,	to	a	Web	that	is	being	described	as	the	‘Read	Write	Web’.	Web	content	used	to	
be	for	the	most	part	static	but	now	users	have	the	opportunity	to	develop	it	collaboratively.	
The	Web	is	evolving	to	become	more	like	an	area	for	social	and	idea	networking.	
	
More	 specifically,	 in	 the	 Web	 2.0	 era	 the	 Web	 has	 been	 transformed	 from	 a	 Web	 page	
publishing	 venue	 to	 a	 global	 network	 community	 where	 all	 users	 are	 invited	 to	 create	
content	 (Yuen	 and	 Yuen,	 2008).	 This	 sense	 of	 community	 makes	 Web	 2.0	 technologies	
valuable	 pedagogical	 tools.	 Web	 2.0	 tools	 attract	 students’	 attention	 and	 allow	 them	 to	
learn	 as	 equal	 members	 of	 a	 community	 in	 which	 they	 interact	 with	 other	 users,	 share	
knowledge,	information	and	edit	web	content	from	anywhere,	any	time	(Hossain	and	Aydin,	
2011).	Belonging	 to	a	 community	of	 learners	 creates	a	 sense	of	 trust,	an	obligation	 to	 the	
group	and	determination	that	the	goals	can	be	achieved	(Parker	&	Chao,	2007;	Tunks,	2012).	
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Moreover,	 research	 has	 shown	 that	 online	 communities	 provide	 a	 less	 stressful	 learning	
environment	 in	 which	 students,	 especially	 those	 who	 are	 usually	 shy	 or	 passive	 in	 the	
traditional	class,	are	motivated	 to	participate	and	develop	a	wide	 range	of	 skills	 (Sumakul,	
2014).		
	
More	specifically,	Web	2.0	tools	not	only	increase	language	input/output,	but	also	develop	a	
variety	of	life	skills.	According	to	research,	they	promote	sharing,	collaboration,	interaction,	
socialisation,	creativity,	autonomy,	and	therefore,	allow	teachers	to	empower	students	and	
create	 an	 active,	 motivating	 and	 exciting	 learning	 environment	 (Kontogeorgi,	 2014).	
Furthermore,	Web	 2.0	 tools	 promote	New	 Literacies	 and	 equip	 learners	with	 21st	 century	
skills.	 In	 particular,	 they	 enhance	 creative	 and	 inventive	 thinking,	 challenging	 all	 forms	 of	
intelligences,	 higher-order	 thinking,	 communication,	 teamwork,	 project	 management	
(Fleming,	2000),	research	skills,	and	enduring	understandings.	
	
In	addition,	Web	2.0	tools	increase	students’	motivation.	The	more	motivated	students	are,	
the	 more	 the	 chances	 they	 will	 do	 well	 in	 English.	 Most	 researches	 actually	 confirm	 that	
there	 is	 a	high	 correlation	between	motivation	and	achievement	 (Nunan	and	 Lamb,	1996).	
Learners	are	motivated	since	they	have	the	opportunity	to	use	digital	tools	they	are	familiar	
with	and	get	involved	in	authentic	tasks.	They	express	their	own	voice,	create	materials	and	
share	 them	 not	 only	 with	 their	 classmates	 but	 also	 with	 the	 whole	 world.	 Moreover,	
communicating	with	a	real	global	audience	makes	students	more	creative	and	thoughtful	in	
content	 and	 structure	 of	 an	 assignment	 (Godwin-Jones,	 2003;	 Vlachos,	 2006;	Warschauer,	
2010).	Furthermore,	this	openness	and	collaborative	nature	of	Web	2.0	tools	offer	unlimited	
possibilities	 to	 promote	 Cultural	 Pluralism.	 Web	 2.0	 tools	 expose	 students	 to	 different	
cultures	 and	 promote	mutual	 understanding,	 tolerance,	 respect	 for	 identities,	 and	 cultural	
diversity	 through	 more	 effective	 international	 communication	 (Hossain	 and	 Aydin,	 2011;	
Richards,	2011).		
	
It	is	evident	that	Web	2.0	technologies	are	valuable	pedagogical	tools	since	they	could	equip	
students	 with	 all	 the	 above	 mentioned	 skills	 and	 values.	 However,	 according	 to	 prior	
research,	 the	 majority	 of	 teachers	 rarely	 integrate	 technology	 in	 their	 teaching	 practice	
(Katerini,	 2013;	 Spiris,	 2014).	When	 they	 do,	 they	mainly	 use	 Social	 Networking	 Sites	 and	
especially	YouTube	 (Spiris,	2014;	Yuen	et	al.,	2011).	A	 small	number	of	 teachers	use	other	
tools	such	as	blogs,	wikis,	Google	Drive,	Google	Sites,	and	Skype.	
	
	
3.3.		Teachers’	attitudes	
	
All	the	benefits	of	Web	2.0	tools	that	have	been	discussed	so	far	cannot	be	realised	without	
considering	teachers’	attitudes.	Integrating	ICT	in	teaching	is	a	complex	process	that	requires	
careful	consideration.	Bullock	(2004)	argues	that	teachers’	positive	or	negative	attitudes	can	
serve	as	enabling	or	disabling	factors	that	affect	the	successful	integration	of	technology	in	
EFL	 teaching.	 Player-Koro	 (2007)	 supports	 the	 idea	 that	 attitudes	 guide	 behaviours.	
Therefore,	teachers	who	have	positive	attitudes	are	more	likely	to	use	Web	2.0	tools	in	class	
(Albirini,	 2006).	 On	 the	 contrary,	 negative	 attitudes	 limit	 the	 potential	 of	 Web	 2.0.	 For	
instance,	 if	 teachers	see	 little	connection	between	technologies	and	their	pedagogical	use,	
they	are	hesitant	to	use	Web	2.0	tools	and	view	conventional	methods	of	teaching	as	more	
effective	(Albion,	2008,	in	Kale	and	Goh,	2014).		
	
According	 to	 prior	 research,	 most	 teachers	 have	 positive	 attitudes	 towards	 educational	
technology	(Spiris,	2014;	Hadjirigas,	2012)	and	particularly	Web	2.0	tools	(Crook	et	al.,	2008;	
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Katerini,	2013).	Crook	et	al.	(2008)	found	that	53,9%	of	teachers	in	England	agree	that	Web	
2.0	 tools	 support	 effective	 collaborative	 learning	 and	 58.5%	believe	 that	 popular	Web	2.0	
tools	should	be	used	more	in	class.	Furthermore,	a	recent	study	by	Katerini	(2013)	showed	
that	the	vast	majority	of	Greek	EFL	teachers	have	positive	attitudes	as	well.	Teachers	agree	
that	Web	2.0	tools	attract	students’	attention,	 improve	their	 language	skills	and	encourage	
active	participation.	Moreover,	 they	believe	 that	web-based	 lessons	support	differentiated	
instruction,	increase	students’	motivation	and	enhance	collaboration	skills.		
	
	
Nevertheless,	 a	 small	 number	 of	 teachers	 are	 unsure	 about	 the	 above	 mentioned	
statements	(ibid.).	Furthermore,	according	to	Crook	at	al.	(2008)	some	teachers	believe	that	
the	 Internet	 distracts	 students	 and	 generally	 have	 a	 fear	 that	 technology	 has	 a	 negative	
influence	on	education/society.	 It	 is	argued	 that	 teachers’	attitudes	become	more	positive	
with	 training	 and	 experience	 (Chen	 et	 al.,	 2008,	 in	 Yuen	 et	 al.,	 2011).	 Through	 training	
teachers	increase	their	abilities,	perceive	the	benefits	of	Web	2.0	tools	in	education	and	are	
able	to	prepare	students	for	a	demanding,	digital	world	(Simon,	2008,	 in	Yuen	et	al.,	2011;	
Jones,	2004).	

	
	

3.4.		Barriers	and	possible	solutions	
	
It	 is	 evident	 that	 the	 integration	 of	Web	 2.0	 tools	 in	 EFL	 teaching	 is	 a	 quite	 complex	 and	
challenging	process.	As	it	has	already	been	highlighted	teachers’	negative	attitudes	limit	the	
potential	of	Web	2.0.	However,	teachers’	resistance	to	change	cannot	be	merely	the	result	
of	 their	 beliefs.	 Their	 training,	 the	 school	 equipment,	 and	 their	 working	 conditions	 may	
affect	the	way	they	view	technology.	In	other	words,	their	negative	attitude	‘is	actually	only	
a	symptom	of	other	barriers	to	the	use	of	ICT’	(Jones,	2004,	p.17).	
	
	
According	to	prior	research,	a	major	barrier	 is	the	lack	of	school	equipment	(Albirini,	2006;	
Crook,	 2008;	 Hadjirigas,	 2012;	 Jones,	 2004;	 Spiris,	 2014).	 More	 specifically,	 the	 lack	 of	
computers	 in	 the	 classroom,	 the	 restricted	 access	 to	 computer	 labs,	 slow	 or	 no	 Internet	
access,	technical	problems,	and	lack	of	technical	support	are	viewed	as	significant	problems	
(ibid.).	Furthermore,	time	pressure	and	classroom	management	problems	seem	to	affect	the	
successful	integration	of	technology	in	teaching	(Hadjirigas,	2013;	Jones,	2004).		
	
	
Two	more	important	barriers	that	teachers	indicate	are	their	lack	of	training	and	confidence.	
Teachers	who	are	not	skilled	enough	in	using	ICTs	feel	anxious	about	using	them	in	a	class	of	
students	who	belong	to	a	digital	generation	and	probably	are	more	familiar	with	technology	
than	they	are.	Therefore,	 their	anxiety	makes	them	 less	willing	to	use	new	technologies	 in	
class	(Jones,	2004).	
	
	
Taking	into	consideration	all	the	above	mentioned	barriers,	it	is	evident	that	several	changes	
are	necessary	in	education.	First	of	all,	all	schools	need	to	be	technologically	equipped	and	
provide	 the	necessary	 support	 to	 students	 and	 teachers	 as	well	 (Spiris,	 2014).	 In	 addition,	
the	 use	 of	Web	 2.0	 tools	 should	 be	 a	 part	 of	 the	 syllabus.	 Consequently,	 teachers	would	
have	 the	 necessary	 time	 to	 use	 Web	 2.0	 technology	 and	 accept	 it	 as	 a	 normal	 part	 of	
teaching.	Last	but	not	least,	teacher	training	would	make	teachers	feel	more	confident	and	
ready	to	prepare	students	for	a	challenging,	digital	world.	
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4.		Research	methodology	
	
4.1.		The	research	purpose	
	
The	purpose	of	the	research	is	to	investigate	teachers’	attitudes	towards	the	integration	of	
Web	2.0	tools	 in	EFL	teaching	and	whether	this	 integration	 is	close	to	 ‘normalisation’	(Bax,	
2003).	More	specifically,	the	researcher	attempts	to	give	answers	to	the	following	questions:	

1. Which	Web	2.0	tools	teachers	use	in	EFL	teaching?	How	often	and	how	do	they	use	
Web	2.0	tools?	

2. What	 are	 the	 teachers’	 attitudes	 towards	 the	 integration	 of	Web	 2.0	 tools	 in	 EFL	
teaching?	

3. What	are	 the	barriers	 that	may	 restrict	 teachers	 from	 integrating	Web	2.0	 tools	 in	
EFL	teaching?	

4. Is	the	integration	of	Web	2.0	tools	in	EFL	teaching	close	to	‘normalisation’?	
5. What	are	the	possible	solutions	to	overcome	the	barriers	to	the	effective	integration	

of	Web	2.0	tools	in	EFL	teaching?	
	
4.2.		The	research	tool		
	
For	 the	 purposes	 of	 this	 research	 a	 questionnaire	 was	 designed	 (see	 Appendix	 I).	 The	
researcher	designed	the	questionnaire	after	taking	into	consideration	the	research	questions	
and	the	relevant	 literature	review.	Questions	11-13	and	15a-15f	are	based	on	Bax’s	 (2001,	
p.21)	 key	 dimensions	 regarding	 ‘Restricted,	 Open	 and	 Integrated	 CALL’	 (see	 Appendix	 II).	
Closed-ended	 questionnaire	 items	 enable	 the	 researcher	 to	 collect	 specific	 information,	
structured	 data	 suited	 for	 quantitative,	 statistical	 analysis	 (Dörnyei,	 2003;	 Cohen	 et	 al.,	
2007).	 Few	 open-ended	 clarification	 questions	 were	 included	 too.	 The	 questionnaire	 was	
pilot-tested	on	a	small	number	of	teachers	before	taking	its	final	form.	Piloting	is	an	essential	
part	 of	 the	 questionnaire	 construction	 since	 it	 increases	 the	 reliability2,	 validity3	 and	
practicability	of	the	questionnaire	(Dörnyei,	2003;	Cohen	et	al.,	2007).		

	
4.3.		Sample	selection,	questionnaire	administration	and	statistical	analysis	
	
Concerning	 the	 selection	 of	 an	 appropriate	 sample,	 the	 researcher	 opted	 for	 a	 non-
probability	 sample.	 ‘A	 non-probability	 sample	 deliberately	 avoids	 representing	 the	 wider	
population;	 it	seeks	only	to	represent	a	particular	group,	a	particular	named	section	of	the	
wider	population’	(Cohen	et	al.,	2007,	p.110).		
	
The	questionnaire	 link4	along	with	a	cover	 letter	was	sent	 to	EFL	 teachers	 in	Greece	via	e-
mail.	 Totally	 135	 educators	 (both	 from	 public	 and	 private	 sector)	 participated	 in	 the	
research.	96	teachers	answered	that	they	use	Web	2.0	tools	in	teaching	while	39	stated	the	
opposite.	The	data	were	analysed	using	the	Statistical	Package	for	the	Social	Sciences	(IBM	
SPSS	19).	It	was	important	to	estimate	the	reliability	of	each	Likert	scale	question	concerning	
teachers’	 attitudes.	 Internal	 consistency	 reliability,	 namely	 ‘the	 homogeneity	 of	 the	 items	
making	 up	 the	 various	 multi-item	 scales	 within	 the	 questionnaire’	 was	 measured	 by	 the	
Cronbach	 Alpha	 coefficient	 (Dörnyei,	 2003,	 p.85).	 The	 degree	 of	 contribution	 of	 each	
question	to	the	coefficient	was	estimated	too.	The	value	of	the	coefficient	ranges	between	0	
and	1	and	depends	on	the	number	of	questions	(ibid.).	The	reliability	level	is	accepted	if	it	is	
above	0.70	 (Cohen	et	 al.,	 2007).	 The	 items	of	 the	 fourth	 section	of	 the	questionnaire	had	
high	 internal	 consistency	 since	 the	Cronbach	Alpha	was	0.889	The	 results	 are	 summarised	
and	presented	in	the	following	section.		
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5.		Presentation	and	discussion	of	research	findings	
	
5.1.		Which	Web	2.0	tools	teachers	use	in	EFL	teaching?	How	often	and	how	do	they	
use	Web	2.0	tools?	
	
According	 to	 the	 findings	 (see	 Figure	 2),	 the	 majority	 of	 teachers	 (71.1%)	 use	 YouTube.	
YouTube	has	been	listed	as	the	most	popular	Web	2.0	tool	in	prior	research	too	(Spiris,	2014;	
Yuen	 et	 al.,	 2011).	 Teachers	 have	 a	 number	 of	 reasons	 to	 select	 YouTube	 since	 it	 is	 a	
motivational	 tool	 that	 not	 only	 supports	 language	 learning	but	 also	 enhances	 21st	 century	
skills.	 It	 creates	 a	 learning	 community	 where	 everyone	 has	 a	 voice,	 participates,	 shares	
videos,	 explores	 new	 worlds,	 and	 interacts	 with	 other	 users	 (Duffy,	 2007;	 Mullen	 &	
Wedwick,	 2008;	Watkins	&	Wilkins,	 2011).	 Teachers	 also	 seem	 to	 prefer	 YouTube	 since	 it	
meets	several	criteria	that	they	consider	important.	More	specifically,	it	adds	fun,	creativity	
to	the	learning	process,	 it	 is	online,	free,	easy	to	use	and	provides	security	through	privacy	
options.	 It	 is	 popular	 among	 students	 and	 provides	 content	 appropriate	 to	 different	 ages	
and	levels.	
	
	

	
Figure	2:	Web	2.0	tools	in	EFL	teaching	

	
Moreover,	a	significant	number	of	teachers	reported	that	they	use	Google	Sites,	blogs,	and	
wikis.	There	is	no	relevant	prior	research	in	Google	Sites	since	it	is	one	of	the	latest	Web	2.0	
tools.	 However,	 some	 participants	 opt	 for	 the	 particular	 tool.	 It	 gives	 students	 the	
opportunity	to	get	engaged	in	collaborative	work	and	share	knowledge.	On	the	contrary,	in	
the	recent	years	there	has	been	a	growing	interest	in	blogs	and	wikis	and	as	the	findings	of	
the	 present	 study	 indicate	 as	 well	 many	 EFL	 teachers	 in	 Greece	 are	 aware	 of	 their	
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pedagogical	 benefits	 (D’Souza,	 2007;	 Fu	 et	 al.,	 2012;	 Godwin-Jones,	 2003;	 Kontogeorgi,	
2014;	Parker	&	Chao,	2007;	Yang,	2009;	Paroussi,	2014).		
	
	

	
	
	

Figure	3:	How	teachers	use	Web	2.0	tools	in	their	teaching	context	
	
	
Although	 Facebook,	 Twitter,	 Google+	 are	 three	 popular	 sites	 among	 young	 people	 and	
potentially	 powerful	 platforms	 for	 EFL	 teaching	 (Halvorsen,	 2009),	 only	 a	 minority	 of	
teachers	stated	that	they	use	them.	Nevertheless,	21st	century	education	needs	to	prepare	
Internet-literate	students	who	use	SNSs	wisely	 (Rosenberg,	2010).	 Learners	become	aware	
of	 the	benefits,	potential	dangers	and	therefore,	critical	of	 their	use	 through	working	with	
social	media	under	the	guidance	of	the	teacher.		
	
Furthermore,	 it	 is	 worth	 noticing	 that	 although	 some	 new	 technologies	 can	 be	 powerful	
educational	 tools	only	 few	teachers	stated	 that	 they	use	 them.	A	characteristic	example	 is	
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Google	Drive,	which	despite	the	fact	that	it	is	the	home	of	several	Google	applications	that	
allow	users	to	create,	edit	collaboratively,	and	share	various	types	of	files	without	space	and	
time	 limitations,	 a	 small	 number	 of	 respondents	 reported	 that	 they	 integrate	 it	 in	 their	
teaching	practice.	This	situation	may	be	the	result	of	lack	of	training	on	the	use	of	different	
and	 new	 kinds	 of	Web	 2.0	 tools.	 According	 to	 the	 research	 findings,	 the	 majority	 of	 the	
respondents	who	reported	that	they	do	not	use	ICTs	in	class	are	the	teachers	that	have	not	
attended	 seminars/courses	 related	 to	 the	 integration	 of	 Web	 2.0	 tools.	 Therefore,	 it	 is	
evident	that	training	would	prepare	educators	to	adjust	to	the	new	digital	reality	and	use	a	
variety	of	Web	2.0	tools.	
	
Concerning	the	frequency	with	which	teachers	use	technology,	previous	studies	in	the	Greek	
EFL	context	(Katerini,	2013;	Spiris,	2014)	have	shown	that	most	teachers	rarely	integrate	it	in	
their	 teaching	 practice.	 According	 to	 the	 findings	 of	 the	 present	 research	 this	 situation	
seems	 to	have	been	 improved.	 The	majority	 (41.7%)	 claimed	 that	 they	use	Web	2.0	 tools	
once	or	twice	a	week.	However,	only	a	small	minority	of	teachers	(7.8%)	use	them	every	day	
indicating	 that	 still	 technology	 has	 not	 taken	 its	 rightful	 place	 in	 education	 (Bax,	 2003;	
Warchauer	&	Healey,	1998).		
	
As	far	as	the	uses	of	ICTs	are	concerned	(see	Figure	3),	the	relevant	literature	supports	that	
there	 is	 a	 variety	 of	 ways	 that	 teachers	 can	 use	 Web	 2.0	 to	 equip	 students	 with	 both	
language	 and	 life	 skills	 (D’Souza,	 2007;	 Godwin-Jones,	 2003;	 Kontogeorgi,	 2014;	 Paroussi,	
2014;	 Sumakul,	 2014;	 Yuen	&	Yuen,	 2008).	According	 to	 the	 research,	 the	majority	 of	 the	
participants	are	aware	of	these	potentials.	In	particular,	most	teachers	responded	that	they	
use	 Web	 2.0	 tools	 to	 provide	 extra	 listening,	 speaking,	 reading,	 and	 writing	 practice,	
authentic	online	resources	and	as	presentation	tools.	Moreover,	many	teachers	use	videos,	
songs	and	images	as	writing	prompts.	Additionally,	a	significant	number	of	the	participants	
reported	that	they	use	Web	2.0	tools	to	expose	students	to	different	cultures	and	stimulate	
meaningful	 discussion.	 In	 this	 way,	 educators	 try	 to	 prepare	 students	 to	 become	 critical	
thinkers	 and	 active	 members	 of	 a	 multicultural,	 democratic	 society	 (Hossain	 and	 Aydin,	
2011).		
	
5.2.	What	are	the	teachers’	attitudes	towards	the	 integration	of	Web	2.0	tools	 in	
EFL	teaching?	
	
Another	 finding	 that	 supports	 prior	 research	 (Crook	 et	 al.,	 2008;	 Katerini,	 2013)	 is	 that	
teachers	have	positive	attitudes	towards	the	integration	of	Web	2.0	tools	in	EFL	teaching.	To	
begin	with,	 50.4%	 of	 the	 teachers	 strongly	 agree	 that	 the	 use	 of	Web	 2.0	 tools	 creates	 a	
more	interesting	and	fun	learning	environment.	Moreover,	42.2%	agree	that	Web	2.0	tools	
promote	 sharing,	 collaboration,	 interaction,	 creativity,	 and	 socialisation.	 Most	 teachers	
(45.2%)	 also	 firmly	 believe	 that	 organising	 authentic	 tasks	with	 the	 help	 of	Web	 2.0	 tools	
motivates	 students.	 In	 addition,	 almost	 half	 of	 the	 respondents	 think	 that	Web	 2.0	 tools	
encourage	 students	 to	 actively	 construct	 knowledge	 (48.1%),	 enhance	 learner	 autonomy	
(44.4%)	 and	make	 students	 more	 creative	 and	 thoughtful	 in	 content	 and	 structure	 of	 an	
assignment	 (45.9%).	 The	majority	 of	 teachers	 (44.4%)	 also	 support	 the	 idea	 that	Web	 2.0	
tools	challenge	all	forms	of	intelligence	so	that	all	learners	can	take	advantage	of	their	own	
strengths.		
	
Furthermore,	 47.4%	 strongly	 agree	 that	 since	 we	 live	 in	 a	 digital	 world	 education	 should	
equip	 students	 with	 21st	 century	 skills	 and	 New	 Literacies	 through	 Blended	 Learning.	
Additionally,	 most	 of	 the	 respondents	 (43%)	 firmly	 believe	 that	 research	 skills	 could	 be	
developed	 through	 the	use	of	Web	2.0	 tools	and	project-based	 learning.	36.3%	agree	 that	



Karkoulia	/	Research	Papers	in	Language	Teaching	and	Learning	7/1	(2016)	46-74	

	

57	

Web	 2.0	 tools	 give	 students	 the	 opportunity	 to	 express	 their	 own	 voice,	 however,	 a	
significant	 percentage	 of	 teachers	 do	 not	 appear	 that	 sure	 (35.6%	 neither	 agree	 nor	
disagree).	 As	 far	 as	 Cultural	 Pluralism	 is	 concerned,	 48.9%	 think	 that	 the	 openness	 and	
collaborative	 nature	 of	 Web	 2.0	 tools	 could	 offer	 possibilities	 to	 promote	 intercultural	
awareness.		
	
Moreover,	the	majority	of	teachers	(47.4%)	believe	that	Web	2.0	based	lessons	increase	L2	
input	and	the	integration	of	language	skills.	Most	of	the	respondents	feel	as	well	that	Web	
2.0	tools	develop	a	sense	of	community	where	students	communicate	meaningfully	 in	real	
contexts	 (43%)	 and	 encourage	 shy	 students	 to	 participate	 (43.7%).	 Furthermore,	 most	
teachers	(39.3%)	express	their	disagreement	with	the	statement	that	Web	2.0	tools	distract	
students.	However,	a	significant	number	of	teachers	(31.1%)	appear	to	be	unsure	about	this	
matter.	Prior	research	supports	this	finding	too	(Crook	et	al.,	2008).		
	
Undoubtedly,	it	is	an	advantage	that	educators	have	favourable	attitudes	towards	Web	2.0.	
As	Bullock	 (2004)	argues	educators’	positive	attitudes	 serve	as	enabling	 factors	 that	affect	
the	 successful	 integration	 of	 technology	 in	 teaching.	 In	 other	 words,	 teachers	 who	 have	
positive	attitudes	are	more	 likely	 to	use	Web	2.0	 tools	 (Albirini,	2006).	Teachers’	attitudes	
could	 become	 even	more	 positive	 through	 training	 and	 experience	 (Chen	 et	 al.,	 2008,	 in	
Yuen	et	al.,	2011).	
	
	
5.3.	 	What	 are	 the	 barriers	 that	may	 restrict	 teachers	 from	 integrating	Web	 2.0	
tools	in	EFL	teaching?	
	
The	 integration	 of	Web	 2.0	 tools	 in	 teaching	 is	 a	 complex	 and	 challenging	 process	 which	
does	not	depend	only	on	teachers’	attitudes.	There	are	also	several	barriers	that	may	hinder	
integration	 (see	 Figure	 4).	 Most	 problems	 that	 educators	 identified	 are	 similar	 to	 those	
revealed	in	previous	studies	concerning	educational	technology	(Albirini,	2006;	Jones,	2004;	
Crook,	 2008;	 Hadjirigas,	 2012;	 Spiris,	 2014).	More	 specifically,	most	 respondents	 consider	
the	 lack	 of	 school	 equipment,	 time	 pressure/too	much	 course	 book	material	 to	 cover,	 no	
Internet	access,	and	 lack	of	training	and	knowledge	as	serious	problems.	 In	addition,	some	
teachers	claimed	that	they	hesitate	to	use	ICTs	because	of	classroom	management	problems	
and	their	lack	of	freedom	to	create	their	own	lessons.		
	
	
5.4.		Is	the	integration	of	Web	2.0	tools	close	to	‘normalisation’?	
	
As	 far	 as	 the	 issue	 of	 ‘normalisation’	 is	 concerned,	 a	 previous	 study	 (Spiris,	 2014)	 placed	
most	teachers	in	the	‘Open	Plus’	group.	A	tendency	towards	‘normalisation’	was	also	noticed	
as	many	 respondents	 were	 classified	 in	 the	 ‘Near	 Normalisation’	 group.	 According	 to	 the	
present	 research,	 the	majority	of	 teachers	 (37)	belong	 to	 the	 ‘Near	Normalisation’	group.5	

They	appear	 to	be	 in	 the	 ‘normalising	 stage’	 and	gradually	 see	Web	2.0	 tools	 as	 a	normal	
part	 of	 teaching	 (Bax,	 2003,	 p.25).	 25	 teachers	 are	 classified	 in	 the	 ‘Open	 Plus’	 group,	 22	
teachers	 constitute	 the	 ‘Integrated’	 group	 and	 5	 educators	 belong	 to	 the	 ‘Open	 Minus’	
group.	 It	 is	 remarkable	 that	 no	 teacher	 is	 classified	 in	 the	 ‘Restricted’	 or	 ‘Near	Restricted’	
groups.	Taking	into	consideration	the	findings	of	both	the	previous	and	the	present	research,	
it	 appears	 that	as	 time	goes	by	 the	 situation	gets	 improved	and	 teachers	move	 towards	a	
state	of	‘normalisation’.		
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Figure	4:	Barriers/problems	that	restrict	teachers	from	using	Web	2.0	tools	in	class	

	
	
The	 respondents’	 teaching	 practices	meet	most	 of	 Bax’s	 criteria	 (2003).	 The	 vast	majority	
(86.9%)	reported	that	the	use	of	Web	2.0	tools	is	a	smaller	part	of	their	lesson.	72.5%	stated	
that	when	 they	use	Web	2.0	 tools	 in	 their	 lessons	 there	 is	emphasis	on	 the	 integration	of	
skills	 and	almost	half	of	 them	 (49.5%)	 claimed	 that	 their	 students	 frequently	 interact	with	
other	 students	 and	 sometimes	 with	 the	 computer.	 Additionally,	 78%	 of	 the	 respondents	
reported	 that	 their	 type	 of	 feedback	 aims	 at	 encouraging	 learners	 to	 think,	 interpret,	
evaluate	and	comment.	As	far	as	the	role	of	the	teacher	is	concerned,	most	teachers	(57.4%)	
claimed	that	they	take	up	the	role	of	monitor	and	facilitator,	whereas	no	one	stated	that	the	
teacher	merely	monitors	 students.	Moreover,	 66.3%	 reported	 that	Web	2.0	based	 lessons	
take	place	 in	the	classroom.	Finally,	the	overwhelming	majority	(91.9%)	claimed	that	when	
they	use	Web	2.0	tools	they	feel	neither	fear	nor	awe	because	they	view	the	use	of	Web	2.0	
tools	as	a	normal	part	of	teaching.		
	
However,	 the	 frequency	with	which	 teachers	use	Web	2.0	 tools,	 the	 lack	of	 the	necessary	
equipment	 in	many	 cases	 and	 the	 fact	 that	 50%	 of	 the	 respondents	 stated	 that	Web	 2.0	
tools	 are	 not	 integrated	 in	 the	 syllabus	 indicate	 that	 technology	 has	 not	 been	 normalised	
yet.	Web	2.0	tools	can	be	successfully	normalised	only	if	they	are	properly	integrated	in	the	
syllabus	and	teachers	have	the	necessary	technical	and	pedagogical	support	(Chambers	and	
Bax,	2006).	
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5.5.	 	 What	 are	 the	 possible	 solutions	 to	 overcome	 the	 barriers	 to	 the	 effective	
integration	of	Web	2.0	tools	in	EFL	teaching?	
	
Considering	 the	 above-mentioned	 barriers,	 the	 participants	 suggested	 several	 possible	
solutions	(see	Figure	5).	Most	of	these	solutions	have	been	 identified	 in	prior	research	too	
(Chambers	and	Bax,	2006;	Spiris,	2014).	To	begin	with,	they	believe	that	the	use	of	Web	2.0	
tools	should	be	a	part	of	the	syllabus.	 In	this	way,	teachers	will	eventually	accept	ICTs	as	a	
normal	 part	 of	 their	 everyday	 teaching	 practice	 (Chambers	 and	 Bax,	 2006).	 Teachers	 also	
stated	that	they	should	be	encouraged	to	create	their	own	materials	according	to	students’	
needs.	This	can	be	a	time-consuming	process	for	the	teacher	but	a	valuable	addition	to	the	
course	book	that	does	not	always	reflect	 learners’	needs.	Furthermore,	teachers	expressed	
their	desire	to	be	trained	on	the	integration	of	Web	2.0	tools	in	EFL	teaching.	The	research	
findings	showed	that	training	influences	both	the	use	of	Web	2.0	tools	and	their	position	in	
the	lesson.	According	to	the	research	findings,	the	use	of	Web	2.0	tools	depends	on	whether	
the	teacher	has	attended	seminars/courses	related	to	the	integration	of	Web	2.0	tools	in	EFL	
teaching.	 In	particular,	30	 teachers	who	have	not	been	 trained	on	Web	2.0	 tools	 reported	
that	 they	 do	 not	 use	 them	 in	 class.	 On	 the	 contrary,	 only	 9	 teachers	who	 have	 attended	
seminars	 stated	 that	 they	 do	 not	 integrate	 Web	 2.0	 tools	 in	 teaching.	 In	 addition,	 the	
position	of	Web	2.0	tools	 in	 teaching	depends	on	whether	teachers	have	attended	related	
seminars/courses.	For	instance,	48	teachers	who	have	been	trained	on	ICTs	stated	that	the	
use	of	Web	2.0	 tools	 is	 a	 smaller	part	of	 every	 lesson.	On	 the	 contrary,	 the	 teachers	who	
claimed	the	same	but	they	have	not	attended	any	seminars/courses	were	less	(38).	
	
	

	
	

Figure	5:	Possible	solutions	
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However,	almost	half	of	the	respondents	stated	that	they	have	not	attended	any	seminars	
or	 courses	 related	 to	 ICTs.	 Therefore,	 training	 that	 focuses	 both	 on	 technical	 skills	 and	
pedagogy	 is	 crucial	 (ibid.).	 Finally,	 as	 far	 as	 the	 technological	 equipment	 is	 concerned,	
teachers	 believe	 that	measures	 need	 to	 be	 taken	 in	 order	 for	 all	 students	 to	 be	 provided	
with	laptops.		
	
6.		Study	limitations	and	suggestions	for	further	research		
	
The	research	has	revealed	some	interesting	and	useful	findings.	However,	there	are	certain	
limitations	that	should	be	considered.	Questionnaires	have	many	advantages	but	also	some	
drawbacks	 that	 limit	 the	 depth	 of	 investigation.	 For	 instance,	 the	 time	 and	 effort	
respondents	 are	 willing	 to	 spend	 on	 completing	 the	 questionnaire	 is	 usually	 quite	 short.	
Hasty	 participants	may	 omit	 to	 answer	 some	questions	 or	 produce	 responses	 that	 do	 not	
always	 reflect	 the	 truth.	Moreover,	 some	participants	 respond	according	 to	what	 they	are	
supposed	 to	 believe	 rather	 than	 what	 they	 actually	 believe.	 Others	 may	 also	 have	 the	
tendency	to	overgeneralise	when	their	overall	 impression	on	the	topic	 is	positive	(Dörnyei,	
2003).	 The	 researcher	 could	 have	 avoided	 such	 drawbacks	 through	 combining	 different	
methods	 of	 data,	 such	 as	 interviews	 and	 observation	 of	 teaching	 practice.	 Triangulation	
would	have	given	us	a	better	understanding	of	teachers’	attitudes	towards	the	integration	of	
Web	 2.0	 tools	 in	 EFL	 teaching,	 their	 teaching	 practices,	 and	 the	 problems	 they	 face	 (Bell,	
2005;	Dörnyei,	2003).		
	
Furthermore,	a	small-scale	study	could	not	 target	 the	whole	population.	Therefore,	a	non-
probability	sample	was	selected	that	did	not	allow	the	researcher	to	make	generalisations.	A	
large-scale	 study	 involving	 EFL	 teachers	 around	 Greece	 would	 bring	 more	 representative	
results	 (Cohen	 et	 al.,	 2007).	 Moreover,	 the	 number	 of	 the	 participants	 who	 work	 at	 the	
private	sector	was	quite	 low.	Consequently,	 there	was	no	statistically	significant	difference	
between	 the	 responses	 of	 state	 school	 teachers	 and	 private	 sector	 teachers.	 Further	
research	 can	 be	 conducted	 to	 investigate	 whether	 state	 school	 teachers	 have	 different	
attitudes	 from	 those	 working	 at	 foreign	 language	 institutes	 or	 private	 schools.	 Finally,	 it	
would	 be	worth	 investigating	 the	 percentage	 of	 syllabi	 that	 integrate	Web	 2.0	 tools	 on	 a	
systematic	basis.	

	
7.		Concluding	remarks:	looking	to	the	future	
	
According	 to	 the	 research	 findings,	 the	 majority	 of	 EFL	 teachers	 in	 Greece	 have	 positive	
attitudes	 towards	 Web	 2.0	 technologies.	 They	 use	 tools	 such	 as	 YouTube,	 Google	 Sites,	
blogs,	and	wikis	to	create	a	motivating	 learning	environment	where	both	language	and	life	
skills	are	promoted.	Teachers	belong	to	the	 ‘Near	Normalisation’	group	and	gradually	view	
Web	2.0	 tools	 as	 a	 normal	 part	 of	 teaching	 (Bax,	 2003).	Nevertheless,	 the	 frequency	with	
which	teachers	use	Web	2.0	technologies,	the	lack	of	training	and	equipment	in	many	cases	
as	well	as	the	fact	that	ICTs	are	not	integrated	in	the	syllabus	indicate	that	a	lot	of	work	still	
needs	to	be	done	until	technology	is	normalised.	
	
In	the	near	future	teachers	will	 inevitably	reach	a	state	of	‘normalisation’	in	which	ICTs	will	
be	 successfully	 integrated	 in	 EFL.	 More	 specifically,	 educators	 will	 no	 longer	 belong	 to	 a	
traditional	generation	that	was	familiarised	with	technology	at	some	later	point	in	their	lives.	
Both	 teachers	 and	 students	 will	 be	 digital	 natives	 and	 therefore,	 equally	 competent	 with	
new	 technologies.	 They	will	 share	 the	 same	 style	 of	 learning,	 communicating	 and	 sharing	
information.	 In	 fact,	 a	 new	 generation	 of	 educators,	 who	 are	 in	 their	 early	 twenties,	 has	
already	 emerged.	 The	 number	 of	 digital	 tools	 will	 keep	 increasing	 and	 teachers	 will	 view	
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their	 use	 not	 as	 an	 innovation	 but	 as	 a	 normal	 part	 both	 of	 their	 daily	 life	 and	 teaching	
practice.	Without	a	doubt,	all	educators	will	eventually	have	the	necessary	technical	skills	to	
use	a	variety	of	digital	tools.	However,	technical	skills	are	not	enough	on	their	own	for	the	
effective	integration	of	ICTs.	Teachers	need	to	be	trained	on	combining	both	technical	skills	
and	pedagogy.	Active	and	collaborative	methods	of	teaching,	which	encourage	learners	not	
to	only	to	receive	but	also	produce	knowledge,	should	be	employed.		
	
Furthermore,	new	curricula	are	expected	to	promote	the	use	of	ICTs	in	education	in	a	more	
effective	way.	21st	century	curricula	will	have	to	reflect	progressive	ideologies	and	language	
theories	which	can	be	promoted	through	the	use	of	Web	2.0	tools.	They	need	to	be	flexible,	
creative,	 challenging,	 learner-centered	 and	 multicultural.	 Such	 curricula	 will	 consequently	
lead	 to	 the	 creation	 of	 syllabi	 that	 promote	 web-based,	 meaningful	 lessons.	 In	 this	 way,	
teachers	 will	 have	 the	 necessary	 time	 to	 use	 digital	 tools	 in	 class	 on	 a	 daily	 basis	 and	
eventually	accept	them	as	an	essential	part	of	EFL	teaching.	In	addition,	educators	will	have	
the	freedom	to	create	their	own	activities	according	to	students’	needs	and	interests.		
	
As	 far	 as	 the	 school	 facilities	 are	 concerned,	 the	 research	 has	 indicated	 that	 many	
classrooms	in	Greece	lack	the	necessary	technological	equipment.	Nevertheless,	as	the	years	
go	 by	 the	 situation	 will	 hopefully	 get	 improved.	 The	 cost	 of	 acquiring	 and	 maintaining	
technological	 equipment	 is	 likely	 to	decrease.	 Therefore,	 it	will	 gradually	 become	possible	
for	all	 schools/foreign	 language	 institutes	 to	provide	students	with	 the	necessary	 facilities.	
Teachers	 and	 students	 may	 also	 bring	 their	 own	 technological	 devices	 at	 school.	
Furthermore,	 education	with	 the	 help	 of	 ICTs,	which	 allow	users	 to	 collaborate	 and	 share	
knowledge	without	time	or	space	constraints,	is	expected	to	expand	beyond	the	limits	of	the	
classroom.		
	
Considering	what	has	been	discussed	so	far,	the	integration	of	Web	2.0	tools	in	EFL	teaching	
is	a	complex	and	challenging	process.	However,	 in	 the	near	 future	 ICTs	will	 inevitably	 take	
their	 rightful	 place	 in	 education.	 Teachers’	 positive	 attitudes	 combined	 with	 a	 series	 of	
measures	that	will	facilitate	the	use	of	new	technologies	will	hopefully	lead	to	the	successful	
Web	2.0	integration.	In	this	way,	educators	will	be	able	to	prepare	students	to	cope	with	the	
needs	of	a	rapidly	changing	world.	
	
	
Notes	
	
1. Details	 about	 selecting	 the	 appropriate	 tool	 can	 be	 found	 at	 the	 following	 website:	

http://etcjournal.com/2011/12/05/choosing-web-2-0-tools-for-teaching-and-learning/.	
2. A	research	is	reliable	when	it	demonstrates	that	‘if	it	were	to	be	carried	out	on	a	similar	

group	of	respondents	in	a	similar	context	(however	defined),	then	similar	results	would	
be	found’	(Cohen	et	al.	2007,	p.146).	

3. According	 to	 Bell	 (2005,	 p.117)	 validity	 informs	 us	 ‘whether	 an	 item	 or	 instrument	
measures	or	describes	what	it	is	supposed	to	measure	or	describe’.	Cohen	et	al.	(2007,	
p.133)	 argue	 that	 ‘validity	 might	 be	 improved	 through	 careful	 sampling,	 appropriate	
instrumentation	and	appropriate	statistical	treatment	of	the	data’.	

4. Questionnaire	 link:	 https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1jvMX-0hLAd-
PeIp_UP9gXrZk2jQcI3DXHIQdcwcZCxQ/viewform?usp=send_form.	

5. Normalisation	 groups	 were	 based	 on	 Spiris’	 (2014,	 p.358)	 classification:	 ‘Restricted	
Minus’	 group,	 ‘Restricted	 Plus’	 group,	 ‘Open	Minus’	 group,	 ‘Open	 Plus’	 group,	 ‘Near	
Normalisation’	group,	‘Normalisation’	group.	
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Appendix	I:	The	Questionnaire	
	
Cover	Letter	
	
Dear	colleague,	
	
My	name	is	Christina	Karkoulia	and	I	have	been	working	as	an	EFL	teacher	since	2009.	I	am	
currently	working	on	my	dissertation	 for	 the	Master’s	Degree	 in	Education	at	 the	Hellenic	
Open	University.	The	title	of	my	dissertation	is	Teachers’	attitudes	towards	the	integration	of	
Web	2.0	tools	in	EFL	teaching.		
	
More	specifically,	the	purpose	of	this	research	 is	to	 investigate	teachers’	attitudes	towards	
the	integration	of	Web	2.0	tools	in	EFL	teaching	and	whether	this	integration	is	close	to	the	
stage	when	technology	becomes	unnoticed	and	is	therefore,	truly	integrated	in	our	teaching	
practice.	 The	 research	 will	 explore	 which	 tools	 teachers	 use,	 their	 selection	 criteria,	 how	
often	 and	 how	 they	 use	Web	 2.0	 technologies,	 the	 barriers	 that	 may	 restrict	 them	 from	
integrating	Web	2.0	tools	in	their	teaching	practice	and	possible	solutions	to	overcome	these	
barriers.		
	
For	 the	purpose	of	 this	 research	a	questionnaire	has	been	designed	 that	addresses	all	 EFL	
teachers	in	Greece.	I	would	be	grateful	if	you	could	follow	the	link	below	and	complete	the	
questionnaire.	 It	 will	 not	 take	 you	more	 than	 15	minutes.	 There	 are	 no	 right	 and	 wrong	
answers	and	the	information	provided	is	strictly	confidential.		
	
If	 you	have	any	questions	please	do	not	hesitate	 to	contact	me.	Thank	you	 in	advance	 for	
your	cooperation.	
	
Kind	regards,	
	
Christina	Karkoulia	
e-mail	address:	christinakarkoulia@yahoo.gr	

	
	
	
	
	

Questionnaire	link:	
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1jvMX0hLAdPeIp_UP9gXrZk2jQcI3DXHIQdcwcZCxQ/viewf
orm?usp=send_form	
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