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Abstract—This paper aims at investigating the factors which
influence instructors of primary and secondary education
into using Web 2.0 based teaching techniques in their teaching now and in the future. Two hundred and fifty three
teachers participated in a survey conducted with a quantitative research method followed by short interviews for clarification purposes in the research area. The results showed
that both gender and teaching experience are factors that
influence this attitude, whereas the type of school seems to
have no influence on educators’ decision to employ such
tools in their teaching practices.
Index Terms—Web 2.0, K-12, Communication Technologies,
factors

I.

INTRODUCTION

Today we are living in a world which is characterized
by information explosion and where new communication
systems allow us to utilize the data with relative easiness.
It is called the information age as new technologies have
penetrated into all areas of science and any other productive activity contributing, indirectly and directly, to their
rapid evolution. To this end, today's citizens, need to be
accustomed and trained in many different ways which
comprise the use of ICT meant to improve all areas of our
everyday lives [1]. ICT have played a very important role
in education and are becoming all the more necessary for
quality education and a prerequisite for personal, social,
academic and professional development [2],[3],[4]. New
Technologies have already come a long way offering
students the unique opportunity to reach out and find information in a variety of combinations and possibilities.
Additionally, they have enhanced a variety of educational
courses in countries all over the world introducing attractive and innovative ways of teaching, collaborative techniques and methods and active and meaningful learning.
The magnificent rapid growth of ICT demands schools
and teachers in general to be aware of their vast resources.
They need to support what they have to offer and provide
learners with all the necessary basic knowledge and skills
needed to familiarize themselves with the new digital era
of our society. As the aim of education is the creation of
modern, well equipped and attractive schools for students,
educators need to contribute to this quality improvement
and process of effective learning by first getting accustomed with the latest technologies [5] and second introducing the use of ICT as a means to assist learners with
the discovery of knowledge and exchange of ideas and
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opinions. Learners need to acquire the ability to explore,
to seek, to discover, to collect and produce information.
They must be able to manage information, to critically
select what they need, to cooperate for the best solution, to
learn how to learn and adapt to the demanding society of
lifelong training and education.
With the introduction of new technologies, the role of
the teacher is now radically changing. Just before a few
years ago, teachers and textbooks were the main source of
information. Henceforth, the teacher will be the organizer,
the facilitator, the assistant, the person who will explain
obscure points, who will direct the students and will support active and participative learning, helping them to look
for the knowledge on their own. Over the last decade new
tools have emerged which enhance creativity, collaboration and social interaction: the so-called Web 2.0 tools [6],
[7], [8]. These refer to a term which is used to describe the
fact that people socialize or interact in the Web, it is the
development of Web 1.0 and displays a number of different uses. Thus, while Web 1.0 was meant for reading,
websites, teaching and structure for instance and a “lonely
route” to information, Web 2.0 is meant for production of
written speech, discussions, brainstorming, opinions,
communication and a “social journey” to knowledge. This
new environment has a strong appeal to learners who use
technology to introduce themselves, analyze the information and produce their work, and therefore have become the digital generation of today [9].
II.

PAST RESEARCH ON THE SUBJECT

During the previous years, Web 2.0 tools were the focus of interest for many educators, practitioners, or researchers. Theoretically, it is considered that Web 2.0
enhances on-line collaboration, cooperation, and communication between people in all aspects of personal, social,
and professional life. It is seen to assist teaching and
learning procedures with the use of numerous applications. However, what is the attitude teachers have towards
these tools? There was in the past some considerable research interest regarding actual use of Web 2.0 tools on
teaching and on teachers’ attitudes towards their use.
When teachers’ and students’ attitudes towards the Web
2.0 tools was investigated [10], it was seen that neither
group used these tools either for personal or for educational purposes. Other researchers investigated the relationship between in-service teachers’ self-efficacy and the
integration of Web 2.0 tools in K-12 public schools in the
U.S [11]. They found that (irrespective of their opinion
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about such tools) teachers were not so effective in the
usage of these tools, nor did they use them frequently
enough in their classes. It would seem that teachers’ perceptions on the use of Web 2.0 tools in education was
indeed positive in the USA, with networking sites, social
video tools and podcasts being among teachers’ favourite
choices [12]. On the contrary, a survey conducted in India
using University professors found that their interest for the
application of Web 2.0 tools was very low as, according to
the author, there were many obstacles to overcome for a
successful implementation of these tools [13]. It is therefore seen that opinions can differ according to the country
in which the investigation is made. Science teachers’ usage of Web 2.0 tools was also investigated further and was
correlated in relation to their gender, computer experience,
or internet experience, but no differences were found
regarding their actual everyday use of Web 2.0 tools.
Nevertheless, when University teachers’ perspectives on
the use of Web 2.0 tools were explored, it was found that
teachers had very positive feelings towards them [14].
Finally, though EFL teachers had a positive attitude towards Web 2.0 tools, they had to encounter various challenges such as lack of technological devices [15]. We can
therefore conclude that, the attitude towards the possibility
of such tools been used in schools differed radically, from
country to country.
III.

RATIONALE FOR THE PRESENT STUDY

In the rapidly changing world of today, ICT have become a fundamental tool in all aspects of everyday life,
including education. The global citizens of today are expected to be trained to use ICT to enhance their personal
and professional skills as well as contribute to the development of their communities. ICT have come a long way
and some applications emerged, are the Web 2.0 tools.
Web 2.0 applications act as a tremendous source of for
ICT implementation in class, allowing teachers to enhance
their teaching and learners to advance their learning. They
provide a vast number of resources and succeed in motivating learners, by increasing student interaction and helping them develop their critical thinking and processing
skills.
Today’s vast sources of available data in conjunction
with the emergence of new tools to assist learning have
given Primary and Secondary education teachers the ability to improve their teaching practices and differentiate
their teaching approaches based on their students’ needs.
New ICT tools are available for introduction in classes to
make learning more efficient. In fact, there are many new
innovative applications, the latest developments of which
are continuously introduced to interested users, while
more of them are upcoming. There is, therefore a need to
continuously monitor the use of such tools in everyday
school practice, and this should be done in various countries around the world, because they may differ significantly. Driven by this need, the researchers decided to
investigate the extent to which primary school teachers
and secondary school teachers of all subjects have used or
intend to use Web 2.0 tools in their classes. In Greece,
teachers’ formal state-sponsored training on Web 2.0
tools, concerns tools such as blogs, wikis, podcasts, rss
feeds, social networks, 3D Virtual Environments, eportfolios as well as social networks, Learning Management systems and various software. Teachers’ training
aims to prepare them to use these tools for designing in-
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structive scenarios for the subject they teach. Furthermore,
the researchers were also interested in finding to what
extent teachers’ gender, years of teaching experience and
type of school they teach at (primary or secondary) affects
their attitude towards the use of Web 2.0 tools.
Surprisingly however, all too often, though the existence and usefulness of Web 2.0 tools in particular is well
known to a great number of young people, this does not
seem to be the case with teachers, who are not aware either of their potential use or of their capabilities. Driven
by this situation, the authors of this paper decided to
measure the extent to which teachers are familiar with
Web 2.0 tools. Specifically, the aim was to investigate
whether teachers have been trained on their use, as well as
the extent to which they have used them or intend to use
them in their classes in the future. Most importantly however, the main aim was to find whether factors such as
gender, type of school they teach (i.e. Primary vs Secondary education), or teaching experience affect their decision
in using these tools.
IV.

THE RESEARCH

A. Research questions
Our main research question is what is teachers’ opinion
on the use of Web 2.0 tools for teaching purposes and how
this is differentiated by factors such as type of school,
gender and teaching experience. Conducting our research
with both a quantitative and qualitative method, the research questions are as follows: (1) To what extent are
teachers using Web 2.0 tools in their present teaching? (2)
To what extent do teachers intend to use Web 2.0 tools in
their future teaching? (3) How is this decision differentiated in relation to the type of school they teach, their gender, and their teaching experience?
B. The Sample
A sizable number of Primary and Secondary Education
schoolteachers participated in the research, namely 253
teachers (139 women and 114 men), all working at different schools in Thessaly, Greece. This sample came from a
great number of schools from within the county (roughly
half of them), and these were randomly selected so as to
be representative. As a first step, all schools were informed about the purpose of the visit and the principals’
consent was asked and given. Next, the teachers, who
were available at the time of the researchers’ visit to the
school, and volunteered to participate in the research, were
asked to answer an anonymous questionnaire. Care was
taken for these visits to be realised during teachers’ free
hours between their classes so as not to impede their
teaching process. Before answering the questionnaire, all
teachers were explained the purpose of the research and
were informed of the questionnaire duration.
C. Research tools
As mentioned above, teachers’ views were recorded on
a questionnaire with closed type questions, mainly for
practical reasons, as well as because of the effectiveness
of processing codified answers in such types of questions
[16]. A Non-comparative Continuous Balanced Rating
scale was selected for the grading of the answers, as being
the most appropriate to measure participants’ attitudes and
views, ranging from one (not at all) to ten (greatly) [17].
Upon completion of the questionnaires, short follow-up
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interviews, analysed with the help of content analysis
method, were conducted with the teachers in order to shed
more light into their answers. Finally, the research data
taken from the questionnaires were digitised and were
analysed using the SPSS statistical package.
D. Short description of the questionnaire
The purpose of the questionnaire was to collect data
about Primary and Secondary school teachers’ attitudes
towards the use of Web 2.0 tools and how these are differentiated in relation to their gender, type of school and
teaching experience. The questionnaire was composed of
two parts: Part A: teachers’ profile, Part B: teachers’ attitudes towards Web 2.0 tools. Part A included three questions, which were the independent variables to be investigated, more of which explained below. Part B included the
2 questions, seeking answers on a scale from one (i.e. not
at all) to ten (i.e. greatly), and constituted the dependent
variables of the research. More analytically:
Questions of Part A: A1. Gender (male/female), A2.
Type of School (Primary/Secondary), A3. Teaching experience: <10/10-20/>20. Questions of Part B: B1. To what
extent have you been using the Web 2.0 tools? B2. To
what extent do you intend to use them in your future classes?
V.

DATA ANALYSIS

To investigate the influence of the factors gender, type
of school (primary/secondary), and teaching experience in
the use of Web 2.0 tools we used the statistical criterion of
analysis of variance (factorial analysis of variance). This
is a parametric criterion, which aims to study the effects of
more than one independent variable on the dependent one,
and their interaction. Specifically we will use the criterion
Univariate Analysis of Variance (one - way Analysis of
Variance-ANOVA) to study the effect of the independent
variables on the dependent variable. Our research data
include three factors (independent variables): factor A:
Gender with levels - conditions 1: Male and 2: Female,
factor B: Type of School with levels - conditions 1: Primary Education and 2: Secondary, factor C: Teaching
experience with levels - conditions: 1: < 10 years, 2: 10-20
years and 3: > 20 years.
We consider as dependent variables of the research design the categories of the questionnaire given to teachers
regarding (a) Present_Use (the use of the Web 2.0 tools so
far) and (b) Future_Use (their intention to use Web 2.0
tools in the future). It should be noted that in all cases the
statistical test of dispersions with the criterion of Levene's
Test of Homogeneity of Variances gives a value of p>
0.05, which indicates that the null hypothesis Ho is not
rejected. Therefore, there is no statistically significant
difference in the dispersions of the samples and thus
ANOVA can be applied in all cases.
A. Influence of factor A:”Gender” on the dependent
variable “Present Use”of Web 2.0 tools
We consider the independent variable factor A: Gender
with levels - conditions: 1-Male 2-Female and we will
consider its effect on the dependent variable Present_Use.
Firstly, we must formulate our hypotheses: Null hypothesis: There is no difference between the mean scores of
factor A on the variable Present_Use (Ho: m1=m2). Alternative hypothesis: There is a difference between the
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mean scores of factor A on the variable Present_Use (H1:
m1 ! m2). The corresponding calculations of the univariate analysis of the independent samples variance are given
below:
TABLE I.
AVERAGE (MEAN), STANDARD DEVIATION (STD. DEVIATION) AND
NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS (N) FOR EACH CONDITION OF THE
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
Present Use of Web 2.0 tools
N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error

Male

116

0.71

0.457

0.042

Female

137

0.50

0.502

0.043

Total

253

0.59

0.492

0.031

TABLE II.
UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE
“PRESENT USE” ON WEB 2.0 TOOLS
Present Use of Web 2.0 tools
Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

11.992

0.001

Between Groups

2.785

1

2.785

Within Groups

58.283

251

0.232

Total

61.067

252

Figure 1. Error graph for the two research groups of the variable
“Gender” on the variable “Present Use” on Web 2.0 tools

The statistical presentation of the above result is: F
(1.251) = 11.992, p = 0.001. Since the calculated value of
F: 11.992 is larger than the critical value 3.84 we accept
the alternative hypothesis and conclude that gender affects
the Present_Use of Web 2.0 tools. This is also shown on
the above error graph where there is no overlap of the
error bars with a statistically significant result. More specifically men teachers use Web 2.0 tools in higher proportion than women teachers in this phase.
B. Influence of factor B:”Type of School” on the
dependent variable “Present Use”of Web 2.0 tools
We consider the independent variable factor B: Type of
School with levels - conditions 1: Primary and 2: Secondary and we will examine its effect on the dependent variable Present_Use. Firstly, we will formulate our hypotheses: Null hypothesis: There is no difference between the
mean scores of factor B on the variable Present_Use (Ho:
m1 = m2). Alternative hypothesis: There is a difference
between the mean scores of factor B on the variable Present_Use (H1: m1 ! m2). The corresponding calculations
of univariate analysis of the independent samples variance
are given below:
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TABLE III.
AVERAGE (MEAN), STANDARD DEVIATION (STD. DEVIATION) AND
NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS (N) FOR EACH CONDITION OF THE
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
Present Use of Web 2.0 tools

TABLE V.
AVERAGE (MEAN), STANDARD DEVIATION (STD. DEVIATION) AND
NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS (N) FOR EACH CONDITION OF THE
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
Present Use of Web 2.0 tools

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std.
Error

Primary

131

0.59

0.494

0.043

Secondary

122

0.60

0.492

0.045

Total

253

0.59

0.492

0.031

TABLE IV.
UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE
“PRESENT USE” ON WEB 2.0 TOOLS

N

Mean

Std. Deviation Std. Error

<10 years

78

0.83

0.375

0.042

10-20 years

91

0.66

0.477

0.050

> 20 years

84

0.30

0.460

0.050

Total

253

0.59

0.492

0.031

TABLE VI.
UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE
“PRESENT USE” ON WEB 2.0 TOOLS

Present Use of Web 2.0 tools
Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

Between Groups

0.007

1

0.007

0.029

0.865

Within Groups

61.060

251

0.243

Total

61.067

252

Present Use of Web 2.0 tools
Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

Between Groups 12.235

2

6.117

Within Groups

48.832

250

0.195

Total

61.067

252

F

Sig.

31.318

0.000

TABLE VII.
UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE
DEPENDENT VARIABLE “PRESENT USE” ON WEB 2.0 TOOLS
Present Use of Web 2.0 tools
Tukey HSD
(I) Teaching
experience
<10 years
Figure 2. Error graph for the two research groups of the variable
“Type of School” on the variable “Present Use” on Web 2.0 tools

The presentation of the above result is: F (1.251) =
0.029, p = 0.865. Since the calculated value of F: 0.029 is
less than the critical value 3.84 we accept the null hypothesis and conclude that the Type of school does not affect
the Present_Use of Web 2.0 tools. This is also shown on
above the error graph where there is an overlap of the
error bars and a statistically not significant result.
C. Influence of factor C:”Teaching Experience” on the
dependent variable “Present Use”of Web 2.0 tools
We consider the independent variable factor C: Teaching Experience with levels - conditions 1: <10 years, 2:
10-20 years and 3: > 20 years, and we will study its effect
on the dependent variable Present_Use. Firstly, we need to
formulate the hypotheses: Null hypothesis: There is no
difference between the mean scores of factor C on the
variable Present_Use (Ho: m1 = m2 = m3). Alternative
hypothesis: There is a difference between the mean scores
of factor C on the variable Present_Use (H1: m1 ! m2 !
m3). The corresponding calculations of univariate analysis
of the independent samples variance are given in Tables V
and VI.
The presentation of the above result is: F (2.250) =
31.318, p = <0.001. Since the calculated value of F:
31.318 is larger than the critical value 3.00 we accept the
alternative hypothesis and conclude that the years of experience affect the Present_Use of Web 2.0 tools. Thus, a
minimum average statistically significant is different from
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10-20 years
> 20 years

(J) Teaching
experience

Mean Difference Std.
(I-J)
Error

Sig.

10-20 years

0.174*

0.068

0.030

> 20 years

0.536*

0.069

0.000

<10 years

-0.174*

0.068

0.030

> 20 years

0.362*

0.067

0.000

<10 years

-0.536*

0.069

0.000

10-20 years

-0.362*

0.067

, 0.000

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

at least another average. For this reason, we use the statistical criteria of multiple comparisons (multiple comparisons tests) that allow us to make various comparisons
between the means of the research conditions. Therefore,
we use the criterion Tukey HSD (Honestly Significant
Difference) which is considered the safest criterion of a
researcher who wants to make all possible comparisons
between the two averages.
From the results of Table VII it is evident that all possible differences of averages are statistically significant, and
specifically: (a) the difference between the mean scores of
the research condition Teaching Experience <10 years and
the research condition Teaching Experience 10 -20 years
is 17.4 % (Mean Difference = 0.174, p = 0.03). Also, (b)
the difference between the averages of research condition
Teaching Experience <10 years and the research condition
Teaching Experience> 20 years is +53.6% (Mean Difference = 0.536, p <0,001) and (c) the difference between the
averages of the research condition Teaching Experience
10 -20 years and the research condition Teaching Experience> 20 years is +36.2% (Mean Difference = 0.362, p
<0.001). This means that younger teachers in service
make use of the web 2.0 tools in their present teaching
although all groups regardless of their years of service
have been trained on the use of Web 2.0 tools equally. The
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result is also shown on the following error graph where
there is no overlap of the error rods showing a statistically
significant result.

Figure 3. Error graph for the two research groups of the variable
“Teaching Experience” on the variable “Present Use” on Web 2.0 tools

D. Influence of factor A:”Gender” on the dependent
variable “Future Use”of Web 2.0 tools
We consider the independent variable factor A: Gender
with levels - conditions: 1-Male, 2-Female and we will
examine its effect on the dependent variable Future_Use.
Firstly, we will formulate the hypotheses: Null hypothesis:
There is no difference between the average levels of factor
A on the dependent variable Future_Use (Ho: m1 = m2).
Alternative hypothesis: There is a difference between the
average levels of factor A on the variable Future_Use (H1:
m1 ! m2). The corresponding calculations of univariate
analysis of variance independent samples are given below:
TABLE VIII.
AVERAGE (MEAN), STANDARD DEVIATION (STD. DEVIATION) AND
NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS (N) FOR EACH CONDITION OF THE
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
Future Use of Web 2.0 tools
N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error

Male

116

7.54

2.426

0.225

Female

137

4.68

2.698

0.230

Total

253

5.99

2.943

0.185

TABLE IX.
UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE
“FUTURE USE” ON WEB 2.0 TOOLS

F:77.609 is larger than the critical value 3.84 we accept
the alternative hypothesis and conclude that gender affects
the Future_Use of Web 2.0 tools. This is shown on the
error graph where there is no overlap of error bars. More
specifically men teachers intend to use Web 2.0 tools in
higher proportion than women teachers in the near future.
E. Influence of factor B:”Type of School” on the
dependent variable “Future Use”of Web 2.0 tools
We consider the independent variable factor B: Type of
School with levels - conditions 1: Primary and 2: Secondary and we will look into its effect on the dependent variable Future _Use. Firstly, we formulate our hypotheses:
Null hypothesis: There is no difference between the mean
score of factor B on the variable Future _Use (Ho: m1 =
m2). Alternative hypothesis: There is a difference between
the mean scores of factor B on the variable Future _Use
(H1: m1 ! m2). The corresponding calculations of univariate analysis of the independent samples variance are
given below:
TABLE X.
AVERAGE (MEAN), STANDARD DEVIATION (STD. DEVIATION) AND
NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS (N) FOR EACH CONDITION OF THE
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
Future Use of Web 2.0 tools
N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error

Primary

131

6.01

3.080

0.269

Secondary

122

5.98

2.800

0.254

Total

253

5.99

2.943

0.185

TABLE XI.
UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE
“FUTURE USE” ON WEB 2.0 TOOLS
Future Use of Web 2.0 tools
Sum of
Squares
Between Groups

Df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

0.008

0.931

0.066

1

0.066

Within Groups

2181.919

251

8.693

Total

2181.984

252

Future Use of Web 2.0 tools
Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

Between Groups

515.331

1

515.331

77.609

0.000

Within Groups

1666.653

251

6.640

Total

2181.984

252
Figure 5. Error graph for the two research groups of the variable
“Type of School” on the variable “Future Use” on Web 2.0 tools

Figure 4. Error graph for the two research groups of the variable
“Gender” on the variable “Future Use” on Web 2.0 tools

The presentation of the above result is: F (1.251) =
0.008, p = 0.931. Since the calculated value of F: 0.008 is
less than the critical value 3.84 we accept the null hypothesis and conclude that the type of school does not affect
the Future_Use of Web 2.0 tools. This is shown on the
error graph where there is an overlap of the error bars
showing a statistically not significant result.

The statistical presentation of the above result is: F
(1.251) = 77.609, p <0.001. Since the calculated value of
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F. Influence of factor C:”Teaching Experience” on the
dependent variable “Future Use”of Web 2.0 tools
We consider the independent variable factor C: Teaching Experience with levels - conditions 1: <10 years, 2:
10-20 years and 3: > 20 years, and we will examine its
effect on the dependent variable Future _Use. Firstly, we
formulate our hypotheses: Null hypothesis: There is no
difference between the mean scores of factor C on the
variable Future _Use (Ho: m1 = m2 = m3). Alternative
hypothesis: There is a difference between the mean score
of factor C on the variable Future _Use (H1: m1 !m2 !
m3). The corresponding calculations of univariate analysis
of the independent samples variance are given below:

TABLE XIV.
UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE
“FUTURE USE” ON WEB 2.0 TOOLS
Future Use of Web 2.0 tools
Tukey HSD
(I) Teaching
experience
<10 years
10-20 years
> 20 years

(J) Teaching
experience

Mean Difference
(I-J)

Std.
Error

Sig.

10-20 years

0.641

0.439

0.311

> 20 years

1.955*

0.447

0.000

<10 years

-0.641

0.439

0.311

> 20 years

1.314*

0.430

0.007

<10 years

-1.955*

0.447

0.000

10-20 years

-1.314*

0.430

0.007

TABLE XII.
AVERAGE (MEAN), STANDARD DEVIATION (STD. DEVIATION) AND
NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS (N) FOR EACH CONDITION OF THE
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
Future Use of Web 2.0 tools
N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error

<10 years

78

6.87

2.499

,283

10-20 years

91

6.23

2.956

,310

> 20 years

84

4.92

3.011

,329

Total

253

5.99

2.943

,185

Figure 6. Error graph for the two research groups of the variable
“Teaching Experience” on the variable “Future Use” on Web 2.0 tools

TABLE XIII.
UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE
“FUTURE USE” ON WEB 2.0 TOOLS
Future Use of Web 2.0 tools
Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

Between Groups

162.696

2

81.348

Within Groups

2019.288

250

8.077

Total

2181.984

252

F

Sig.

10.071 0.000

The presentation of the above result is: F (2,250) =
10,071, p <0,001. Since the calculated value of F: 10.071
is larger than the critical value 3.00 we accept the alternative hypothesis and conclude that the type of school affects the Future _Use of Web 2.0 tools. Thus, a minimum
average statistically significant is different from at least
another average. For this reason, we use the statistical
criteria of multiple comparisons (multiple comparisons
tests) that allow us to make various comparisons between
the means of the research conditions. For this reason, we
use the criterion Tukey HSD (Honestly Significant Difference - honest significant difference).
From the results of table 20 it is obvious that the only
differences in averages which are statistically significant
are: (a) the difference between the averages of the research condition Teaching Experience <10 years and the
research condition Teaching Experience> 20 years is
19.55% ( Mean Difference = 1.955, p <0,001). Also, (b)
the difference between the averages of the research condition Teaching Experience 10 -20 years and the research
condition Teaching Experience> 20 years is +13.14%
(Mean Difference = 1.314, p = 0.007 ). This means that
the teachers with less years of teaching service intend to
use web 2.0 tools in their future teaching although all
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groups with respect to years of service have been trained
on the use of Web 2.0 tools equally. The result is shown
in Figure 6 , where the error graph, by comparing the first
with the third point, and also the second with the third,
supports the aforementioned findings.
VI.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The results of this research revealed that several factors
affect the teaching community’ decision to apply Web 2.0
based techniques in their teaching. More specifically, it
was found that teachers’ decision to use Web 2.0 tools in
their present practices is indeed affected by gender. It is
worth noticing that male teachers tend to use them to a
greater extent than their female colleagues. Additionally,
the factor “working experience” also influences the present use of the new tools whereas most surprisingly, it is
the teachers with less experience that are most likely the
ones to use them despite the fact that they all had the same
training regardless of years of service. Our short interviews with the teachers gave us a clearer idea towards the
issue revealing that despite the fact that teachers with
more years of service find Web 2.0 tools fascinating, they
are not so willing to use them as they feel inadequate and
fear this might cause their being ridiculed by their learners
and colleagues. They also feel that the specific tools are
rather time consuming but added however that even if
they wished to employ them in their teaching it would not
be possible as the only lab in their school rendered the
task really unfeasible.
Similarly, the factor “gender” influences teachers’ intention to use Web 2.0 tools in the future with male ones
planning to do it in higher proportion than female teachers
do. Moreover, though the type of school they work does
not affect their intention to use Web 2.0 tools in their
future practice, their teaching experience does seem to
have an influence on their decision to use these tools in
the future. The short interviews revealed that low self-
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esteem is probably what impedes them from using them as
once more teachers with more years of service believe
they cannot make a difference now, as they feel they need
a lot of work to get accustomed to their usage. A similar
attitude was detected for women who complained that
family obligations and lack of free time are the basic reasons for being more sceptical to use Web 2.0 tools.
We would like to point out here that this was a first attempt to detect which factors influence teachers’ decision
to Web 2.0 tools. As effective teaching involves new
methods and tools, it is crucial to have our teachers well
prepared in order to meet the new challenges. ICT are
evolving continuously and in sometimes unexpected ways.
As young learners are consistently a step ahead than the
rest, there is an urgent need to discover the right way to
enhance the pace of Web 2.0 tool adoption in class. Specialist educational tools as well as help to the teachers may
be essential, so as to keep abreast with the constantly
expanding instructive needs. Thus, a second part of this
study will follow, combining both a larger sample, with a
more targeted qualitative study, to reveal possible ways to
achieve this goal.
New technologies and particularly Web 2.0 tools offer a
vast source of modern applications for the benefit of improving our daily routines, amongst which education being one of the most important beneficiaries. Whilst each
country aspires to development (economic, technological,
scientific etc.) it is literally depended on new technologies
and their constantly updated applications. Education has a
lot to benefit from their use and exploitation as they
strengthen the teaching and learning process, promote
cognitive awareness, offer quality support and augment
the prerequisites for growth and improvement. In this
challenging pathway teachers need to abide with the new
approach and its demands and prepare themselves for
effective teaching and innovative techniques. Web 2.0
tools have many benefits to offer with student socialization, collaboration and exchange of views being very
significant. Web 2.0 tools create a positive attitude towards social behavior; they support the development of
learning communities, offer a positive incentive for active
class participation, enhance communication and interactivity in school life and are easy to use. Teachers need to
overcome their fear and allow themselves to get accustomed to new ideas and methods. Governments need to be
aware of this and implement such training programs
which will eliminate fear and stress on behalf of the teachers and support them in their effort to get prepared for the
new digital educational era of today, allowing them to
succeed in their difficult but crucial new role. This is no
other but the supportive role of a mentor in the difficult,
yet, such an enchanting process of the teaching and learning magnificent world of education.
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