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Today the question is not whether to integrateretgy in education
but how to do it to serve a pedagogical purpose tanglit students’
needs at the same time. In order to achieve this gssential that
teachers understand the purpose and accept thertenpre of
applying technology in teaching. This study aimexplore these two
aspects in one particular context. It focuses anube of a virtual
learning environment (VLE), which is a web-baseatfpim for
organisation of teaching and learning, at a higleelucation institute
in Budapest. The aim is to investigate languagehees’ use of the
VLE at Budapest Business School (BBS), called GaaSpnd their
disposition towards CooSpace and e-learning in ganén order to
reach this aim, two instruments were designed: estjannaire and
an interview schedule. The second aim of this ptajas to pilot
these instruments. The participants of the questioa study were 44
language teachers at BBS and two pilot interviewsevearried out
with two volunteering teachers. The results indeddat less than
50% of the teachers use CooSpace with very fewidusc The fact
that the most frequent function is uploading doauisiehows that the
VLE is regarded as a mere administrative and nad @edagogical
tool. The application of a new technology withauffisient
methodological training cannot change traditionadys of teaching.

Keywords: Internet, virtual learning environments, teachers’
disposition, higher education

Introduction and background

Technology is becoming increasingly important irergvaspect of today’'s
world, thus it needs to be integrated in educatsnwell. There is great
pressure on teachers and schools to integrate diegynin education in
many different forms. Computers and interactiverisaare encouraged to
be used in classrooms, blended and online leaongses are encouraged.
However, it is essential that these technologiegesa pedagogical purpose
and are not used for their own sake. Another ingmirissue is teachers’
disposition towards these tools. Only if they ustimd their purpose and
accept their importance, can they exploit themyfullhis study aims to
investigate language teachers’ use of the viremiriing environment (VLE)
at Budapest Business School (BBS) called CooSpadettaeir disposition
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towards CooSpace and e-learning in general. Inrdocdeeach this aim, two
instruments were designed: a questionnaire anatarview schedule. The
second aim of this project was to pilot these ursgnts.

Current use of technology in the classroom

While in the US every language teacher has usee dana of technology
(Garrett, 2009), in Hungary 56% of language teaxh#aimed in a non-
representative survey about primary and seconddmyods in 2006 (Hunya,
2008) that they had used computers in class. Hawewe information is
available on how technology was used in these Gasdseveral researchers
claim that currently technology’s potential is nfolly exploited in the
classroom (Arnold, 2007; Ertmer & Ottenbreit-Leftlwj 2010; Garrett,
2009; Hoopingarner, 2009). According to Garrett 020 the use of
technology usually means the use of email, worcgssing, PowerPoint
presentations, and authentic materials from the. \Eetmer and Ottenbreit-
Leftwich (2010) call these low-level applicationghich support traditional,
teacher-directed instruction. In the Hungarian erfita study by Lakatosné
Torok (2010) had similar findings in that the ensrge of new technologies
in class did not significantly change traditionadthrodologies.

Virtual learning environments

Virtual learning environments, which are sometimealled learning
management systems (LMS) or course managementnsygleMS), are
web-based platforms for the organisation of teagland learning, which
can be used for different purposes. One of the mogtlar functions is the
administration of the teaching process, missedselsgrades and other
aspects of school life. However, they can be mudrenthan a mere
administrative tool and recent research on VLE-s fogused on different
aspects of their integration into teaching, suckerasancing communication
and collaboration, personalised learning and legrrétyles, as well as
fostering autonomy.

Several researchers consider VLE-s as a platforradimmunication and
collaboration among teachers and students, which failitate the
collaborative knowledge building process (ArnoldD&cate, 2006; Dorner
& Major, 2009; Hunya, 2005; Murugaiah & Thang, 20Fawan, Paulus,
Yalcin & Chang, 2003; Strijbos, Martens & Joche2&04).

A further possible area where it can be appliedtislent-centred and
personalised learning that can suit different leaystyles (Béres, Magyar &
Turcsanyi-Szabd, 2009; Broad, Matthews & Mcdon&@04; Brown &
Schmidt, 2004; Kétyi, 2011; Naimie, Siraj, Abuz&ichagholi, 2010).

Finally, a number of studies focus on VLE-s asfptats that can foster
autonomy (Figura & Jarvis, 2007; Jones, 2001; LU¥@0)6; Sanprasert,
2010; Toyoda, 2001). Most of the results indichizt there is a potential in
using a VLE to provide learners with an opportunfy autonomous
learning, however, it depends on several factorstidr this potential is
realised. These include the particular type ofvégtiused, the amount of
teacher support, the learning situation and stsdeetceptions.
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Students’ disposition towards the use of virtuarheng
environments

Most researchers examining students’ perceptiongligital technology
including VLE-s report positive attitudes in varfowsettings. Students
indicated positive perceptions towards learninchwidmputers in EFL and
ESL academic writing classes (Akbulut, 2008; Waasedr, 1996), as well as
in an online statistics course at a university Wk & Ottd, 2010), where
57% of the students found the online course mojayahle and 50% easier
than a traditional course. Perceptions were algorted to change over time
in a large-scale longitudinal study conducted ats® Hungarian higher
education institutes by Vig (2008). His findingoshthat students’ attitudes
became gradually more and more positive betwee 28@ 2007, probably
influenced by the improvement of Internet connecttod access.

The few records of negative perceptions includeldlo& of interaction
and isolation (Bordonaro, 2003), as well as thé& l#Hcpersonal contact with
the tutor (Nikolov & Ott6, 2010).

Teachers’ disposition towards the use of compwedsthe Internet

In order to maximise VLE-s potential in teachingsitessential that teachers
have the methodological background, as well as sitipe disposition
towards using VLE-s (Cope & Ward, 2002; Kim, 2008&m, 2000; Lund,
2003; Savery, 2002). Carmean and Haefner (2002pawemiVLE-s to chalk,
or chairs and tables in a classroom, where it dipen the teacher how to
use them. A similar idea is expressed by Hoven, dégcribes a learning
environment as an ,intangible conflux” (Hoven, 20B8) of teachers,
learners and physical resources, where learnirgstplace in the network of
these three essential components.

In Hungary, there are very few studies that examaitber VLES
pedagogical role in teaching or teachers’ dispmsittowards them in
primary or secondary school teaching (Buda, 20Qihyd, 2008; Kéarpati &
Ollé, 2007; Lakatosné Torok, 2010; Lakatosné TogokKarpéti, 2009).
However, no research has been conducted so farigimerh education
focusing on teachers’ perceptions.

Research questions

This research project aimed to explore languagehtga’ use of the virtual
learning environment called CooSpace used at Butldpesiness School
and their disposition towards it. In order to invgste these two aspects,
seven research questions were formulated:

1. How often do language teachers at BBS use CooSpace?

2. Why do some language teachers at BBS not use Coe3pa

3.  Which CooSpace functions do language teachers Stuge?

4. Which CooSpace functions do language teachers StfBil the

most useful for teaching?

5. What influences language teachers’ use of CooSgaBBS?

6. What do language teachers at BBS feel about usimggace?

7. What is language teachers’ opinion about e-leafhing
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Methods

The instruments of the current research were actreldc questionnaire
with 43 questions and a semi-structured intervieledule developed by the
researcher. After continuous peer-checks and pdotiith two language
teachers, the questionnaire was sent to all larguegchers at BBS. 44
language teachers of Budapest Business Schoa¢a8hdrs from the faculty
of Commerce, Catering and Tourism (CCCT) and 1%hewes from the
faculty of International Management and BusinestM@&) returned the
questionnaire. Seven teachers volunteered for daerviaw in the
guestionnaire, two interviews have been conduaddrs

In this section first the characteristics of thertipgpants will be
described. Then the detailed description of thestjpmenaire and the
interview schedule along with their development W provided, as well as
the procedures of their administration and datdyarsa

Participants for the questionnaire

The participants for the questionnaire were 44 Uagg teachers of Budapest
Business School, 31 teachers from the faculty ah@erce, Catering and
Tourism (CCCT) and 13 teachers from the faculty lofernational
Management and Business (CIMB). The original idess wo include all
three faculties of BBS in the research and to compiae teachers’ use of
CooSpace. However, when teachers of the faculty Fofance and
Accountancy were approached, it was discoverednisitter CooSpace, nor
any other virtual learning environment is used éh€onsequently, only the
other two faculties could be investigated. Nevdetb® proper comparison
of these two faculties was neither possible, duthéolow return rate of the
questionnaire (26%) at CIMB, which prevented cdiler representative
data for that faculty. The high return rate of tngestionnaire at CCCT
(84%) can probably be attributed to the fact tihat tesearcher also works
there. Table 1 shows details about the participfanthe questionnaire.

Table 1Participants for the questionnaire

CCCT CIMB | BBS

Gender Male 12.9% 7.7% 11.4%
Female 87.1% 92.3%| 88.6%

Age 25-35 3.2% 7.7% 4.5%
36-45 35.5% 38.5%| 36.4%
46-55 29% 15.3%| 25%

Above 55 32.3%  38.5%| 34.1%
Language English 452% 38.5% 43.2%
German 29% 46.2%| 34.1%

French 9.7% 0% 6.8%
Italian 6.4% 15.3%| 9.1%
Spanish 9.7% 0% 6.8%
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Participants for the interview

Although seven teachers volunteered for an intervie the questionnaire,

only two interviews have been conducted so far. 3élection of the two

participants (P1, P2) for the pilot interviews waased on the desire to
collect the widest range of data possible. Herfee two teachers at the two
ends of the spectrum were chosen: one, who useSgaece very frequently,

and another, who never uses it. Details about e garticipants can be
seen in Table 2.

Table 2Participants for the interview

P1L P2

Age 44 58
Teaching experience 22 36

CooSpace use no vyes

Instruments and procedure

The choice of a mixed method research project wased on several
reasons. Firstly, the aim of this study was to @tigate two areas which are
very different in nature. Language teachers’ us€@sSpace is an issue that
can well be described by numerical data. How oftey use the different
functions and how useful they find them, are questithat can be answered
by choosing from values on a scale. Thus, to anssgarch questions 1-5,
which are rather quantitative, a questionnaire wlasigned. However,
research questions 6 and 7 focus on feelings aimibap, which are difficult
to describe by numbers. For that reason a senutated interview schedule
was developed for the second phase of the pr&ecbndly, data yielded by
the interview was hoped to complement and expandhenquestionnaire
data, providing underlying reasons for participamtsswers. Finally, the
validity of research can be improved by using mixeethods and
corresponding evidence can also increase the &atslity of the results
(Dérnyei, 2007).

Originally, after the piloting phase, when two mews were recorded,
five more interviews were planned, as seven teach@unteered for being
interviewed. However, both phases of the projeoved to be more time-
consuming than it had been anticipated. It tooleghweeks and two
reminder emails to reach a good return rate ofgiestionnaire at CCCT.
After that data from the questionnaires neededet@itered into SPSS. A
preliminary analysis of the data was also necegsargfine the questions of
the interview schedule. Then, as it was the bugiesbd of the term at the
college, it was very difficult to find a suitabléeme for conducting the
interviews. Finally, transcribing and analyzing th&erviews took more than
twice as long as it had been expected. It seems twidollow the advice
Delamont, Atkinson and Parry (1997) give to noviesearchers to halve the
estimated volume of data and double the time tohre@arealistic and feasible
plan.
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The questionnaire

The link to an electronic questionnaire with 43 gjiens was sent to the
participants by email. In the first part 10 quessiovere asked about the
participants’ background and the use of CooSpacgeireral. The second
part contained 14 Likert-scale questions aboutfteguency of use of 14
functions, while the third part 14 Likert-scale gtiens about their
usefulness, where participants had to indicate fivegpoint scale how often
they use a function and how useful they find it.the second part two
additional open-ended questions were asked aboutiticathl and
problematic functions.

As the participants were teachers of different leggs, the questions
were in Hungarian to make sure that all teacheidergtood them. The
choice of language excluded one native Englishhiraavho does not speak
Hungarian. However, as the language of CooSpaabksisHungarian, he is
not able to use it anyway.

The reason for choosing an electronic questionve@® that it can reach
participants more easily and it is convenient lidtfin and send it back. The
possibility to skip questions on the basis of ppegi answers makes it more
user-friendly than a paper-based questionnaire eilesless, the option of
filling in the paper-based version was also offeiethe participants and one
teacher asked for it. When data from the two vessizere compared, an
ambiguity was discovered. In the third part of thesstionnaire about the
usefulness of CooSpace functions the questions mveast for teachers who
use those functions. Thus, in the electronic goestiire these questions
were skipped when a participant indicated that theyer use CooSpace.
However, the participant who filled in the papeséd questionnaire
answered the questions about the usefulness ofdifferent functions,
despite the fact that she never uses CooSpaceertssthat the wording of
the question was not clear enough, which did railtén misunderstandings
in the electronic version, where this question waly presented to those
teachers who use CooSpace. The paper-based veffstbe questionnaire
can be seen in Appendix A.

Semi-structured interview

In the second phase of the research project a Stenatured interview was

piloted with two participants. As both of them &fangarian, the interviews
were conducted in Hungarian. The aim of the ineawg was to discover the
underlying reasons behind the answers to the questire, as well as to
answer research question 6 and 7 about the teabbelings towards using

CooSpace and e-learning in general. The intervieastions were grouped
around four topics. First, questions about the heex professional

background and teaching experience were askeddbliss rapport. Next,

teachers’ answers to the questionnaire were loakedd they were asked to
clarify any ambiguous answers, as well as to pewuidasons for their

answers. In this part questions about their fesliagout using CooSpace
were also included. Then, differences between stgdend teaching

methods in the past and today were discussed &r todntroduce the topic
of e-learning. In the last part teachers’ opiniat®ut computers and the
internet in general and their suitability for teexh (including language

teaching) were in the focus of the questions. Tiberview questions can be
seen in Appendix B.
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Initial steps to validate the instruments

The questionnaire was developed by the researdiakit avas peer-checked
by an expert and five fellow-students at each stdghe process. As a next
step it was piloted by two teachers of the collegenale and a female), who
were asked to think aloud while filling in the qtiesnaire. Problematic
items, which included some questions, instructiand scale labels, were
reworded. The order of the questions was also naoblifo make it more
logical.

Similarly to the questionnaire, the interview salledwas peer-checked
continuously. Then, in the second phase of theeptpjhe schedule was
validated by the two pilot interviews.

Methods of analysis

All the questionnaires were computer coded and S[B&Sistical Package
for Social Sciences) 17.0 was used to analyse #mailts with the
significance level set fqu<.05. The interviews were transcribed, categorised
and coded. Then the categories were analysed tib theequestions yielded
meaningful results.

Results and discussion
CooSpace use

To answer the first research question about trguéecy of CooSpace use,
first it had to be examined how many teachers uaeall. Since the return
rate of the questionnaire was low at the facultyCé¥1B, only data from
CCCT will be analysed in detail. However, all datdl be shown in the
tables. Table 3 shows the percentage of teacharaisd CooSpace.

Table 3Teachers’ use of CooSpace

CooSpace use CCCT CIMB BBS
Yes 45% 54% 48%
No 55% 38% 50%
Other VLE 0% 8% 2%

The fact that only 45% of teachers at CCCT claitied they use CooSpace
is surprising, considering that several teachingenws are only available

there. Although it is possible to download thesatents and send them to
the students via email, it seems rather complicaldte frequency of

teachers’ use at CCCT (Table 4) shows a fairly adistribution of answers

in four groups, ranging from use before each diassonthly use.

Table 4Teachers’ frequency of CooSpace use

Frequency of CooSpace use CCCT CIMB BBS
before each class 28.6% 429% 33%
weekly 21.4% 14.3%| 19%
every second week 28.6% 14.3% 24%
monthly 21.4% 14.3%| 19%
once in a term 0% 14.3% 5%
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Reasons for not using CooSpace

Research question 2 aimed to find out why somehtracdo not use
CooSpace. As it can be seen in Table 5, the twa comsmon reasons given
are that traditional ways are faster and teachersad know how it works.

Both can be traced back to the lack of knowledge>qrerience about the
use of CooSpace. If teachers are not competerding @ VLE, it can result
in a slow use, which can be discouraging. SimilaHg reasons that it would
take too much time to learn it or to use it carods linked to the lack of
expertise. These findings also support previoudisst results that the lack
of time is one of the main deterrents to using lengs of technology in the
classroom (Arnold, 2007; Jones, 2004; Pleasand#))20

Table 5Teachers’ reasons for not using CooSpace

Reasons for not using CooSpace BBS
traditional ways are faster 43.5%
don’t know how it works 30.4%
too much time to learn it 13%
technical problems 13%
too much time to use it 8.7%
the activities are traceable 8.7%
not useful 4.3%
students don't like it 0%

Note: As it was possible to choose more than oneempercentages do not add up to 100%

An external reason for not using CooSpace is teahnproblems.
According to one of the participants, “you can't leepected to use
CooSpace on a daily basis, as long as we don’t Gavegh computers at the
department, and the ones we have are very slowg mbral reason of
traceability was given by two teachers. A commeanbbe of them revealed
that the fact that the head of department can viollmw often teachers
signed in and what they did on CooSpace was foistdrding.

Table 6Non-CooSpace using teachers’ participation in tragnsessions

Training participation BBS
has taken part in a training session YES 50%
P 9 NO 50%

. . - . YES 68%

would like to take part in a training session NO 3206
have not taken part AND would not like to take 18%

part in a training session

The majority of language teachers who do not useSpace (68%)
would be interested in a training session abouiagplication (Table 6),
which means that they are open to find out morauaBooSpace. It is only
18% who have not taken part and would not take ipaat training session,
probably meaning that they will never consider gsin
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Functions of CooSpace

To answer research questions 3 and 4 the mean svdtuethe

frequency and usefulness of the 14 functions waleutated. For the
frequency 1 indicates that the function is neveedysvhile 5 is for

very frequent use. Similarly, for usefulness 1 nseaat useful at all,
while 5 means very useful. Paired samples T-test® womputed to
compare the mean values of the frequency and uesfsilscores of
each function with the significance level (p) smt .05.

Table 7Frequency and usefulness of functions

. Frequency Usefulness

Functions Mean Mean t p
Uploading documents 4.00 4.85 -3.847 .001
News forum 3.00 4.00 -3.823 .001
Forum 1.65 2.60 -2.967 .008
Chat 1.00 1.35
Tasks 2.80 3.90 -3.240 .004
Tasks correction 2.20 3.35 -3.359 .003
Homework 3.10 3.80 -3.199 .005
Grading 1.80 3.10 -5.378 .000
Summarizing grades 1.35 2.55 -4.060 .001
Attendance register 1.50 2.35 -2.482 .023
Summarizing registers 1.40 2.30 -2.781 .012
Sending messages 2.60 3.75 -2.881 .010
Tests 1.30 2.70 -3.687 .002
Diary 1.10 1.65

Note: t and p values are only shown if the differdmesveen mean values is significant

Table 7 shows the mean values and the resultseof-tists. It can be
seen in the table that there is only one functidmnciv is used frequently:
uploading document$lomeworkandnews forunare the next two functions
in the rank order, and the only ones that have anmalue above 3. All the
others score lower than 3 with eight functions taef That shows that even
those teachers who use CooSpace fail to explogatsntial. The functions
they use are mostly for sharing information or camioation, while
interactive or collaborative functions, suchfasimor chat,are very rare. A
comparison of usefulness scores with the frequeoyes of the functions
shows that the former is higher for each functiwhgre the difference is
significant for 12 out of 14 functions. The two flions, diary and chat,
where the differences are not significant, are ¢hes at the end of the
frequency list and are hardly ever used. The higisefulness scores might
mean that teachers do not feel competent at uswvayal functions, although
they would find them useful. This is supported byesal comments as well:
‘I don’t use many functions so my judgments aboséfulness are just
opinions”, “a training session would be useful” ditdvould be interesting
to see what other teachers do with it”. These comisndustrate the fact that
the teachers’ limited use of the functions is pldpa&aused by their lack of
knowledge, which could be changed by providingiirgg sessions for them.

19



ASzTALOS, R.: Teachers’ Use of a Virtual Learning Environmenp. 11-26.

Influences on teachers’ use of CooSpace

To find out if any of the individual characterigieshich were asked about in
the first part of the questionnaire have an infaeen the teachers’ use of
CooSpace, independent samples t-tests for questidthis two possible
answers and one-way ANOVA tests for questions wmtbre than two
choices were carried out. Age, gender, the frequafdeachers’ internet
use and participation in a training session abagSpace use do not have a
significant influence on teachers’ use of CooSpatthough teachers whose
perceived internet skills are better use CooSpacee nfrequently, the
difference is not statistically significant.

The only factor that was found to have a signifidafiuence is language.
Table 8 shows the results of the one-way ANOVA teshparing the mean
values of CooSpace use of teachers of differerguages, where 1 means
yes,and 2 meanso.

Table 8The influence of language on teachers’ use of CaoSp

Language N Mean* St.dev. F p Sequence
1. English 19 1.21 419

2. German 15 1.73 .594

3. French 3 1.67 D77 4621 .004 1,2,3<2,3,4,5
4. Spanish 3 2.00 .000

5. Italian 4 2.00 .000

*Note: 1 = yes, 2 =no

The closest mean score to 1 (1.21) indicates thagtigh teachers use
CooSpace the most frequently. However, there isigoificant difference
between English, German and French teachers. Thg significant
difference was found between English teachers gmahiSh and Italian
teachers, where the latter two groups do not useS@ace at all. This
finding corresponds with the general experience Emalish teachers apply
more innovative tools and methods than teacheothefr languages.

Preliminary results from the pilot interviews

Since only two interviews were conducted, only ipnelary results can be
reported. Data was analysed using the constant aatipe method by
Maykut and Morehouse (1994). As a first step aenapt was made to
identify emerging themes and patterns (Table 9).

Table 9Emerging themes

Teachers Teaching Students E-learning Problems
personality style language skills at home technical
feelings content expectations during classes campet
habits disposition teacher’s role availability

towards learning
students time

Next, | focused on research questions 6 and ‘htbdut if the interviews
provide answers to them. It was discovered thadata was available about
teachers’ feelings about CooSpace. They talkedtaheir feelings about e-
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learning and the use of computers in general, loitspecifically about
CooSpace. Thus, | decided to eliminate researclstigme6. This is not
uncommon practice in qualitative research, whichclmaracterised by
emergent research design (Ddrnyei, 2007).

As for teachers’ opinion about e-learning, theyeagthat e-learning has
several positive aspects that could be exploitadst of all, it can suit
today’s students’ needs and expectations betterdahg traditional method,
because it provides a variety of tools that areilfamto them from their
everyday life. This can be an important motivatiagtor for students, who
come to the college after 10-12 years of studyimgliEh with not much
enthusiasm.

However, e-learning without any face-to-face lessamwuld not be
feasible at the college for several reasons. Theteachers think that all
students need the presence of a teacher, withoomwho learning is
possible. In fact, Teacher 2 suggested that eilggns only suitable for
teachers, because they know how to organise teaining. On the other
hand, elements of e-learning could be integratéal lenguage teaching in
different ways. Although the use of computers ia tilassroom could be
useful, both teachers agree that this is not plesdibcause the lack of
facilities at the college. The only aspect of e4héag that is feasible and has
already been applied by the two teachers is forawvoonk. Searching the
web for information, practising grammar or vocalylavatching videos on
YouTube and talking about them in class can alph&ldents practise
language use in an authentic setting.

Conclusion and implications

This study aimed at investigating teachers’ useCobSpace, a virtual
learning environment at Budapest Business Schodl tanexplore their
opinion about e-learning. A further aim was to pitao instruments: a
questionnaire and an interview schedule. The resndticate that less than
50% of the teachers use CooSpace with very fewtifume: The fact that the
most frequent function isiploading documentshows that the VLE is
regarded as a mere administrative and not as gjpgital tool. Similarly, e-
learning is considered to be a collection of tabkt can be applied either in
class or at home. Its collaborative nature or theootunity of personalised
learning is not familiar to teachers. The resultpport Lakatosné Torok's
(2010) findings that the application of a new tealbgy without sufficient
methodological training cannot change traditionalysvof teaching. Its use
can only be meaningful if it has a clear pedagdgicapose which is known
to the teachers as well.

As for the piloting of the two instruments, the gtiennaire proved to
provide meaningful information for the project. Hewer, the interview
schedule did not yield any data that could ansesearch question 6, which
was consequently eliminated.

As a further step of research, additional intendesould be made with
the volunteering five teachers at the college. Haurhore, if the aim of
CooSpace use is e-learning, training should beigeavfor teachers about
its pedagogical applications.
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Appendix A
Questionnaire translated from Hungarian

Dear Colleague,

I would like to ask you to help us by answering folowing questions concerning

your use of CooSpace. This is not a test so theraaright or wrong answers and the
questionnaire is anonymous. However, if you arer@sted in the results of the study
or you would take part in a 30-minute follow-upentew, please give your email

address at the end of the questionnaire or serahneenail. Thank you very much for

your help.

Réka AsztalosBudapest Business School, Faculty of Commerce riigtand
Tourism
areka3271@yahoo.co.uk
I. In the first part please put an X in the appropiate box or write the answer on
the given line.
1. What language(s) do you teach?
. Age: [125-35 [136-45 [146-55 [Jabove 55
. Sex: 00 male 0 female
. How often do you use the Internet?

T almost never I monthly [ weekly [ every day
. How competent do you feel yourself using therlmét?

711 have problems using the Internet

it can take quite long before | find something

Ol rarely have a problem

(11 can use it quickly and efficiently
6. Have you taken part in a training session abogiSpace?

AWN

)]

[lyes, at the college [ yes, at the faculty no
7. Would you take part in a (further) training sessabout CooSpace?
ryes 7'no

8. Do you use CooSpace in language teaching?
Tyes [Ino [Iluse another VLE (eg.. Moodle, Ning):
9. Why do you NOT use CooSpace? (you can choose than on answer)
[technical problems
[1don’t know how it works
7 not useful
[1too much time to learn it
[the activities are traceable
[too much time to use it
[ traditional ways are faster
[ students don't like it
other:
10. How often do you use CooSpace?
Tlonce in a terni] monthly [0 every second weékweekly [ before each

class
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Il In the following section please give marks froml to 5 depending on how often
you use the following applications.

5 =very often 1 = neverYou can choose any number from 1to 5. Choose 0 i
you do NOT know the given function.

How often do you use the functions of CooSpace?

11. Uploading documents | 5| 4| 3| 2| 1| 0] 5=veryoften
12. News forum 514132 10 4 = quite often
13. Forum S|413] 210 _
14. Chat 514l 3] 2| 1] 0 3 = sometimes
15. Tasks 5|14 3| 2| 1| 0| 2=rarely
16. Tasks correction 514131210 L _ g
17. Homework 51413/ 2 1 0
. 0 =1do NOT know this
514 3| 2| 1| 0
18. Grading function
19. Summarizinggrades | 5| 4| 3| 2| 1| O
i 54| 3| 2| 1| O
20. Attendance register 25. Do you use CooSpace
21. Summarizing registers| 5 | 4| 3| 2| 1| O] forany other purposes?
22. Sending messages 54| 3| 2] 1] 0
23. Tests 51413 2] 1 0
24. Diary 54| 3| 2] 1] 0

26. Is there any function that is missing from Cpa& or does not work properly?
Why?

lll. In the following section please give marks fran 1 to 5 depending on how
useful you find the following applications.

5 =very useful 1 = not useful at allYou can choose any number from 1 to 5.
Choose 0 if you do NOT know the given function.

How useful do you find the following functions?

27. Uploading documents | 5| 4| 3| 2] 1] O

28. News forum 5| 4| 3| 2| 1| 0| 5=veryuseful

29. forum 514|132 1] 0

30. Chat 5[ 4] 3] 2] 1] o] 4=useful

31. Tasks 514|132 1] 0

32. Tasks correction 5[4 3] 2] 1| o| 3=somewhatuseful
33. Homework 51413 2] 1] 0

34. Grading 5|4 3| 2| 1] o] 2=notveryuseful
35. Summarizinggrades | 5| 4| 3| 2] 1] O

36. Attendance register 51413 2] 1] 0 1 = not useful at all
37. Sumr_nanzmg registers| 5| 4| 3| 2| 1| O 0 = I do NOT know this
38. Sending messages 5143 2| 1] 0 function

39. Tests 514|132 1] 0

40. Diary 51413 2] 1] 0

If you are interested in the results of the studyou would take part in a 30-minute
follow-up interview, please give your email address

email:

O 1 am interested in the results of the study
0 1 would take part in an interview
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Appendix B
Interview schedule

Where do you teach? What languages do you teach?
How long have you been teaching?
Do you speak any other languages? At what level?
How competent do you feel yourself using the Ine¢Pn
What functions of the Internet do you the most fieatly?
Do you use it for teaching? Why (not)?
How has the use of the Internet influenced yoer?liAnd your professional life?
About CooSpace — on the basis of the answers givie questionnaire.
How are today’s students different from the pregigenerations?
How are today’s teachers different from the presiganerations?
How have you changed?
What do you consider as milestones during youres@re
How do you think today’s students need to be taight
How can the Internet and computers be used in Eggteaching?
What are drawbacks?
What do you think of e-learning? And blended leagf?i
Would you take part in an e-learning course asi@estt? Why (not)?
What about an e-learning language course as argidnd as a teacher?
How could e-learning or blended learning be appdiedollege language teaching?
Which aspects could be applied?
For which subjects within language teaching? (stkds, essay writing)
What could be the advantages/disadvantages?
What practical problems could arise? What do yinktbf the future of e-learning?
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