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Abstract 
 

E-Learning 2.0 is defined as "The idea of learning through digital connections and peer 
collaboration, enhanced by technologies driving Web 2.0 Users/Learners are empowered to 
search, create, and collaborate, in order to fulfill intrinsic needs to learn new information" 
(Schlenker, 2008, p. 1), e-Learning 2.0 is significantly making its mark in people's everyday web 
activities at work and at home.  But what can be said about e-Learning 2.0 in the post-secondary 
distance learning environment?  This paper peers into the functionality of e-Learning 2.0 and its 
current and possible future roles in distance education, and assesses its value towards promoting 
social learning and learner autonomy of new online learners within a post-secondary distance 
learning educational environment.  This paper also probes e-Learning 2.0’s connection with 
informal learning and assesses its value as a positive contributive factor towards structured 
learning.  Literary works, distance education theory, and statistical data are reviewed and 
critiqued in order to determine whether e-Learning 2.0 will successfully motivate learners towards 
utilizing the necessary skills needed to be successful in online learning.  
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Introduction 
Traditional students are embarking on a new journey as online learners, 

some with the necessary skills to utilize distance learning tools, and some 

without.  Some learners will have difficulty in accepting that they and not their 

instructors are the primary facilitators of their own learning.  During the first 

weeks of enrollment as an online learner, they will begin to learn the vast 

differences between traditional and online education, and that autonomy and 

social interaction will be a key factor in their distance education survival.  This 

paper will seek to answer whether e-Learning 2.0 will motivate learners toward 

being more autonomous and interactive in the online classroom.  The first half of 

this paper will provide literature reviews of distance education elements and e-

Learning 2.0 history and functionality.  The second half of this paper will provide 

an analysis of how to successfully implement e-Learning 2.0 by achieving 

instructor and learner buy-in, addressing needed media literacy skills, providing a 

media decision strategy, and identifying ways to evaluate the e-Learning 2.0 

effectiveness.  

Distance Education 

Theory 
According to Holmberg (2005), Keegan provides the most concrete 

definition of distance education, specifically: 

• “The quasi-permanent separation of teacher and learner throughout the length of 
the learning process (this distinguishes it from conventional face-to-face 
education); 

• The influence of an educational organisation both in the planning and preparation 
of learning materials and in the provision of student-support services (this 
distinguishes it from private study and teach-yourself programmes); 
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• The use of technical media – print, audio, video or computer – to unite teacher 
and learner and carry the content of the course; 

• The provision of two-way communication so that the student may benefit from or 
even initiate dialogue (this distinguishes it from other uses of technology in 
education); and 

• The quasi-permanent absence of the learning group throughout the length of the 
learning process so that people are usually taught as individuals and not in 
groups, with the possibility of occasional meetings for both didactic and 
socialization purposes” (p. 9). 

 
 Moore & Kearsely (1996) present a similar definition of distance 

education that encapsulates some of the same principles as Holmberg; their 

definition is as follows: 

Distance education is planned learning that normally occurs in a different place from 
teaching and as a result requires special techniques of course design, special 
instructional techniques, special methods of communication by electronic and other 
technology, as well as special organizational and administrative arrangements (p. 2). 
 
Moore & Kearsely (1996) formulated the theory of transactional distance in 

distance education as the communication among students and instructors using 

predefined learning formats of the learning program, and autonomy of the learner 

to succeed. (p. 200).  As dialog increases, structure decreases and minimizes 

the transactional distance between an educator and learner; the ability to balance 

dialog and structure will make distance education successful (Faust, n.d., p. 2).  

Autonomy defines the self-direction of the learner; in effect the learner is able to 

make their own learning decisions on elements such as study habits, locating 

and validating resources, and assessing their progress in learning.  In a 

traditional learner context, the instructor normally has more control over learner 

direction such as absolute resources.  In essence, the three constitutive variables 

that determine transactional distance are dialogue, course structure, and learner 

autonomy.  Moore & Kearsely (1996) declare that in order for even the slightest 

amount of transactional distance to be present in any form of distance learning, 
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there must be communication between the instructor and the learner (p. 200).  In 

order for an implementation of e-Learning 2.0 to be approved by any distance 

learning institution, the use of e-Learning 2.0 must take each of the three factors 

of transactional distance into consideration.  The analysis of this paper 

demonstrates how e-Learning 2.0 tools apply Moore’s theory on transactional 

distance.   

Distance education during the networked generation has aligned itself with 

constructivist learning.  Through networked learning, or computer-assisted 

learning, learners are provided more opportunities to explore more opinions, 

ideas, and research findings through hypermedia environments.  This 

constructivist learning theory suggests that learners create knowledge from 

personal experiences and flourish with minimal guidance.  Delgano (1996) 

provide three key principles that formulate the constructivist theory: 

• Each person forms their own representation of knowledge based on 

individual experience 

• Learning occurs through active exploration 

• Learning occurs through social interaction between learners (p. 2). 

 
Not everyone agrees that minimal guidance is the best pedagogical theory to 

apply to any type of learning.  Kirschner, Sweller, and Clark (2006) argue that 

minimally guided instruction is likely to be ineffective (p. 76).  They explain that 

the goal of instruction should be to give learners the guidance that they need to 

cognitively manipulate information that is consistent with learning goals and to 

help that information stick as long-term memory (Kirschner et al, p. 77). 
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Environment 
Online learning takes place in either asynchronous or synchronous 

environments.  In the asynchronous environment, communication occurs 

individually or among a group of learners in past time allowing information, 

communication, or content to be accessed at any time.  In synchronous 

environments, communication occurs in real time via one-way (broadcast) and 

two-way (communication) technologies.  The main difference between the two 

environments is a separation of time and/or space.  Bates & Poole (2003) defend 

the idea that asynchronous environments are best for providing flexibility and 

convenience for both teachers and learners (p. 54).  While Bates & Poole point 

out that asynchronous environments are quite convenient, Hulsmann (2003) 

adds to its positive educational sentiment by stating that the textual context of 

asynchronous environments allows analysis, invites reflection, and facilitates 

criticism and innovation (p. 85).  Rosen (2009) describes key disadvantages of 

asynchronous training as being unable to take advantage of nonverbal 

communication (p. 61), whereas Hulsmann (2003) recognizes higher 

communication volume, anxiety, and white noise (fact that everyone can speak at 

the same time) as major trade-offs (p. 109). 

Murphy and Laferriere (2007) outline advantages of synchronous 

communication as a sense of community and immediacy, real-time interaction, 

and perception of social presence (p. 320).  Though Murphy and Laferriere 

provide key advantages of synchronous communication, they look on the 

opposite side of the spectrum at its disadvantages, but identify that the 

disadvantages primarily depend on the tools selected for the environment (p. 
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320).  Other key disadvantages of synchronous communication include the 

necessary support for synchronous tools (Murphy & Lafferiere, 2007, p. 320) and 

the assumption of conventional classroom teaching methods such as lecturing 

(Bates, 2005, p. 191).  

Technology 
From Bates & Poole’s (2003) point of view, educational technology 

describes communication among learners using other methods than direct, face-

to-face, or personal contact (p. 5).  Technology has enabled learners to 

communicate in many different modes in a networked world.  Moore & Kearsley 

(2005) find that these educational technologies are opening new ways that 

instructors can present information and interact with learners (p. 1).  Holmberg 

(2005) is positioned along the same lines as Moore & Kearsely when it comes to 

the positive elements that advancements in technology have given distance 

education; he believes that the advances in technology have improved the quality 

of teaching and learning (p. 30).  Bates & Poole (2003), identify web sites, CD-

ROMs, DVDs, learning objects, multimedia clips, video and audio-cassettes, 

books, lecture notes, mail, e-mail, and discussion forums as forms of 

asynchronous technologies (p. 55).  The authors also provide examples of 

synchronous technologies, which include seminars, audio conferencing, 

telephone tutoring, chat, web conferencing, radio, broadcast TV, Cable TV, 

Satellite TV, web casting, and audio or video streaming (p. 55).   
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Instructor Role & Practices 
 In distance education, the role of the online instructor is quite different that 

of the traditional instructor.  The instructor takes on several roles; they must 

provide learning content, serve as moderators of class discussion, and act as 

facilitators to keep learners on track.  Collins & Berge (1995) clarify that the most 

important role of the instructor is to model effective teaching (p. 5).  Collins and 

Berge (1995) break down the online instructor’s roles into four main categories:   

• Pedagogical – Instructor must contribute their knowledge and insights, 

and ask thought-provoking questions for student responses.  

• Social – Instructor must promote positive human relationships, recognize 

learners’ contributions, and provide opportunities for learners to develop 

cohesiveness within study groups 

• Managerial – Instructor must organize the objectives for discussion, 

timetable, procedural rules, and decision-making norms for course agenda 

and conferences 

• Technical – Instructor must be comfortable and proficient with the 

technology and must ensure that learners are also comfortable with the 

technology.  (p. 7 - 8).  

Liu, Bonk, Magjuka, Lee, and Su (2005) conducted a study on online 

instructor’s perceptions regarding Berge’s online instructor roles and the 

challenges and issues that instructors may face when assuming these roles.  

Their study resulted in several key findings that indicate that there are tensions 

between the different roles and that there is too much emphasis placed on 

pedagogical roles, resulting in a lack of the other roles.  The most important 

result identified that instructors need to be more aware about the importance of 

social roles which in turn will provide a more positive and engaging learning 

environment (Liu et al, 2005, p. 45). 
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Learner Support 
Learner support is a structured component of distance education, offering 

services such as advising, counseling, tutoring, technical support, and 

administrative functions such as admissions and library and information systems.  

Brindley, Walti, and Zawacki-Richter describe student support as:  

“All interactions between institutional personnel and students (prospective and registered) 
intended to assist them in meeting their objectives from point of first inquiry through 
graduation and beyond, often for a lifetime” (Brindley, Walti, & Zawacki-Richter, 2004, p. 
9). 
 
One of the five characteristics of distance education per Desmond Keegan 

directly relates to support.  This characteristic is defined as follows: 

 
“The influence of an educational organization both in the planning and preparation of 
learning materials and in the provision of student-support services“ (Holmberg, 2005, p. 
9). 
 

Online learners will typically require a multitude of support elements, but in 

order to choose these services we must get to know the learners.  Hughes 

(2004) proclaims that the best way to identify real needs is to know facts about 

the learner, such as learners’ readiness for online learning, familiarity with 

required technology, culture, etc. (p. 368).  Hughes (2004) also explains that 

learners may need study skills assistance to help reduce stress and enhance the 

overall learning experience (p. 374).   Media literacy skills, which will be 

discussed in later sections of this paper, would qualify as a key study skill that 

the institution would need to supply assistance with in order for learners to use 

Web 2.0 tools and be successful in the classroom. 
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Having a means to provide student support if and when needed is vital to 

the success of distance education programs (Moore & Kearsely, 1996, p. 170).   

Arguments have ensued between the practitioners in the belief that student 

support and drop-out rates are directly related.  In a quantitative study performed 

by Tallman, he was able to conclude that high-quality support services will 

encourage learner satisfaction (Zawacki-Richter, 2004, p. 54), whereas Ryan’s 

study of quality of support and student drop-out levels identified a lack of quality 

support mostly occurring within large distance teaching universities that resulted 

in a higher drop-out rate (Zawacki-Richter, 2004, p. 54). 

New Online Learners 
In online learning, it has been known that many will come to the online 

educational environment without the necessary skills to become successful in 

their programs of study.  These learners will typically have the skills of a 

traditional learner, which may help or possibly hinder the learners from continuing 

in their educational study in the online environment.  A traditional learner is 

classified as a learner that has been trained in a face-to-face learning 

environment for both primary and secondary education.  Scaffolding is a 

technique predominantly used in online education that assists the learner with 

acquiring those necessary skills to encompass an active and skilled online 

learner.  To provide a basis for including e-learning 2.0 into online learning, an 

assessment of the characteristics and skills of new online learners is needed. 
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Characteristics 
The online learner is comprised of all generations ranging from Generation 

Z to Veterans.  Rosen (2006) gives a breakdown of each generation by age (p. 2-

3): 

Generation Birth years 

Veterans 1925 – 1945 

Baby Boomers 1946 – 1964 

Generation X 1965 – 1979 

Generation Y 1980 – 1995 

Generation Z 1996 + 
                                  Table 1:  Learner Generations 

 

 Online learners in post-secondary education represent mostly generations 

X & Y, and Baby Boomers (Hart, 2008, p. 4.)  New learners will enter the 

program to fill some sort of need, such as to earn college credit courses, to learn 

a new skill related to their job, to advance their career, etc.  New online students 

will also enter the program with expectations, such as that the instructor will be 

the primary facilitator of content and learning, that there will be a vast amount of 

live discussion, and that there will be a total group learning experience. 

Drop-Out Rates 
Morrison, Ross, and Kemp (2007) state that online students tend to have 

higher drop-out rates than traditional students (p. 219).  This could be due to 

learners having to become autonomous, having problems with the frequent use 

of technology, or lacking the skills required to use the technology.  Rekeddal 

provides reasons learners gave for dropping courses.  The reasons were: 
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• “Shortage of time, job required too much time 
• Financial reasons 
• Major change of plans for the future 
• Illness 
• Private commitments 
• Unsatisfactory living/study conditions 
• Drafted into the military 
• Personal/private reasons 
• Marriage 
• Course found too difficult” (Rekeddal, 2004, p. 84). 

 
These reasons were provided in 1972; therefore we must look at what has 

changed in distance education and compare the drop-out reasons since that 

time.  Looking at these drop-out reasons, only one is consistent with education, 

which is “course found too difficult”.  It should also be noted that none of these 

reasons point to technology.  This study was conducted in 1972; therefore this 

paper must assess whether technology has come along since then and has 

made class achievement difficult for some.  Today’s reasons for drop-out rates 

do not point towards technology.  Zawacki-Richter (2004) addresses a correlation 

between quality of support and reasons outside of the institution including pre 

social-economic characteristics (p. 54 – 55), whereas Rekkedal (2004) 

addresses Tinto’s belief that “it is the student’s integration into the social and 

academic systems of the institution” (p. 82).  The use of Web 2.0 tools will help to 

create a familiar, but social atmosphere, with the hope their usefulness they will 

retain the learner.  These tools are commonly used for personal purposes among 

average people.  The tools should not have any bearing on personal and private 

issues outside of the online classroom.  
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E-Learning 2.0 

Definition 
E-learning 2.0 has emerged as a subset of Web 2.0.  It is all about the 

collaborative social learning effort.  E-Learning 2.0 refers to e-learning delivery by 

way of Web 2.0.  Schlenker (2008) defines e-Learning 2.0 as: 

“The idea of learning through digital connections and open collaboration, enhanced by 
technologies during Web 2.0.  Users/Learners are empowered to search, create, 
collaborate, in order to fulfill intrinsic needs to learn new information” (p. 1). 
 

This definition identifies the following facts about the true nature of e-Learning 

2.0: 

• E-Learning 2.0 enables learner interaction. 

• E-Learning 2.0 enables learners to self-direct their own learning. 

• E-Learning 2.0 enables learners to fulfill intrinsic needs over extrinsic 

needs. 

• Web 2.0 tools serve as the technology enabling all of the above to be 

achievable. 

Martin & Parker (2008) believe that learning is simply not about content as it 

used to be, and that it is all about having access to the right people at the right 

time; e-Learning 2.0 provides this affordability (p. 3).  E-Learning 2.0 takes the 

Web 2.0 tools such as blogs, wikis, podcasts, and turn them into tools used for 

learning.  A learner can create, analyze, explore, verify, argue, and arrive at 

conclusions by using a single or combination of these Web 2.0 tools.  Brown and 

Adler (2008) refer to e-Learning 2.0 as a shift to demand-pull learning--that 

enables engaging participation built around learning communities of practice--in 

contrast to the supply-push learning (p. 30).  Brown and Adler (2008) also 

accredit e-Learning 2.0 with learners using their basic and fundamental 
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knowledge from formal schooling as a stepping stone towards passion-based 

informal learning of e-Learning 2.0 that extends beyond formal schooling (p. 32). 

History 
To further explore e-Learning 2.0, its history must be explained so that we 

can understand how it started and where it’s heading in the future.  Web 1.0, the 

Internet, emerged in the mid 1990s.  Martin & Parker (2008) succinctly describe 

the main functionality of Web 1.0; it only offered the ability to find information and 

complete basic transactions (p. 1).  This revolutionary tool offered 

interconnectivity of information, but withheld the ability of users to share 

supportive or argumentative thoughts and research through ratings, comments, 

and blogged activity.  This section will discuss the history that has led up to e-

Learning 2.0, and the possibilities of the future. 

Web 1.0 
Web 1.0 only allowed a one-way mode of communication that only 

allowed users to read what was provided on the world-wide-web (web).  These 

users were not provided any opportunity to provide contributions or subscribe to 

any specific website for future updates.  Users were only able to submit 

comments or information to the web site owner through e-mail messages or 

guest books.  In other words, users were force-fed information and handcuffed 

from providing arguments or supportive information to validate the content in the 

same place of the original source.  Advanced skill was and still is required to 

manipulate web pages of the Internet; Web 1.0 required users to have the 

necessary skills to build web pages in order to contribute information to any topic. 
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Web 2.0  
Web 2.0 emerged after the fall of the dot-com bubble.  Tim O’Reilly and 

Dale Dougherty of MediaLive coined the term Web 2.0.   Wexler, Hart, Karer, 

Martin, Oehlert, Parker, Schlenker and Thalheimer (2008) define Web 2.0 as: 

 
The stage of the World Wide Web where the Internet has become a platform for users to 
create, upload, and share content with others, versus simply downloading and consuming 
content” (p. 2). 

  
The authors mentioned above (Wexler et al, 2008) represent “The e-Learning 

Guild,” also known as “The Guild.”  Feeding from Wexler et al’s definition of Web 

2.0, it can be surmised that Web 2.0 is all about connecting people through the 

World Wide Web via social networking, blogs, podcasts, wikis, and RSS feeds.  

Martin & Parker (2008) refer to Web 2.0 as a social medium that has started an 

online culture of connection and contribution (p. 1).  The key word here is 

“social.”  The Web 2.0 tools enable users to build relationships through facilitating 

conversations.  Users that contribute and collaborate in Web 2.0 environments 

are either familiar with each other through specific groups or perfect strangers 

sharing the same common interests. 

E-Learning 2.0 
E-Learning 2.0 emphasizes social learning through interaction.  So, many 

should ask, what was e-Learning 1.0 and what was its purpose?  E-Learning 1.0 

is an altered traditional learning experience in an online format, where an 

instructor led the class in learning.  Schlenker (2008) believes that e-Learning 2.0 

does not replace centralized training and education of e-Learning 1.0, but 

extends it (p. 3).  E-Learning 2.0 does not replace e-Learning 1.0 because 
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learners still need the facilitation and direction of an instructor to ensure that the 

learners remain and are guided on track to successful achievement of course 

and curriculum goals.  The learner will benefit from the collaboration tools 

employed in e-Learning 2.0 in combination with the direction of the instructor.  E-

Learning 2.0 follows suit with the constructivist theory where learners facilitate 

their own knowledge through social interaction.  Learners will learn from the 

information that learners share, and from their research to validate the claims of 

their peers.  Martin & Parker (2008) deem that e-Learning 2.0 will facilitate the 

social learning process engaging the learner, and enabling the learner to share 

ideas, and enhance their motivation (p. 9).  Schlenker (2008) proclaims that e-

Learning 2.0 identifies with informal learning (p. 3).  Learners will use Web 2.0 

tools in order to satisfy their own needs, innocently not knowing that they are 

learning as they create, consume, and collaborate on information as they go 

along the way.   

The Future (Web 3.0) 
According to Rosen (2009), Web 3.0 points to the creation the “Semantic 

Web” by Tim Barners-Lee (p. 124). The idea behind the Semantic Web is to 

virtually store all data, knowledge-exchange, and information in a single 

database and eradicate merging separate web databases.  Ohler (2008) 

identified data integration as the main goal for Web 3.0.  The plan is for all of the 

data to be saved in XML (Extensible Markup Language) format.  XML involves 

user-created tagging of information and data which will allow categorizing of 

data, for quick and easy future access.  Three areas of impact of Web 3.0 on 
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education include:  knowledge construction, personal learning network 

maintenance, and personal educational administration (Ohlert, 2008, p. 8). 

Web 3.0 will enhance knowledge construction because through an enhanced 

search feature, the web would know more about you and provide you with a 

better report than a basic Internet search would, which would result in less time 

sorting through resources, more resource consumption, and more time to think 

and participate in learning (Ohlert, p. 8).  Learning network maintenance will also 

be impacted through Web 3.0, by providing less time for the learner to search for 

information and more time to extract data, add their own input, and publish it for 

others to see.  Under learning network maintenance, personal learning agents 

will work to identify relevant information in an information synthesis catered 

toward a personal learning objective (Ohlert, p. 9).  Lastly, Ohlert identifies an 

educational benefit of institutional interconnectivity through personal educational 

administration made possible by the semantic web.  Through personal 

educational administration, institutions will use the semantic web to describe their 

courses and degrees with the secondary means of creating comparable 

components of education across institutions.  This will ultimately allow learners to 

identify comparable coursework to transfer credits across institutions (Ohlert, p. 

9). 

Learner 2.0 
Online learners come from all generations, but if e-Learning 2.0 is to be 

implemented into the online classroom, we must analyze who the learners are, 

what tools they may already be familiar with, and how likely they are to 
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successfully use them in the classroom.  In Understanding Today’s Learner, Hart 

(2008) peers into the learner population and separates learners into two 

categories: digital natives and digital immigrants.  Based on concepts developed 

by Prensky (2001), digital natives are today’s “new” learners that have been 

surrounded by new technology their entire lives and speak the digital language of 

new technology including computers, video games and the Internet (p. 1), 

whereas digital immigrants are those who have adopted aspects of new 

technology while retaining aspects of old technologies, i.e. printing emails and 

documents (p. 2).  The best of e-Learning 2.0 is as we said before, it does not 

replace e-Learning 1.0, it extends it; therefore an adequate mix of e-Learning 1.0 

and e-Learning 2.0 must be incorporated to retain digital immigrants in the online 

classroom.  This will be answered in the analysis portion of this paper.  Hart 

(2008) profiles digital natives familiar with Web 2.0 tools who are members of 

Generations Y & Z, are connected to the web at all times through PCs or mobile 

devices, and are engaged users of social media on frequent basis (p. 4).  

Rogers, Liddle, Chan, Doxey, and Isom (2007) believe that these digital natives 

do exist and are entering post-secondary institutions.  These authors state that 

universities are exploring instructional use of Web 2.0 tools to prepare for their 

arrival (p. 20).  Learner 2.0 exhibits many different characteristics of digital 

immigrants that must be further explored and considered prior to implementing 

into a program.  Hart (2008) affirms that Learner 2.0 (a term coined by Hart to 

describe learners that are already familiar with Web 2.0 tools) are more 
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demanding, highly visual, experiential, and social learners who prefer to 

construct their own learning among the few (p. 5). 

Media Skills 
Jenkins (2007) believes that learners need a certain set of skills prior to 

learning in a Web 2.0 environment due to the shift in how we produce, dissect, 

and circulate information (p. 1-2).  Jenkins names four key social skills and 

cultural competencies necessary for the social learning environment; collective 

intelligence, judgment, networking, and negotiation (p.3).   

Collective intelligence is “the ability to pool knowledge and compare notes 

with others towards a common goal” (Jenkins, 2007, p. 3).  Bates and Poole 

(2003) refer to collective intelligence as a “cooperative task” (p. 23) where each 

learner provides their own piece of work to form a complete project.  The second 

media literacy that Jenkins identifies as important to the social learning 

environment is judgment, which he describes as “the ability to evaluate the 

reliability and credibility of different information sources (Jenkins, 2007, p. 3). 

Thalheimer (2008) believes that e-Learning 2.0 may encourage learners to be 

more skeptical about the trustworthiness of information (p. 6).  Besides 

evaluating scholarly information in the e-Learning 2.0 environment, learners must 

also be able to evaluate or judge peer-created information.  Some institutions 

provide tutorials or other support for learners that may lack the skills to evaluate 

sources and other information.  For instance, UMUC’s Information and Library 

Services department developed support for learners on evaluating scholarly 

articles and web resources (“Search the web & evaluate web resources,” (n.d.).  
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Jenkins’ third media literacy skill is networking, which he defines as “the ability to 

search for, synthesize and disseminate information” (Jenkins, 2007, p. 3).  

Schlenker (2008) refers to the same process as “rip, mix, feed” which is a main 

motivator of pushing e-Learning 2.0 into higher education (p. 5).  Schlenker 

(2008) also believes that younger generations will not have issues with sharing 

their work, while older generations may find it quite invasive and discomforting (p. 

6).  The final media literacy that Jenkins finds important is negotiation, which he 

defines as “the ability to travel across diverse communities, discerning and 

respecting multiple perspectives, and grasping and following alternative sets of 

norms” (Jenkins, 2007, p. 3).  Though online learners will be practicing together 

in a structured learning environment, they must be able to recognize and accept 

that their peers are from multiple backgrounds and cultures, and learn from their 

experiences. 

Learner Roles 
As discussed in the Media Skills section above, Schlenker’s (2008) rip, 

mix, feed ideology discusses Web 2.0 user’s process of consuming, creating, 

and collaborating with others.  Rip describes the action of borrowing from others’ 

contributions in a resource such as a blog, mix involves the process of adding 

our own thought of the information, and feed describes sharing content with 

others via the web (Schlenker, 2008, p. 6).  The rip, mix, feed process blends 

with the roles of the learner as described by Hart (2008) which are to consume, 

contribute, and produce (p. 4).  These roles are divided based on how the users 

engage with social media.  Wikipedia defines social media as “content created by 
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people using highly accessible and scalable publishing technologies” (Social 

media, 2009, p. 1).  Hart’s (2008) first role describes readers, or passive 

consumers of content, who mainly browse through Web 2.0 tools such as 

podcasts, wikis, blogs, etc (p. 4).  On a different level are the participants, or 

active contributors that share their opinions to the content found in the Web 2.0 

tools; this includes users that add comments to blogs and wikis shared in a 

community of practice (Hart, 2008, p. 4).  The highest level that a user could 

reach based on Hart’s (2008) assessments is the role of the creator or proactive 

producer that actively constructs and shares their own content using Web 2.0 

tools.  The New Media Consortium (2007) deem that producing, commenting, 

and classifying processes of e-Learning 2.0 are just as important as the more 

passive tasks of searching, reading, watching, and listening in the traditional 

learning environment (p. 9). 

Tools & Technologies  
There are many Web 2.0 tools and technologies that are available to help 

provide plenty of knowledge building and sharing in an online social environment.  

This section will discuss the four most important tools that are making an impact 

on online learning. 

Blog 
Wikipedia classifies a blog as social media or social networking tool (2009, 

p. 3).  A blog, also known as a weblog, is a website where people can create an 

account and add information at any time, much like a journal.  A person that 

blogs information is a blogger.  A blogger can post an entry to their account, and 
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then add a keyword or category to that post, which is a process called tagging. 

Tagging allows the blogger to tag, or assign a keyword to a post, and then 

conduct a search on tags to locate all completed posts that are associated with 

that tag.  Any person can conduct a search on a tag in any blog.  A person can 

subscribe to the blog and be notified of any new posts through a RSS feed, 

which I will discuss in a subsequent section of this paper, and add their own 

comments about the blog.  In an online learning context, Wexler et al (2008) 

suggest that blogs can be useful in the classroom by having the instructor create 

blogs to keep learners engaged and updated (p. 69), whereas Martin and Parker 

(2008) suggest using blogs as a reflection tool or for sharing ideas (p. 3).  Brown 

and Adler (2008) agree with Wexler, Hart, Karrer, Martin, Oehlert, Parker, 

Schlenker and Thalheimer by viewing blogs among other Web 2.0 tools as a way 

to emphasize participation and create focused and innovative contributions to the 

community of practice (p. 30). Guess (2009) agrees with Martin and Parker on 

using blogs as a reflection tool, but extends the functionality of blogs towards 

peer review of course assignments (p. 2).  There are many websites available 

that offer free blog accounts such as Google Blogger (www.blogger.com). 

Podcast 
A podcast is content formatted in video or audio that can be downloaded 

on a portable device through a subscription service, most famously through 

iTunes onto an iPod developed by Apple Inc.  Martin and Parker (2008) classify 

podcasts as a social media tool.  The only downfall with this Web 2.0 tool is that 

information only comes from one-way source which doesn’t allow comments and 
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feedback to be returned and shared for further improvement.  Rosen (2009) 

believes that podcasts are cheap to produce and easy to access, although the 

issue primarily lies in the quality of the content (p. 145).  In an online learning 

context, Wexler, Hart, Karrer, Martin, Oehlert, Parker, Schlenker and Thalheimer 

(2008) suggest using podcasts to supplement e-learning lessons, allowing 

learners to download content to their portal devices for learning on the go (p. 78).   

RSS 
RSS (Rich Site Summary or Really Short Syndication) is a web tool that 

allows people to sign up to receive notifications when anything has changed on a 

specific website or blog.  Notifications are sent to the email address that the 

person specified when they signed up for the RSS.  You can find RSS 

capabilities on a blog or website. Schlenker (2008) promotes the RSS Feed 

Reader by stating its usefulness for consuming large quantities of content; 

idealizing that it provides the ability to aggregate, sort, and quickly review many 

types of digital content from many sources including text, audio, and video (p. 6). 

In an online learning context, Rosen (2009) suggests using RSS as a mechanism 

for learners to sign up for updates in the courses that they are the most 

interested in (p. 113 – 114).  Wexler, Hart, Karrer, Martin, Oehlert, Parker, 

Schlenker and Thalheimer (2008) agrees with Rosen’s strategy by stating that 

RSS should help to keep learners updated on the most recent content in their 

learning. 
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Wiki 
Like the blog, a wiki is a web page, but with the ability to collaboratively 

create and edit information.  The blog has a single creator, whereas the wiki has 

more than one creator.  Guess (2009) classifies blogs as a social networking tool 

(p. 2).  Wexler, Hart, Karrer, Martin, Oehlert, Parker, Schlenker and Thalheimer 

(2008) specify that wikis be used as a way for people to write a document 

together (p. 83).  Collaborative creating and editing documents prevent the 

possibilities of missing document versions when emailing documents back and 

forth among creators.  In an online learning context, Martin and Parker (2008) 

believe that wikis can be used in many ways and suggest using wikis as an 

online portfolio during program or course study, or using wikis as digital handouts 

(p. 4).   Guess (2009) also provides a method of using wikis, suggesting using 

wikis as a way to collaboratively summarize weekly online discussions from 

conferencing; this requires the learners to self-select and moderate (p. 2).  There 

are many websites available that offer free wiki accounts such as PBworks 

(www.pbwiki.com) and Wikispaces (www.wikipspaces.com). 

E-Learning 2.0 in the Workplace 
Organizations have already taken the plunge to e-Learning 2.0, and 

according to Oehlert (2008) if it hasn’t already happened yet, it inevitably will (p. 

1).  Oehlert goes on to say that it should be relatively easy to pilot e-Learning 2.0 

at a low-risk level.  These tools are mostly free minus services that comprise a 

catered mix of tools.  All of these tools offer privacy levels where visitors and 

collaborators would need permissions to participate.  These privacy levels in a 

pilot setting will help keep content safe, and allow a good, clean assessment of 
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these tools prior to implementation into the work place.  Levy & Yupangco (2008) 

align with Oehlert’s belief that e-Learning 2.0 is inevitable when they state that 

“the application of social learning in the workplace seems obvious, if not natural” 

(Levy & Yupangco, 2008, p. 1). 

Oehlert (2008) provides a great action plan to prepare for implementing e-

Learning 2.0 into an organization that may as well apply to online learning in 

higher education which is as follows: 

• Practice using the Web 2.0 applications to fully understand their 

capabilities. 

• Learn to talk about what the products accomplish such as collaboration, 

and sharing. 

• Discuss e-Learning 2.0 with other groups in the company to see if they are 

deploying or upgrading software that can be leveraged. 

• Understand and anticipate that e-Learning 2.0 will alter corporate culture. 

• Develop a process to fully evaluate Web 2.0 tools against the 

requirements of the company (p. 9). 

Contrary to Oehlert’s action plan, Levy and Yupangco provide best practices 

that will encourage a positive social learning environment in the workplace.  

These best practices can also benefit implementing online learning in a higher 

educational setting.  Levy and Yupangco’s (2008) best practices include the 

following: 

• Responding to productivity and efficiency concerns to help achieve buy-in. 

• Seek to avoid concerns with firewall, security, and bandwidth. 

• Provide concise details about intellectual property to avoid confusion. 

• Ensure that everyone is informed that there can be no breaches of 

confidentiality due to monitoring and logging capabilities. 

• Provide thorough policies. 

• Develop a plan for participation. (p. 5). 
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Implementing e-Learning 2.0 
Implementing e-Learning 2.0 will take serious work and dedication from all 

institutional parties, mostly instructors, advisors, technical support, and library 

and information staff.  Implementing e-Learning 2.0 will be no easy task; buy in 

from all parties must be achieved in order to develop a plan and make operation 

and evaluation successful.  For implementation to be successful, ideas must be 

shared, all stake holders need to involved and on-board, and all parties must 

devise strategies towards keeping the institution on track toward. This section will 

provide objectives, goals, and possible costs towards implementing e-Learning 

2.0. 

Objectives  
The primary objectives to implementing e-Learning 2.0 are to:  
 
• Satisfy the need and desire of digital natives to use social media 

• Improve social activity, learner engagement, learner participation, 

classroom activities, and community learning activities 

• Encourage passion-based and life-long learning, or satisfy the demand-

pull of learners wanting to learn more information.  

 

Goals 
The goals to implementing e-Learning 2.0 are: 

 
• Achieve buy-in from institution leaders, instructors, advisors, and learners 

• Ensure that all learners have the media literacy skills to utilize e-Learning 

2.0 

• Ensure that all parties understand the impact of social media on the 

learner 

• Adhere to suggested stages of adoption to ensure that all components of 

e-Learning 2.0 are addressed 
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• Provide adequate support to all learners and instructors. 

• Devise a strategy to ensure that the right tools are selected for the 

classroom to achieve program and/or classroom goals 

• Provide a solid strategy to evaluate effectiveness of e-Learning 2.0 in the 

classroom 

Costs 
There is no cost to use Web 2.0 tools; all of these tools are free, except 

services that mashup tools.  Rosen (2009) defines a mashup as “Sites that take 

control from two or more services and combines them into a web page or 

service” (p. 225).  If an institution decides to use a mashup service, there may be 

costs to design the environment and cater the desired Web 2.0 tools to their 

specifications.   

Costs will naturally occur in the planning phase of implementing e-

Learning 2.0.  In the planning phase, teams consisting of leaders, instructors, 

administrators, etc. will need to conduct regular team meetings and planning 

exercises to determine: 

• Necessary learner support including technical and study skills assistance 

• The right tools to encourage and support learning activities in the 

classroom 

• Roles that the instructor and learners must adhere to in respect to Web 

2.0 tools 

• Evaluation methods to assess if the desired goals were achieved. 

Achieving Buy-in (new learners & instructors) 
Learners of younger generations (Y&Z) are entering the online learning 

environment with expectations to use Web 2.0 tools that they are familiar with 

and use as an everyday activity.  Learners of older generations (Veterans, Baby 
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Boomers, X) may push back against implementation of e-Learning 2.0.  

Instructors may also be weary of implementing e-Learning 2.0 into their instructor 

duties.  We want to draw appeal and buy-in from all generations and instructors 

to avoid drop-outs and satisfy everyone to create a positive and engaging 

learning environment.  This section will look at how some organizations are 

adopting e-Learning 2.0, provide stages of adopting e-Learning 2.0, and how 

institutions can overcome barriers of implementation.   

Stages of Adoption 
The following list consists of suggested stages of adoption: 

 
1. Introduce e-Learning 2.0 to all stakeholders 

2. Encourage stakeholders to gain hands-on experience of e-Learning 2.0 

3. Determine if and how e-Learning 2.0 will impact the institutions’ policies 

 
The first stage of adoption suggests introducing all stakeholders to e-Learning 

2.0.  All stakeholders need to be informed of the benefits of e-Learning 2.0, its 

capabilities, successes, benchmarked results from other institutions, and how it 

will improve their institution.  The second stage of adoption is to encourage 

stakeholders to gain hands-on experience of e-Learning 2.0.  Stakeholders 

experiencing the capabilities of the tools first-hand will help achieve buy-in, 

develop creative ideas, and develop plans of action across all disciplines within 

the institution.  Pilot sessions could give all stakeholders this opportunity.  Hart 

(2008) states that you can’t judge tools and technologies until you try them (p. 9).  

The final stage of adoption is to determine if and how e-Learning 2.0 will impact 

the institutions’ policies.  First, institutional leaders should look into what other 

institutions have done to revise their policies to protect the institution, instructor, 
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and learner.  One key policy of importance should be intellectual property.  Levy 

& Yupangco (2008) suggest being clear about who owns the content created 

using Web 2.0 tools (p. 5).   

Overcoming Barriers 
Martin & Parker (2008) describe perceived barriers to implementing e-

Learning 2.0 such as: 

 
1. e-Learning 2.0 isn’t effective 

2. Learners don’t have the equipment, software, or skills necessary to use 

Web 2.0 tools 

3. Learners don’t have the necessary skills to use Web 2.0 tools (p. 8). 

 
Some distance education leaders and practitioners that are content with e-

Learning 1.0 are aware of the commercialization of the Web 2.0 tools, and do not 

believe that they should become an element of online learning because they are 

ineffective.  This sets up the first barrier of e-Learning 2.0 implementation 

identified by Martin & Parker (2008).  What is meant by commercialization is that 

these tools are used by many people in everyday tasks and activity, on a mostly 

personal basis.  There is a side of these tools that online learners could definitely 

learn from.  The benefits of these tools should not be turned a blind eye simply 

because they are commercialized.  E-learning 2.0 teeters on the line between 

structured and informal learning.  Red flags usually appear when somebody 

mentions “informal learning” in a structured setting, but we must realize that not 

all learning comes from the classroom.  Schlenker mentions Jay Cross’s belief 

that “80% to 90% of learning occurs informally outside of the classroom” 
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(Schlenker, 2008, p .4).  Informal learning can be problematic in certain ways, 

such as learners learning the wrong information (Thalheimer, 2008, p. 5).  Media 

tutorials, as suggested in Assessment section of this paper will help learners to 

make the right decisions when evaluating information for scholarly use.  To 

overcome the aforementioned barrier, charts, published journals, case studies, 

and other published reports that depict positive results such as increased learner 

retention and activity should be provided to institutional leaders. 

 Martin & Parker’s second perceived barrier to implementing e-learning is 

that learners will not have the necessary hardware, software, or skills to use Web 

2.0 tools.  Online learners need to have a personal computer, monitor, Internet 

connection, basic software (which is entirely free), and speakers to even 

participate in online learning; therefore Martin & Parker (2008) should not qualify 

this as a barrier.  To use Web 2.0 tools, which are mostly free, learners simply 

need an Internet connection and web browser.  To overcome this barrier, pilot 

sessions with an audience of learners, instructors, and institutional leaders 

should be conducted to show the minimal necessities needed to use Web 2.0 

tools. 

Martin & Parker’s last perceived barrier to implementing e-learning is that 

learner’s don’t have the necessary skills for e-Learning 2.0.  As far as skills are 

concerned, learners need to have media literacies and basic knowledge of 

entering text and setting tool preferences and permissions; all Web 2.0 tools 

provide tutorial support that shows learners how to perform these actions.  Media 

literacies themselves can be perceived as barriers, especially for learners that 
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use Web 2.0 tools on a more personal basis and are just entering formal 

education.  These learners may not have difficulty in finding the information that 

they need and synthesizing it, but may have difficulty in conceptualizing the 

information from other sources and evaluating its reliability and credibility.  To 

overcome this barrier, the institution should set up a pre-test to identify who will 

need help with media literacies.  Depending on the results of the test, learners 

will either be required to complete a tutorial on media literacy skills needed for 

Web 2.0 or offered the opportunity to touch up or enhance their media literacy 

skills. 

 On a side note, instructors most likely will go against implementation 

because they may not possess the necessary skills and may not want change.  

To get instructors on board, a pilot session could be run by the institution to help 

instructors learn the tools and experience their benefits first-hand.  Instructors 

should also be involved in the planning of implementation so that they can feel 

like a part of the process which will help in achieving buy in. 

Suggested Media Literacy (Skills) 
To avoid more learner drop outs, frustration, and struggle to use e-

Learning 2.0 tools, it is suggested that learners come to the online learning 

environment with specific learning skills.  This section will identify the needed 

skills in order to become an active Learner 2.0 classroom participant, provide 

possible methods to assess if learners possess these media skills, and describe 

the necessary support to those lacking these skills in order for them to become 

successful in classroom activities. 
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Identifying Needed Skills 
Jenkins (2007) brings much attention to new media skills that will 

challenge those that are unfamiliar with Web 2.0.  He quotes the president of the 

John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur foundations, Jonathan Fallon’s perception 

on new media literacy: 

 
“Today’s digital youth are in the process of creating a new kind of literacy; this evolving 
skill extends beyond the traditions of reading and writing into a community of expression 
and problem–solving that not only is changing their world but ours, too…In this new 
media age, the ability to negotiate and evaluate information online, to recognize 
manipulation and propaganda and to assimilate ethical values is becoming as basic to 
education as reading and writing.” (Jenkins, 2007, p. 1) 

 
The key words of Fallon are: 

• Negotiate 

• Evaluate 

• Recognize 

• Assimilate.   

It is assumed that most of those entering post-secondary education have 

these skills, but some may not have these skills in an educational technology 

context.  We can align Jenkins’ media skills as discussed in the Media Skills 

section of this paper with Fallon’s skills.  Jenkins’ media skills are:   

• Judgment 

• Negotiation 

• Networking 

• Collective Intelligence.   

 
Judgment requires learners to evaluate reliability and credibility.  

Negotiation requires learners to be able to look at information from many 

perspectives and make sense of what they already know.  Networking requires 

learners to be able to search, synthesize, and assimilate information.  Collective 
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intelligence requires the learner to be able to recognize and pool knowledge 

from others to serve towards a common goal. 

Assessment 
The primary question for instructors and program administrators is how 

learners will be assessed to see if they already possess the required media skills.  

Surveys could be put into place where learners are questioned on Web 2.0 

functionalities along with questions focused towards evaluation of information 

from multiple sources.  A better solution may be to offer initial and/or refresher 

training/tutorial support for learners via library and information services.  This 

method would eliminate the planning and costs for an assessment tool and 

evaluation of results redirecting all focus and efforts towards essential training.   

Support  
Zawacki-Richter (2004) confirms the need for support for instructors and 

faculty when it comes to online learning.  He states that “online learning requires 

more competencies (e.g. media literacy) and skills from learners.” (Zawacki – 

Richter, 2004, p. 53).  In providing e-Learning 2.0, it is very important that the 

right support methods are in place for both the learner and the instructor.  We 

can assess that learners and instructors will require technological and tutor 

support elements.  Prior learning assessment support could also be beneficial, 

but how will learners know if they hold the media literacies?  Each learner brings 

their own skills, experiences, and expectations to the classroom (Hughes, 2004, 

p. 369).  To eliminate the possibilities of learners assuming that they already 

have the media literacies, it is suggested that tutoring in the form of a print or 
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web-based tutorial be required for all learners to complete once e-Learning 2.0 

implementation occurs.  As mentioned in the Overcoming Barriers section above, 

a pre-test should be required for the learners to complete to find those that need 

assistance with developing their media literacies for Web 2.0.  The test would 

compile the learner’s results, determining the media literacy skill(s) that the 

learner would need training in.  The test results should include links to the 

tutorials that the learners need to complete, and inform them that they need to 

complete a post-test in order to move on to the class.  It is suggested that these 

pre-tests be completed prior to the start of their online courses.  The learners’ 

pre-test and post-test results should be automatically sent to their academic 

advisors to determine further actions.   The institution could suggest that learners 

view online tutorials of the Web 2.0 application provider or develop tutorials 

themselves.  If the institution requires the use of commercial Web 2.0 tools, 

learners will seek technological support from the product vendor.  Some 

institutions may implement e-Learning 2.0 though a vendor and some will 

develop their own environment that may host all the Web 2.0 tools together.  If an 

institution decides to take the development route, the institution will need to put 

together a plan for technological support and training. 

Social Media Impact on Learner 
Social media has a positive impact on learners, enabling them to become 

more autonomous through sharing information, benefiting from feedback, and 

having a sense of belonging by contributing to peers’ blogs and course or project 

wikis.  Wikipedia (2009) asserts that social media is very popular because it 
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fosters online personal and business relationships (p. 1).  Through Web 2.0 

learners are able to view every record of their contribution and immediate 

hyperlinks to resources that may support or oppose their ideas and opinions.    

This section will discuss communication and collaboration using social media 

tools and how they impact the learner. 

Communication 
Yan (2008) believes that students who typically avoid live classroom 

discussions are now becoming more active, or “vocal” in online classes through 

the use of Web 2.0 tools (p. 30).  Learners can communicate with others by 

commenting on blogs, through asking questions, acknowledging peers’ hard 

work, or providing suggestions.  Martin & Parker (2008) believe that the act of 

commenting enriches the learning experience for everyone (p. 3).  E-Learning 

2.0 will further open up the lines of communication and establish rapport by 

providing help and feedback to peers without even asking for help; this begins 

the rip, mix feed, process all over again.  Not only will learners be communicating 

with their peers inside the classroom, but outside as well; e-Learning 2.0 

provides this opportunity.  Martin & Parker (2008) state that Web 2.0 tools will 

provide learners with more avenues of connecting to a broader network of people 

(p. 2).  

Collaboration 
Web 2.0 tools have enabled learners to collaborate in many different ways 

both formal and informal.  Learners are provided the opportunities to create, re-

create, and implement many different types of resources into their blog, wiki, and 
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podcast submissions.  These new opportunities allow learners to exchange new 

ideas, and essentially grow together.  Learners will collaborate most likely using 

wikis which enable everyone to add their own ideas, suggestions, and findings 

that will benefit a group project or classroom discussion.  Collaboration will help 

the learner to feel a sense of belonging to both their course and project activity.  

Essentially, as Levy & Yupango state, collaboration will also encourage 

innovation (p. 4).  Learners want to show their peers that they are capable of 

contributing sound information, thus they will continue to collaborate and seek 

rapport from their peers.  The main difference between collaborating with e-

Learning 2.0 and collaboration using e-Learning 1.0 is that learners are not only 

collaborating with those in the classroom, but with other professionals outside of 

the classroom.  Learners are using Web 2.0 tools to collaborate with 

professionals that they most likely wouldn’t have the means to communicate with 

if they were utilizing e-Learning 1.0.   Sharing information from peers, 

professionals, and instructors will help to create a richer learning experience. 

E-Learning 2.0 Applications as applied to the classroom (In chart 
format)  

Distance education administrators need a strategy and plan for 

implementing the right tools into the online classroom.  Martin & Parker (2008) 

believe that social media tools can bring out the best in learners by enabling 

them to be more involved in constructing their own learning (p. 2), but it must be 

understood that misappropriation of these tools can also yield unfavorable results 

such as causing digital dissonance.  Clark, Logan, Luckin, Mee, and Oliver 

(2009) define digital dissonance as tension around learners’ use of Web 2.0 tools 
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and other technologies in an educational context (p. 57).  This section provides a 

strategy and tool for selecting technologies for an online course. 

Media Decision Strategy 
Above all, ensure that learners know why they are using a Web 2.0 tool 

prior to requiring them to use the tool in the classroom.  Yan (2008) suggests this 

methodology to ensure greater success within a course (p. 30). 

Media Decision Tool 
Instructions:  Identify your desired classroom benefit, and then locate the 
desired classroom benefit at the bottom of the chart below.  In the same column, 
read the suggested tool, classroom activity to achieve that benefit, and 
implement that tool into your classroom.  Please view the roles of the instructor 
and learner to ensure that the benefit(s) can be achieved. 
 
Tool RSS Blog Podcast Wiki 
Description Digital feed that 

sends data or 
notifications via the 
web. 

An online journal. 
Users can 
subscribe to the 
journal or add 
comments to an 
entry. 

Digital file in audio 
or video format 
available for 
playback via the 
web or download to 
portable media 
device. 

Web page(s) that 
allow users to 
collaboratively 
edit 

Classroom 
Activity 

Subscription to 
course 
announcements; 
new and updates 
to conference 
threads 

Required course 
project(s); e-
portfolio; share 
discoveries 

Delivery of course 
content as primary 
or supplemental 
means.   

Document 
collaboration; 
Brainstorming; 
Digital Handouts; 
Summarize 
weekly or unit 
discussions 

Instructor 
Role 

Instructors should 
ensure that 
learners are aware 
of notification 
abilities in the 
course and should 
recommend that 
learners subscribe 
to peers’ blogs and 
add comments as 
needed. 

Instructors should 
ensure that 
learners are 
documenting their 
experiences for 
future use in their 
e-portfolio. 
Instructors should 
also ensure that 
learners provide 
feedback to their 
peers. 

Instructors should 
demonstrate 
content that 
requires visual 
representation. 
Instructor should 
record audio or 
video podcasts and 
upload to course  

Instructors should 
view group 
progress and add 
encouragement 
and feedback as 
needed.  

Learner 
Role 

Learners can 
subscribe to their 
peers’ blogs, 
course 

Learners can 
journal their 
progress through 
the course.  

Learners can view 
podcasts via the 
web or download 
podcasts to their 

Learners can add 
their own 
individual 
contributions to 
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announcements, 
and conference 
threads to keep 
informed and in-
tact with their 
course 
requirements. 

Learners can also 
provide comments 
on their peers’ 
activities, projects, 
and discoveries. 

mobile device to 
learn “on-the-go”. 

project in the 
form of content, 
suggestions, or 
ideas. 

Benefit Learners will be 
updated on the 
latest happening in 
their course. 
Instructors can rest 
assured that 
announcements 
are being delivered

Learners’ 
transitions and 
experiences will be 
documented along 
with feedback that 
will benefit an e-
portfolio. 

Learners will be 
able to learn on the 
go by downloading 
the content. 
Podcasting will 
benefit learners of 
different learning 
styles such as 
auditory and visual. 

Wikis will rid the 
problem of 
emailing files that 
could be possibly 
lost. Learners 
can view each 
other’s 
contributions and 
add their own 
ideas and 
suggestions. 
Instructors can 
ensure that 
learners are on 
the right track. 

Table 2:  Media Decision Tool 

Evaluating Effectiveness 
Effectiveness of e-Learning 2.0 should be characterized by: 

• Minimal pushback from learners and instructors against using Web 2.0 

tools 

• An abundance of learners adopting these tools and making them part of 

their learning skill set 

• An improvement of learner media literacy skills 

• An improvement of learners participation and grades 

• A high percentage of learners using the tools for learning as required 

• An overabundance of classroom participation, and  

• More learners demanding to use more Web 2.0 tools for learning 

purposes.   

Planning to evaluate the effectiveness of e-Learning 2.0 should be completed 

prior to actual implementation. This section will provide methods to evaluate if e-

Learning 2.0 was effective at the end of course activities.  Thalheimer (2008) 

suggests surveying learners for their reactions or measuring learning among the 
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few as evaluation methods (p. 2).  This section will discuss instructor feedback, 

learner feedback and self-evaluation, and participation. 

Instructor Feedback  
Instructor feedback will help administrators and instructors make 

adjustments to the use of Web 2.0 tools in the online classroom.  The questions 

of this feedback should ask what problems instructors encountered or what 

issues learners brought up to the instructor.  The instructor should also be asked 

what Web 2.0 tools could be used for other classroom activities.   

Learner Feedback & Self-Evaluation 
Learner feedback will help administrators and instructors at making the 

necessary adjustments of Web 2.0 tool usage.  Learners will provide more detail 

of their learning experiences with each learning tool.  This feedback survey and 

questionnaire should be structured to ask individual questions about each tool 

and what benefits/ problems were experienced.  For instance, a possible 

question would be “The RSS feed kept me up to date on new course 

announcements.” with an answer option of met or not met along with a blank 

space for explanation.  Wexler, Hart, Karrer, martin, Oehlert, Parker, Schlenker, 

Thalheimer (2008) provide plenty of surveys that could assist institutions with 

evaluating the usage of Web 2.0 tools.  For instance, one of their surveys asks e-

Learning Guild members to assess the frequency of use for different Web 2.0 

approaches and modalities on the basis of never, rarely, sometimes, and often 

(p. 60).  Another survey asks learners to provide their years of experience with e-

learning (p. 63).  They combine both of these surveys (weighted usage and years 
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of e-learning experience) to see if there’s a trend in usage from experience.  The 

authors found “that the more experience a member has, the more likely he or she 

is to embrace new approaches” (Wexler et al, 2008, p. 63).  This type of self-

evaluation survey analysis could be provided to learners at the prior to or at the 

end of their course(s) would help administrators plan or alter methods of 

approach to e-learning 2.0. 

Participation 
Instructors can assess learner activity by reviewing the quality and number 

of times that a learner created a blog entry or submission to a wiki, number of 

times a learner provided a review of course content or peer’s submission to a 

blog, or number of times and quality of a comment to a peer’s blog.  An instructor 

can tally the results of this analysis and measure it against the requirements for 

participation listed in the course syllabus.  Quality of submission to a blog or wiki 

could be measured by providing standards of submissions in a rubric for the 

learner.  Levels of quality of submissions could be weighed on grammar, external 

resources, and length of submission.  A rubric would also serve both the 

instructor and learners in a positive manner.  The instructor could develop a 

rubric to establish requirements of Web 2.0 usage and participation in terms of 

amount and quality which would serve as an assessment tool for the classroom 

and evaluation of effectiveness for school administrators.  The learners can use 

their participation rubric to get a grasp on their requirements for participation and 

how they will be assessed.  Besides evaluating effectiveness, the rubric could 
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also serve as a motivator to participate according to and beyond the standards of 

each participation requirement. 

Conclusion 
This paper states that e-Learning 2.0 will create a richer learning experience 

than that of e-Learning 1.0 only in the event of adequate planning for 

implementation.  The primary objectives of implementing e-Learning 2.0 are to 

satisfy learner needs of Web 2.0, improve social activity and learner engagement 

in the classroom, and to satisfy the learner’s demand of more information.  In 

order for the learner to survive in this different environment, they will need to 

have four specific media literacies:  judgment, negotiation, networking, and 

collective intelligence.  Some learners will not arrive in the distance learning 

environment equipped with these media literacies; therefore institutions must 

plan necessary actions to ensure that learners obtain these skills.  This paper 

suggested actions, such as assessing and educating these learners by methods 

of pre-tests and tutorials to prepare the learner e-Learning 2.0.   

No adoption or implementation of any new policy, process, or technology 

will come without barriers that all institutions must overcome.  With e-Learning 

2.0, institutions will encounter issues with:  lack of learner skills, lack of 

stakeholder buy-in, etc.   To overcome these barriers, this paper suggested 

supplying the learner with support, conducting planning and piloting sessions of 

e-Leaning 2.0, and conducting benchmarks on other institutions to learn what 

practices they conducted to make implementation successful. 
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Suggested methods of evaluating the effectiveness of implementing e-

Learning 2.0 include:  learner feedback and self-evaluation, instructor feedback, 

and peering into learner participation.  These methods will ultimately decide 

whether to add new Web 2.0 tools to differing curriculum, remove Web 2.0 tools, 

or use the current Web 2.0 tools for other purposes.   

As stated earlier in this paper, e-Learning 2.0 will not replace e-Learning 

1.0, but build and go beyond its capabilities while achieving a key goal to retain 

learners by offering something for all generations of learners.
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