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ABSTRACT

Ongoing years have seen enormous development imds¢ current age of Web 2.0 based instruments, in
particular wikis, online journals, social networksebcasts and so forth. It is not mandatory to hlaghly specialized
aptitudes and skills to utilize these tools. TherlW®Vide Web innovation pronounces Web 2.0 as titem which
expects to smooth the advance data sharing, invemgss, and cooperation among users. These advantermllow
community-oriented content creation, peer appraidalvelopmental assessment, reflection, on learaimjuser-driven a
la mode data in regards to changes in collectivacgs. This paper clarifies the idea of web 2.0 additionally explains
the learning ideas working under this umbrella teffhe paper additionally brings various branchedearning 2.0into

light which has been created on the basis of web 2
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INTRODUCTION

The present advancements in media technology laid wsability in learning and also instructionnfr@work
encourage people to relate them in new ecologiésaohing. Especially, Web 2.0 innovations likelabbrative websites,
wikis and the RSS procedure require users to psssesmbination of certain aptitudes and so aetfwpn and take care
of issues in this computerized climate which caridimed as digital literacies (Gilster, 1997, InoNaito & Koshizuka,
1997; Pool, 1997). Lately, enormous developmentbeen seen in the freshest age of Web 2.0 baseatadpges in
particular wikis, online journals, informal commtias, web recordings which is confirmed by the dep®g number of
publications regarding the same and the numerossscaf online instructive administrations that hawebraced the
utilization of these devices. A user is not reqgiite have highly specialized abilities to utilizeese resources and it has
resulted into the birth of a new term “Transpar€athnology” (Wheeler, Kelly and Gale, 2005). The AfaNide Web
innovation announces Web 2.0 as the pattern whiehspto smooth the advance sharing data, invergsserand

collaboration among users.

Web 2.0 innovations allow attractive practices,dgample, community-oriented content creationy pgpraisal,
developmental assessment, individual and also greflgction on learning encounters and user-drigeant-garde data

with respect to changes in collective spaces (EAHetlai, 2004).
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The World Wide Web (commonly known as the web) @& synonymous with the internet but is the most
prominent part of the internet that can be definsda techno-social system to interact humans baisedchnological
networks. The notion of the techno-social systefargeto a system that enhances human cognitionmeorication, and
co-operation; Cognition is the necessary prerefguidb communicating and the precondition to co-afeer

In other words, cooperation needs communicationcamimunication needs cognition (Mahmud & Muhamn2409).
Web Generations

At first, Tim Burners-Lee in 1989 presented theadhat Web is the largest transformable-infornmationstruct.
Much advance has been made about the web anddreldt@ances in the previous two decades. Web 1&wasb of
discernment, Web 2.0 as a web of correspondende 3veas a web of co-activity and web 4.0 as a efedssimilation
are presented (Aghaei, Nematbakhsh, and Farsalt®)2@/eb 1.0 is known as the first generation weth iiead-only web
as indicated by Berners-Lee. Web 1.0 started aata put for organizations to communicate their datandividuals.
The early web gave a restricted user communicatiotiata contribution and just permitted to loolotigh the data and
read it. Web 2.0 was characterized by Dale Dougher2004 as a read-compose web. The advanceméméio 2.0
permit amassing and overseeing vast worldwide fadjoul with basic interests in social connectiongb/8.0 or semantic
web wants to diminish human's assignments and eba@ind abandon them to machines by giving machicid-substance
on the web. Web 4.0 will be as a read-write-ex@cutioncurrency web with smart connections, yetelisstill no correct
meaning of it. Web 4.0 is otherwise called harmasiaveb in which human personality and machinescocaperate in

advantageous interaction.
Web 2.0

Darcy DiNucci, an information architecture conanti coined the term “Web 2.0” in her 1999 article,
"Fragmented Future” (Web 2.0, n.dTlhe Web we know now, which loads into a browseardeiv in essentially static
screenfuls, is only an embryo of the Web to corhe.fifst glimmerings of Web 2.0 are beginning tpear, and we are
just starting to see how that embryo might develdie Web will be understood not as screenfulsxtfaied graphics but

as a transport mechanism, the ether through whitéractivity happens.”

Tim O'Reilly is generally credited with populariginthe term, following a conference dealing with

next-generation Web concepts and issues held bgily Media and Media Live International in 2004.
Difference between Web 1.0 and Web 2.0

Web1.0is the “readable” phrase of the World Wide Web witt data. There is an only limited interaction
between sites and web users. It is simply an infion portal where users passively receive infoimnawvithout being

given the opportunity to post reviews, commentsl, f@edback.

Web2.0 is the “writable” phrase of the World Wide Web hviinteractive data. Unlike Web 1.0, Web 2.0
facilitates interaction between web users and ,séest allows users to interact more freely wititle other. It encourages
participation, collaboration, and information shari Examples are Youtube, Wiki, Flickr, Facebookd aso on.
The term Web 2.0 was officially defined as a reademweb in 2004 by Dale Dougherty, vice-presidentO’Reilly

Media, in a conference brainstorming session betv@Reilly and Media Live International.
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Tim O'Reilly defines Web 2.0 on his website asdals (O'reilly, 2008:“Web 2.0 is the business revolution in
the computer industry caused by the move to tleenat as platform, and an attempt to understandtites for success on
that new platform. Chief among those rules is tBigild applications that harness network effectgét better the more

people to use them.”

Web 2.0 is also known as the wisdom web, peophrice web, participative web and read-write web.

One of the outstanding features of Web 2.0 is fopett collaboration and to help gather collectinéelligence web
(Aghaei, Nematbakhsh &Farsani, 2012). Web 2.0 ineat term, reflecting a new version of the Webhia language of
computer science. However, although the term dessrhew technologies that have emerged over thedasyears,
“Web 2.0” reflects as much a social as a technoldgilevelopment. At the same time, Web 2.0 has lghean an
educational twist, through the parallel term “Ertéag 2.0” (Downes, 2005), which involves e-leamivased on Web 2.0.
While the terms “Web 2.0" and “E-learning 2.0” segga clean break from earlier applications of\Web, in education
the differences, although significant, is due mimre& gradual development and evolution of toold taching practice
than a sudden “big bang.” Some understanding ofhiktory of the application of information and coommcations
technologies (ICTs) in education is important imler to provide the necessary context for undergtgn@/eb 2.0 in
education (Bates, 2011).

Web 2.0 TechnologyA Range of Technologies

Table 1

Web 2.0 technologies Description Category of technology
Facilitates co-creation of
content/applications across large,| Broad collaboration
distributed set of participants
Offers individuals a way to
Blogs, podcasts, videocasts, peer communicate/share information
to peer with a broad set of other
individuals
the collective power of the
community and generates a Collective estimation
collectively derived answer
Adds additional information to
primary content to prioritize
information or make it more

Wikis, commenting, shared
workspaces

Broad communication

Prediction markets, information
markets, polling Harnesses

Tagging, social
bookmarking/filtering, user
tracking, ratings, RSS

Metadata creation

valuable
Social networking, network Leverages connections between . .
. o Social graphing
mapping people to offer new applications

Source:Chui, Miller & Roberts, 2009
Learning Concepts Behind Web 2.0

As far as learning is concerned, Web 2.0 effectsfaur aspects of the student's experience amorighwh
Collaboration and publication are comprehensivalgiad in nature and literacies and inquiry are mpsgchological
(Selwyn, 2008, p. 9).

Collaboration

Web 2.0 administrations bolster correspondencey Tdeable students to coordinate to different degrefe

profundity. Web 2.0 may offer instructors an arramgnt of apparatuses to motivate and help themette such type of
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teaching-learning methodologies which are moreabaliative and help in building a community amoragstooms.
Publication

The read-and-compose character of Web 2.0 backsstrefor making unique and novel material for piitbn.
The moderately unbounded space of web 2.0 can aféalid sentiment of doing real research whenretban share and

examine the results of their study.
Literacies

As students get to interact with digital artifaethile using Web 2.0, the educational modules mdstess the

test of building up their certainty with new skilhels and their expanded potential for inventiwsne
Inquiry

Web 2.0 advancements offer students the new arBwasdividual research. It makes new structures fo
arranging information, new sources to allude tay tgpes of dominance and new instruments to crzasiee this rich

space of data.
E-Learning 2.0

Web 2.0 apparatuses are so moderately new tanigathat instructors presently can't seem to discawew
frameworks for teaching-learning process that madkeplete utilization of such devices. Most useslate have been
inside the structure of an educator controlled rmofléeaching. For example, educators may creati twn blog for an
online course, or urge learners to work in an alssanous way and later post their work back in tihetfucting” territory.
All things considered, there is currently an exgiag number of cases of using Web 2.0 in the adfn@aching and
learning that take advantage of student's abilitjidcess, create and publish content. Stephen Bof@065) depicted the

utilization of Web 2.0 advancements for educatind karning as "e-Learning 2.0" (Bates, 2011).

Branches of E-Learning 2.0

Social and Collaborative Networking

Before the development of the Web, the first edooat tool on the internet was discussion softwhet enabled
multiple numbers of users to have online discussamynchronously in a common area (CMC—Hiltz, 1986).
This innovation has continuously developed throudjbcussions into network-based community systenwciab
programmes enable learners to test, question ar@agetheir own, customized learning. Communityeated workspaces
are easy to make and they enable individuals tethsy team up on complex tasks utilizing easy gittéorward
apparatuses" (Johnson, Levine Smith, 2008). Thelective workspaces function as center points whiedividuals

having common likings and interests can accumualateshare assets identified with their interests.
Interactive Media Archives

Multimedia documents, for example, YouTube, Flicknd Google Video and the expanding access to ghabb
computerized camcorders or coordinated video anddahronicle in cell phones, now empower studentmiake their
own advanced e-arrangement of work fusing contémstrations, sound, and video. This implies studewvould now be
able to go out and do hands-on work in the locahand create multimedia-based portfolios showgasieir work on the
web (Lorenzo & Ittelson, 2005).

| NAAS Rating: 3.10- Articles can be sent to editor @ mpactjournals.us




[ Web 2.0 to Learning 2.0: Understanding the Concept 475 |

Synchronous Technologies

That tools that allows synchronous two-way commatidn (mainly audio, supplemented with graphicshsas
PowerPoint) takes advantage of improved compresgchnology and wider bandwidth capacity and caso dle
organized and managed by end-users or learnersofomunication. Certainly, for certain educationatkis such as

learning a language, these tools provide much rfiexibility than the previous generation of web o
Virtual Worlds

Virtual worlds (or Massively Multiplayer Virtual Witdls—MMVWSs) are complex digital environments that
allow participants to project a non-physical preseaof themselves—aavatar— into a generated-three-dimensional (3-D)
reality, and within that reality to interact withher participants. Users can build and modify thésld to a large degree.
The National Oceanic and Atmospheric AdministratidSA have built immersive environments where ipgréants can
virtually experience tsunamis and simulated weatifeets, combined with explanations about the cauas®l strategies to
reduce harm. Hydro Hijinks, developed by studebtd@ntgomery College, USA, is a diplomacy adventgaene set in a
scenario where farmers are suffering a water spertand players have to discover the cause of iiervshortage.
There are several projects in SL in the languagenlag domain, involving the creation of environtgewhere learners

can practice languages and meet other foreign Egeyapeakers.
Digital Games

There have been major advances in games technologyrecent years. A few games have been designed o
adapted for educational purposes (“serious gaminga@aments”), mainly for the K-12 sector (PrensR906). However,
educational games to date have had limited apjitatnd utility, mainly because of the high costdevelopment and
lack of appropriate and sound instructional degiBurgos, Tatters all, & Koper, 2007). Neverthelgb®re is a strong
potential for taking some of the building blocks gdmes technology, such as “off-the-shelf” softwéwe scenery
animation, hand-eye coordination and crowd behaaat adapting them for educational purposes, iyecatting down
the cost of building all software from scratch.

Mobile Learning

Worldwide, more people has mobile phones than pefstomputers. The rapid expansion of wirelessreldyy
has stimulated interest in mobile learning—delivefyeducation and training to people on the moveweier, as mobile
technology has become more sophisticated, wittefagdearer screens, touch-controlled keyboardsnawtibn controlled

navigation, the potential for educational applicas has also increased. (Alexander, 2004; JISG)200
Open Content

Another major development has been the move tdalligpen content. Institutions such as the Masssatlisl
Institute of Technology (the MIT Open Course Wamnéiative at http://ocw.mit.edu/) and The Open Uarsity in the UK
(the Open Learn website at http://openlearn.oparkjchave been making available their educatiamadtent free of
charge for educational purposes. Intellectual ptypmanagement and recognition of the instruct@atribution to
content creation has been managed through coogeratipyright management sites such as Creative Qmsm
(http://lwww.creativecommons.org/), which allows tiustors to make available content with some pitaiacagainst

improper or commercial use. The move to more omenent has several implications. Teachers and éesumow have an

| Impact Factor(JCC): 3.7985 - This article can be downloaded from www.impactjournals.us |




| 476 Deepti Panwar & Kalpana Thakur |

increasing range of quality-assured learning malerihat they can access, free of charge, for ¢idneh purposes.
Teachers no longer need to create all their owrenatonline; learners are no longer restrictecthte content and
curriculum provided by the university or collegevetiich they are enrolled. Thus, one can imaginéagen content”

approach to a subject, where the instructor isideguroviding goals and criteria for assessmeut,where the students

track down, assess and organize appropriate lepmaterials (Bates, 2011).
CONCLUSIONS

All of this has the potential to empower the studenan independent learner but it also bringdemgés to both
learner and teacher. Web 2.0 knowledge structuresnat navigated with the same tools or the sanse @s more
traditional documentary collections. It poses peofd of authority and the ephemeral nature of welmvkedge'.
Web 2.0 tools appear to strengthen fundamentalctspaf learning that may be difficult to stimulate learners.
There are problems with Web 2.0 learning in practimut these tools do seem to make a step charfe imays in which

learners can interact with and on the web.
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