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• The use of Web 2.0 tools (wikies, blogs, RSS feeds, 
collaborative writing, video sharing, social networks, etc.) 
can support innovative teaching methods and result in 
various positive educational effects 

 Communities of practice, syndicated content, learning as a 
creative activity, peer-to-peer learning, non-formal education 
(Bartolomé, 2008) 

 Enhanced student motivation, improved participation, 
facilitation of learning and social skills, stimulation of higher 
order cognitive skills, and increased self-directed learning 
(Redecker et al., 2009) 

 Innovative active learning approaches, novel forms of blended 
learning scenarios, integration with social communities, 
collaborative creation/exchange of learning content, and the 
creation of personalized learner-centered environments like 
blogs and e-portfolios (Heid et al., 2009) 
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• However, the adoption of Web 2.0 tools at universities 
is facing important challenges 

 Potential risks, institutional fear (Freire, 2008) 

 Potential problems with technology and quality of 
content, limited security, diversity of technologies, etc. 
(Grosseck, 2009) 

 Students also perceive the difficulties arising from the 
use of Web 2.0 tools in university courses in comparison 
with the use of traditional e-learning tools and classroom 
lectures (Kumar, 2009) 
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• The EduWeb2.0 project 

 Conducted from 2009 to 2011 

 Investigated the educational use of Web 2.0 technologies 
 

• Among the outcomes of the EduWeb2.0 project are   

 Evaluations of more than 40 Web 2.0 tools 

 Recommended online pedagogical activities with Web 
2.0 tools and services 

 Workshops and lectures for teachers in Croatia 

 Case studies 

 Scientific papers and conference presentations 

EduWeb2.0 



• Applied novel approach to peer-to-peer learning for 
courses “Data Structures” and “English Language I” (the 
students used multiple Web 2.0 tools to present course 
topics) 

• Investigated possibilities of using multiple Web 2.0 tools 
in combination with e-portfolio views and blog posts for 
the purpose of science promotion and popularization 

• Variety of Web 2.0 tools used in the university context 

 Blog, wiki, e-portfolio, social bookmarking, online note 
taking, mind mapping, block-diagrams, video sharing and 
tagging, online cartoon strips, mockups, mashups, and 
online presentations (in the “Computer-Mediated 
Communication” course) 
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• In the “Data Structures” course the students used a wiki 
and seven different tools from each of the following 
categories: online note taking, social bookmarking, mind 
mapping, flowcharting, screencasting, collaborative 
programming, and mashups (PLEs) 
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• Design, implementation and evaluation of various online pedagogical 
activities in several university courses 

• More that 30 general-type e-tivities have been presented on the wiki 
portal of the EduWeb2.0 project 

• Blog posts and e-portfolio views were evaluated as a means of 
presenting students’ artifacts created with Web 2.0 tools, keeping a 
diary of weekly course-related topics and activities, as well as for the 
assessment of the results of students’ work in various assignments 

• We also investigated the usefulness of online community websites 
(Ning, SocialGO) for small groups of students and analyzed the effects of 
their use on student motivation and socialization 

• Many of the Web 2.0 tools were evaluated for their pedagogical 
potential 

• Most noticeable educational effects of the use of Web 2.0 tools 

 Fostering collaborative and peer-to-peer learning 

 Enrichment of learning experiences 

 Development of ICT-related competencies 
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• Integration of artifacts in an e-portfolio view (Mahara) 
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• Evaluation of Web 2.0 tools that are open-source or free of 
charge, web based and without the need to be downloaded or 
placed on a personal computer 

• The usability of 20 different Web 2.0 tools was tested with a 
comprehensive survey, along with a brief accessibility testing 
procedure (server response time, help included on the tool’s 
webpage, the possibility of changing font size in the tool)  

• Some of the best usability Web 2.0 tools were consequently 
recommended 

• For most of the Web 2.0 tools used in various courses a brief 
overview was presented on the EduWeb2.0 portal with a list of 
pros and cons resulting from expert evaluation 

• Possibilities of integrating and presenting student artifacts 
created with Web 2.0 tools were investigated in relation to the 
use of a wiki (MediaWiki), blog (WordPress), e-portfolio (Mahara), 
online community website (Ning) and LMS Moodle 
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• Best usability Web 2.0 tools for mind mapping and 
block-diagrams (Mindomo & Gliffy) 
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• Mindomo evaluation on EduWeb2.0 project wiki page 
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• Development of students’ ICT skills and other related 
competencies (“Key Competences for Lifelong Learning – A 
European Framework”, 2006) 

• Case studies with survey evaluation and anecdotal evidence from 
students 

• Presentation of the results of the EduWeb2.0 project at 10+ 
conferences 

• So far 5 workshops and 1 webinar delivered in Croatia 

• The EUNIS 2011 report describes strategies that can be used for 
successful implementation of Web 2.0 tools in higher education 
 Adoption 

 Usability 

 Maintenance 

 Pedagogy 

 Social interaction 

 Privacy 

 Security 
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• Student responses to the question of which approach enabled more 
permanent knowledge acquisition or long term memorizing (ability to 
remember course content several months or years after learning activity); N=51 
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• Promotion of the use of Web 2.0 toos in academic teaching 
(lectures, demonstrations, webinars, conference papers etc.) 

• Development of related ICT skills of teaching staff 
(workshops) 

• Tutorials to students before giving assignments with the use 
of Web 2.0 tools 

• Links to online resources that explain the use of a given Web 
2.0 tool 

• Precise instructions regarding the use of a Web 2.0 tool and 
the related online learning activity 

• Sufficient technological support for teachers at their college 

• Sharing of case studies and practical experiences between 
teachers 

 
 

Adoption strategies 



• A Web 2.0 tool should be thoroughly tested before students 
are required to use it for assignments 

• A new type of a Web 2.0 tool should ideally first be used in 
small study groups (10-15 students) 

• For tools that are freely available on the Web (when the 
service provider is not located on campus) the teacher 
should have an alternative (for mind mapping, bubbl.us vs. 
Mindomo;  for mashups, iGoogle vs. PageFlakes). 

• Teachers should exchange their experiences with the use of 
various Web 2.0 tools regarding their usability attributes like 
ease of use, navigability, learnability, and reliability 

• More than 40 Web 2.0 tools were evaluated in practice and 
the results are presented on the EduWeb 2.0 project wiki 
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• Maintenance 

 Use one’s own (college/university) server for tools like wiki (e.g. 
MediaWiki), blog (e.g. Wordpress), e-portfolio (e.g. Mahara), or social 
network (e.g. Elgg.org), OR 

 Use tools and services that are either free, or available on the web at 
a small charge (e.g. WikiSpaces, Blogger, Foliospaces, Grou.ps) 

• Pedagogy 

 Suitable Web 2.0 tools should be selected on the basis of their 
potential effectiveness to attract interest, engage students and 
better illustrate the course content 

 Evaluation of online pedagogical activities is needed with the 
intention of improvement of instructional design with next 
generations of students 

 Collaboration and peer-to-peer learning can be facilitated with more 
than one generation of students 

 Potential positive effects can be obtained regarding retention and 
higher order cognitive learning 
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• Social interaction 

 Ning was best for small groups of part-time students 

 E-portfolio tool Mahara was best for large groups of 50-100 students 

 Blog was suitable for medium-sized groups of students 

 Tight deadlines and work overload may decrease the amount of 
online socializing 

 Wiki is best for student collaboration and production of publicly 
available content 
 

• Privacy and security 

 We recommend use of pseudonyms and creation of anonymous mail 
accounts that enable students’ registration required for using free 
Web 2.0 tools and services 

 Consider use of closed systems like Moodle (including Moodle wiki) 

 Proper maintenance is required of institutional IT resources (servers, 
software) where Web 2.0 tools are placed 
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• Mobile solution for peer-to-peer and informal learning which 
combines open-source Mobile Joomla and a wiki (PmWiki) 

• The open-source Mobile Joomla with PmWiki solution enables 
content viewing with browser compatibility including Android, 
iPhone, Blackberry, Nokia and other mobile phone systems 

• The Mobile Joomla CMS was used for the creation of students’ 
articles on leadership communication and a wiki for a glossary 

• Project started in March 2011 and the solution was tested in June 2011 

Example of current project activity 



• The use of Web 2.0 tools in academic education extends the 
limits of classical LMSs (Moodle, Blackboard) regarding the 
potential for social interaction, collaboration and novel forms 
of information presentation 

• The EduWeb2.0 project will continue to investigate novel 
Web 2.0 tools (their usability and suitable pedagogical 
activities) for their potential usefulness and appropriateness 
in online education 
 

Conclusion 
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