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BUZZWORDS IN THE CLASSROOM 
MAKING SENSE OF THE DISCOURSE ABOUT WEB2.0 IN CLASSROOM2.0 

By Jeff Ginger | Professor Lori Kendall | 12.16.2009 | Revision 2 

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

As a global society we have entered into what is referred to in everyday language as the 

Information Age, an all encompassing era where individuals have the ability to transfer 

information freely and have instant access to knowledge that would have been difficult or 

impossible to find previously.  It is worth taking pause, for a moment, and considering what this 

meta-narrative really assumes.  Determining just how and when information rose up into the 

contemporary picture is no easy task, nor is all of the so-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άƎƭƻōŀƭ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜέ ƻƴ Ŝǉǳŀƭ ƻǊ ŜǾŜƴ 

coherent footing.  There is considerable dispute over the unit of analysis in conceptualizing the 

information age in terms of power, be it embedded individuals or nations, information flows or 

forms of labor.  The revolutionary point at which manual or industrial era labor ends and the 

kƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ōŜƎƛƴǎ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ƘŜƭŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ άǾƛƻƭŜƴǘ ŀōǎǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴέ ŀǎ 5ŀƴƛŜƭ .Ŝƭƭ (1979) put 

it, structuring the ways in which we see ourselves as engaged in political economies.  The 

disappearance of the 3rd world of non-alignment (Schiller 1981) and appearance of a network 

society (Castells 1997) with new forms of power relationships present alternative models for 

humanity, but also possible variations on a theme of evolving capitalism.  In talking about the 

state of the world identifying the social and historical discontinuities that signify dramatic or 

revolutionary change is often left as an unmentionable given, we simply state that technologies 

have driven us to do more and do it faster, or that the aspects of information as a commodity 

that can be produced make it unique (Porat 1976).  Indeed the character of the rhetoric 

becomes reminiscent of the technological determinism of the post World War II industrial 

ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ ǎŀƎŀ ƛƴ ¦{ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΣ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎ ƭƛƪŜ bƛŎƘƻƭŀǎ bŜƎǊƻǇƻƴǘŜ όмффрύ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘŜ 

ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ŀǘƻƳǎ ǘƻ ōƛǘǎ ƛǎ ƛǊǊŜǾƻŎŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǳƴǎǘƻǇǇŀōƭŜέ ƛƴ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘǳǊƴƛƴƎ ŜǾŜǊȅǘƘƛƴƎ in 

the physical world into information. This vision of information society has been an enduring 
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ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ŜǾŜǊ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘŜ тлΩǎ ŀƴŘ ȅŜǘ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǊŜƛǘŜǊŀǘed over and over as a kind of 

unending revolution.  First it was microchips (Large 1980), then it was personal computers 

(Negroponte 1995), then it was the internet (Warf and Grimes 1997)Σ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǿ ƛǘΩǎ ²ŜōнΦлΦ 

¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ Ψ²ŜōнΦлΩ ǿŀǎ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŀǘ ŀƴ hΩwŜƛƭƭy conference in 2004, right around the time 

many of the web technologies we now associate with it began to emerge.  The US economy, a 

major driver of the internet,1 had recently suffered through a major setback with the bursting 

of the dot-com bubble and the business world was looking for something to name the tools and 

strategies of successful and surviving companies.  Meanwhile the increases in physical access 

and social adoption of the internet began to press the need for a language set to capture the 

emerging social dimensions of production of information on the internet (Tancer 2007).  The 

hΩwŜƛƭƭȅ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ²ŜōнΦл ǿŀǎ ƻŦ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ-oriented but this is an important 

aspect to understanding the evolution of the term.  They first defineŘ ƛǘ ŀǎ άa set of economic, 

social and technology trends that collectively form the basis for the next generation of the 

Internet ς a more mature, distinctive medium characterized by user participation, openness, and 

network effectsέ όaǳǎŜǊ нллсύΣ ōǳǘ ƻǾŜǊ the years the phrase has come to describe a time 

period, a social movement, a technology and even used as an adjective (Zimmer 2008). 

One of the stronger expressions of the recent edition of the information society revolution is 

the crisis in education brought about by Digital Natives. The first intentioned and famous use of 

the term occurred in a 2001 publication written by Marc Prensky, a consultant, writer and game 

designer who works with education and learning.  He originally employed the term to refer to 

an entire generation of students who άƘŀǾŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ǊŀŘƛŎŀƭƭȅέ and are άƴƻ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ 

ƻǳǊ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǿŀǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ ǘŜŀŎƘέ as a result of their upbringing in a world wrapped 

ǳǇ ƛƴ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŜǎ όL/¢Ωǎ; information society) (Prensky 2001).  He 

suggested that students today think and process information differently as compared to people 

of older generations.  He went further to claim that the contrast was particularly evident when 

digital natives were compared to older adopters of technology, so-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ά5ƛƎƛǘŀƭ LƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎέ 

                                                      
1
 L ŎŀƴΩǘ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻǇŜǊƭȅ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ƛǘΩǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƛǎ ŀƴ ǳƴǊŜƭŜŀǎŜŘ ŘǊŀŦǘ ƻŦ 5ŀƴ {ŎƘƛƭƭŜǊΩǎ ǘƘŀǘ 

was only published in compressed form: Schiller, Dan. (2ллфύΦ ά/ƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ /ǊƛǎƛǎΦέ 
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ǿƘƻ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƳŀƴƛŦŜǎǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ άŀŎŎŜƴǘέ ōȅ ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ ŀ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ƛƴǎƛŘŜǊ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ 

practices.   

The idea sparked a controversy and debate that continues today.  Many critics have attacked 

PrenǎƪȅΩǎ ƴƻǘƛƻƴΣ ǎƻƳŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǾŀƎǳŜ ŀƴŘ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ōƛƴŀǊȅ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴΣ 

others citing participation (access and ability) gaps between potential digital natives, and still 

yet others implicating larger issues of the digital divide by raising questions of who precisely 

ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭǎ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜǎ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅΦ  .ŜƴƴŜǘ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ όнллуύ ǎȅǎǘŜƳŀǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŎǊƛǘƛŎƛȊŜŘ tǊŜƴǎƪȅΩǎ ƛŘŜŀ ƻŦ 

the digital native by reviewing some of the available literature and rendering it inconclusive.  

They contended that the media and academic obsession over a digital native generation is 

instead an example of a moral panic or fear amongst educators, parents, and others who lack 

understanding and fear the unknown.  

Despite this, the concept has found a great deal of support and exploration.  The recently 

published MacArthur Foundation series on digital media and learning focuses on many of the 

aspects of how the current generation of youth relates to and uses technology, in effect 

exploring the potential for digital natives.  Popular YouTube videos like A Vision of Students 

Today2 by Michael Wesch (2007) call into question mass production driven and empty-vessel 

learning oriented university systems full of disengaged youth.  More directly, a recent book, 

Born Digital (2008), written by two professors of law, John Palfrey and Urs Gasser, investigates 

ά5ƛƎƛǘŀƭ bŀǘƛǾŜǎέ ŀǎ ŀ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ŀƴ ŜƴǘƛǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ  ¢ƘŜȅ ŀŘŘ ά5ƛƎƛǘŀƭ {ŜǘǘƭŜǊǎέ ǘƻ 

the mixture of terms and focus on a wide range of topics, including identity, safety, privacy, 

creativity, learning and more. 

One of the most pressing concerns, however, is how schools, universities, libraries, and other 

institutions of knowledge should deal with this new population, or possible (eventual) 

generation.  Because Web2.0 is often described in terms of user (everyday person) produced 

content it has also become closely associated with the concept of participatory culture: 

communities άǿƛǘƘ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƭƻǿ ōŀǊǊƛŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŀǊǘƛǎǘƛŎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŎƛǾƛŎ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΣ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ 

support for creating aƴŘ ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ ƻƴŜΩǎ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƳŜ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀƭ ƳŜƴǘƻǊǎƘƛǇ ǿƘŜǊŜōȅ 

                                                      
2
 http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dGCJ46vyR9o  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dGCJ46vyR9o
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ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƪƴƻǿƴ ōȅ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜŘ ƛǘ ǇŀǎǎŜŘ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƻ ƴƻǾƛŎŜǎέ (Jenkins et al. 2006).  Jenkins 

et al. go further to say άparticipatory culture shifts the focus of literacy from one of individual 

ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘέ and posits that immersion in it can help to cultivate core 

cultural competencies and social skills needed for full involvement in the information society.  

In other words, participatory culture, the social dimension of web 2.0, is cast as the solution to 

the educational needs of our future. 

This paper takes to task this vision, in part, by addressing one of the battle grounds of this 

debate, Classroom 2.0.3  By examining the discourse surrounding Web 2.0 and collaborative 

sharing and production technologies in this community of educators we can begin to interpret 

the social forces and effects at play. 

INTRODUCING CLASSROOM 2.0 

Classroom 2.0 is an online-based community of practice4 (Smith 2003, 2009) that brings 

together educators, school administrators, librarians and students who are interested in Web 

2.0 and collaborative technologies.  It is a social networking service5 (SNS) website and could be 

categorized as a virtual community, as most of its members never meet face-to-face.  

Classroom 2.0 (or, CR2 for short) is an instantiation of a Ning6 Social Network, a corporate 

conglomerate that hosts a wide range of networks ranging in size and nature, presumably with 

an interest in data collection and specialized marketing information as a profit-driving model.7 

The site was created sometime in early 20078 by Steve Hargadon,9 9ƭƭǳƳƛƴŀǘŜΩǎ10 social learning 

consultant and prominent blogger, speaker and technology consult.  It is supported by several 

                                                      
3
 http://www.classroom20.com  

4
 Smith (2003,2007), in quoting Wenger όнллтύ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴǎΣ ά/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ŀǊŜ ŦƻǊƳŜŘ ōȅ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ 

ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ƛƴ ŀ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ŘƻƳŀƛƴ ƻŦ ƘǳƳŀƴ ŜƴŘŜŀǾƻǳǊΦέ 
5
 Defined in full by boyd and Ellison (2007), http://jcmc.indiana.edu/vol13/issue1/boyd.ellison.html  

6
 http://www.ning.com/ has a relatively limited information on all of its networks, they can instead be found via 

custom Google search and a limited directory, http://theningdirectory.ning.com/.  
7
 ¢ƘŜȅΩǾŜ ǊŀƛǎŜŘ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ƳƻƴŜȅ ǎƻ ŦŀǊΣ ŀƴŘ ŎƭŀƛƳ ǘƻ ōŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŀ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƳƻŘŜƭ ǘƻ DƻƻƎƭŜΣ ōǳǘ ǿƛǘƘ Ǉŀȅ 

services for their website also available, http://www.crunchbase.com/company/ning.  
8
 The earliest forum posting is from March 23, 2007. 

9
 {ǘŜǾŜΩǎ ōƭƻƎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ŀǘ http://www.stevehargadon.com/.  

http://www.classroom20.com/
http://jcmc.indiana.edu/vol13/issue1/boyd.ellison.html
http://www.ning.com/
http://theningdirectory.ning.com/
http://www.crunchbase.com/company/ning
http://www.stevehargadon.com/
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άƘƻǎǘǎέ ǿƘƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǎŜŜƳ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴȅ ŦƻǊƳŀƭ ŀŦŦƛƭƛŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ōǳǘ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ŀǊŜ ǇƻǿŜǊ ǳǎŜǊǎ 

who are also educational professionals, mostly teachers.  These hosts post more material and 

respond to (and start) a large portion of the forum topics and help to welcome new members. 

The site is structured around a limited profile system, each user has their own page that records 

their recent activity, group memberships, posted media and space for biographical information.  

The profile pages feel a little bit like MySpace in that users can customize them with their own 

graphics and have some limited control over layouts, but only within a set framework that 

results in pages that often appear boxy and simplistic.  The site is largely driven by 

communication tools, like traditional discussion forums, chat (embedded in the bar at the 

bottom) and a collaborative blog,11 but also has areas for sharing media, such as photos and 

videos, spaces to present identity and membership, like groups, and connections to external 

events and resources, like a wiki, events, workshops and online conference sessions. 

At the ǘƛƳŜ ƻŦ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ /ƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ нΦлΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǿŀǎ just over 35,000 members, which 

is comparatively high for niche social networks and the largest education-related network to be 

found in all of the Ning collective.  Highly popular media and topics like 50-Cent12 and Twilight13 

have managed to boast Ning memberships ranging in the hundreds of thousands but most, 

based on casual observation in searches, seem to be only a few thousand in size.  Facebook, the 

colossal SNS often used as a point of reference has well over 350 million users14 (again, at time 

of writing) but its largest teacher and educator groups are only a couple of thousand.  By 

contrast the US Census15 reports over 7.3 million people employed in education, training or 

libraries in the year 2000, which suggests that many people who would be interested in the 

topics of Classroom 2.0 are not active participants. 

                                                                                                                                                                           
10

 http://www.elluminate.com/ is an e-learning classroom emulation solution. 
11

 Any user on the site can put up posts here, and can set them to be seen by the entire community, just their 

friends (colleagues) or only themselves. 
12

 http://thisis50.ning.com/ rocks almost five hundred thousand members. 
13

 http://www.thetwilightsaga.com/ has a mere near three hundred thousand members, and requires a sign-up for 

full access. 
14

 http://www.facebook.com/press.php#/press/info.php?statistics  
15

 http://www.census.gov/prod/2003pubs/c2kbr-25.pdf  

http://www.elluminate.com/
http://thisis50.ning.com/
http://www.thetwilightsaga.com/
http://www.facebook.com/press.php#/press/info.php?statistics
http://www.census.gov/prod/2003pubs/c2kbr-25.pdf
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The website specifically forbids direct corporate advertisement and has specific guidelines for 

regulating involvement by persons representing commercial entities.  Its funding base is 

unclear, though Ning likely waives their usage fees because they pull in so many customers. 

STUDY DESIGN 

As a researcher I came to this site somewhat incidentally.  At some point or another a link to it 

had been passed my way from the SNS research communication circles and I had been getting 

emails about their web conference sessions for months. They usually sounded intriguing and I 

had always wished I had time to go investigate the site seriously.  Unlike Facebook or email it 

ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ Ƴȅ Řŀƛƭȅ ǊƻǳǘƛƴŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŜƳŜŘ ƭƛƪŜ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭȅ ƳƻǊŜ ŜŦŦƻǊǘΦ  

When offered a chance to do content analysis on a website for this class I leapt forward at the 

opportunity, perhaps a little too hastilyΦ  ²Ƙŀǘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ Ƙƛǘ ƳŜ ǳƴǘƛƭ ǘƻƻ ŦŀǊ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǿŀǎ 

just how enormous and complicated the site and associated community is.  Classroom2.0 came 

off as essentially another Facebook, only ǘƘƛǎ ǘƛƳŜ L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻŦ Řŀƛƭȅ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 

piles of literature behind me.  I had learned from my previous studies that focusing on one 

element or angle of a community, interface or discourse was about the only way to effectively 

and deeply engage with material for scholarly production, but in the case of Classroom2.0 I 

ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ǎƘƻǿ: who these people are, the current state of 

education in the US and abroad, how the site is used and what it means, and more.  As a result 

a substantial portion of my research time was spent simply exploring without adequate focus, 

sort of milling about a city abuzz with activity and filled with an endless number of shiny objects 

(research topics) and passionate people to talk to.  To this effect much of my work was spent 

ŜȄǇƭƻǊƛƴƎ ƭƻƻǎŜ ƻŘŘǎ ŀƴŘ ŜƴŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻƴΩǘ ōŜ ŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǇŀǇŜǊΣ ōǳǘ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ǎŀǾŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 

ŦǳǘǳǊŜΦ  Lǘ ƛǎ ǾŜǊȅ ƳǳŎƘ ŀ ǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎΣ LΩǾŜ ŎƘƻǎŜƴ ŀ ŦŜǿ ǘƘŜƳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎ 

conversations to illustrate findings and analysis. 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

The study began with a large and expansive set of research questions, something of an 

assemblage of the various dimensions a digital ethnography might take.  Over time they were 
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reduced and refined in response to the story the data could tell.  They in turn, led to one 

another. 

Is Classroom2.0 an example of a web2.0 website? What makes it so? 

Though this might seem like an obvious or simple question answering it became a key way of 

understanding the discourse surrounding ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇƛŎ ƻŦ ²ŜōнΦлΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǎƛǘŜΩǎ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ нΦл 

classification could be evaluated from a perspective derived from external literature or from 

the definition and understanding presented formally on the site itself, its own description.  This 

led to the next major question, which has at least two components: 

How do people make sense of Web2.0 on Classroom2.0? 

× How do functional aspects of the website influence what people think and say about 

web2.0?  

× What are they saying about it? How is it presented in relation to social practice? 

What does user-contributed material suggest? 

These two directions are related but different.  One calls into question the structure regulating 

or altering discourse while the other gives agency to the views of individual participants as well 

as external voices.  Paired together they foster a more comprehensive answer to the root 

question of socially produced meaning. 

METHODS 

My purposes in conducting this study in an ongoing fashion are three fold: personal, practical 

and intellectualΦ  hōǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ LΩƳ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇƛŎ ƻŦ transformative education and hope to 

practically benefit as a teacher from my participation in the community.  The analysis also 

presented an opportunity to refine and reflect on my own understandings of Web2.0 and 

further engage in the body of knowledge connected to it.  The work here testifies to the social 

web in practice, as it is situated between the online and offline worlds in the context of 

education, a topic that will merit continued investigation in the future.  It is my hope that this 

paper can be a building block in this process, even if only for my own progress. 
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My methodological approach has been predominantly inductive in nature.  Despite coming in 

with some previously formed associations of Web2.0 L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǾŜǊȅ ƳǳŎƘ ŀōƻǳǘ Ƙƻǿ ƛǘ 

would be related and understood specifically within the community.  I decided to study the site 

as if I were a teacher new to online communities, starting with making general observations, 

following through the motions that introductory members might take, such as watching the 

welcome and how-to video, and ultimately diving into some sections of driving content: the 

forums, linked media and an attached conference session. 

For the most part I did not interact much with other Classroom 2.0 users, but this was not out 

of some kind of non-interference principle.  I was honestly too concerned with simply taking in 

a massive amount of information, I felt like starting to shape the discourse and presented 

material before I had a sufficient idea of what it is was unwise. I did make a post about a stop-

motion learning series I had done in the past and fill out portions of my profile with pictures 

and biographic information.  At no point did I really see myself as outside of Classroom 2.0, I 

fancy myself to be another full-fledged, if new, community member. 

Most of my analysis was collected over intense observation periods, spanning several hours and 

spread out between only a few days in the semester.  Since I was assessing mostly content that 

ƘŀŘ ōŜŜƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ŀ ƎǊŜŀǘ ŘŜŀƭ ƻŦ ǘƛƳŜ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǎŜŜƳ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ ŘǊŀǿōŀŎƪΦ  L Ƴŀȅ 

have missed an opportunity to track live-chat as it occurred between members on a daily basis, 

but I was already in over my head with too much data, this would have been too much. I never 

ƭŜǘ ǘƘŜ ¦w[ ǎǘǊƛŎǘƭȅ ōƻǳƴŘ Ƴȅ ΨǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǎƛǘŜΣΩ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΦ  {ƛƴŎŜ /ƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ нΦл ǎŜǊǾŜǎ ŀǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ 

nexus of links and resources it only felt natural to follow hyperlinks to their respective blogs, 

videos and websites as well as download or view uploaded files.  This falls in step with Christine 

IƛƴŜΩǎ (2009) recommendation that researchers construct their research site on the basis of 

what makes sense in terms of sampling and research questions.  The discourse surrounding 

²ŜōнΦл ƛǎƴΩǘ ŀǊǘƛŦƛŎƛŀƭƭȅ ōƻǳƴŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΩǎ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎΣ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƴƻ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ L ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜΦ  L 

ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ Ǝƻ ǘƻƻ Ƴŀƴȅ ƭƛƴƪǎ ƻǳǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ Ǌƻƻǘ ǎƛǘŜΣ ǘƘƻǳƎƘΣ ŀǎ L ƘŀŘ ǘƻ ǊŜŀƭƛǎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƭƛƳƛǘ Ƴȅ 

trajectories of investigation for available time. 
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As I would watch, read or otherwise scrutinize an element of the site I would collect notes on it.  

This data was aggregated in a series of dynamic memos tied to information sources and 

organized loosely by recurrent ideas or themes.  I structured a spreadsheet of forum posts and 

collected some basic information about each (number of replies, date, user-assigned 

categories) and later added codes to them and compressed them into summary expressions of 

what was going on throughout the site. 

At this point it is too early for me to make much of an absolute statement towards the validity 

of my findings and analysis, only that what I present here is provision and emergent.  The more 

time I spend on the site and more perspectives I consult like the better my outcomes will be, I 

ƘƻǇŜ ǘƻ ǇƻƭƛǎƘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǘƛƳŜΣ ŜȄǇƻǎǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΦ  Lƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘΩǎ 

worthwhile enough to leave myself and readers better off than they were before in terms of 

understanding discourse about Web2.0 in terms of its conceptualization in theory and practice. 

FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS 

First, a look at what makes Classroom 2.0 an incarnation of Web 2.0. 

CLASSROOM2.0 AS WEB2.0 

Web2.0 represents structural changes in the way people travel, create, organize and otherwise 

interact with the internet.  It is fundamentally driven by social forces like politics, economics, 

and various forms of culture. 

As users are presented with websites and application interfaces that offer more interactivity, 

customizability and powerful functionality, and as pages are created dynamically on the fly for 

specific contextual needs the observable boundaries between websites, software and services 

blur considerably. Determining how to measure relationships between agents, objects and 

places in Web2.0 becomes potentially more difficult because of these intersections. It is in this 

sense that the term has become associated with shifts in the overall architecture of the internet 

(Cormode and Krishnamurthy 2008).  It is not necessarily the ultimate convergence, however, as 

Matthew Allen (2008) argues, in stating ά/ƻƴǾŜǊƎŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ōŜǎǘ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ƻŦ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
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the economic structures and social practices for the provision and consumption of a broad range 

of communication and information services enabled by technological advances that lead to the 

digitisation of data, and its circulation at everςincreasing speeds over computerςbased 

networks involving direct connections through telecommunications links. While these 

technologies provide the conditions for the possibility of convergence, they do not determine its 

particular forms because the technologies only come to be applied in ways that, in a 

predominantly freeςmarket global economy, serve the needs of private corporations and their 

financial interests in the media and ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŜǎΦέ  A good example of this might be 

iTunes.  The service was brought about by the qualities information takes on as a commodity 

and the failure of existent media distribution systems to anticipate the agency of the very 

individuals in which they had fostered such a vicious consumer desire.  Napster exploded on to 

ǘƘŜ ǎŎŜƴŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘŜ флΩǎ ŀƴŘ ǿŀǎ ǉǳƛŎƪƭȅ ǎƘǳǘ ŘƻǿƴΣ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƻ ōŜ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜŘ ōȅ ƛ¢ǳƴŜǎ ό¦Ǌǎ ŀƴŘ 

Gasser 2008), an adaptation of old world economics (paying money for single defined units of 

ƎƻƻŘǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅύ ƳƻƭŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΦ  ¢ƘƻǳƎƘ ƛ¢ǳƴŜǎ ƛǎƴΩǘ 

exactly an ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ²ŜōнΦл ƛǘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜ Ŧǳǘƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ²ŜōнΦлΩǎ ŀǎǇƛǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ 

revolution and ultimate convergence: those in power will always find ways to impose beneficial 

components of old power structures.  This may not be an absolute certainty, open source 

projects have developed such an anti-corporate following that they will likely never yield, and 

internet piracy is still a pretty unstoppable force. 

Web2.0 also involves the creation and adoption of new technologies.  Beyond better browsers 

and increased availability of high-speed internet connected computers Web2.0 relies on 

technologies that allow participants to actively publish and subscribe to specialized information 

(content), often in a real-time fashion.  Underlying technological components, like XML, RSS, 

Ajax and Flash then help to organize and present such information for users. It has been 

described as use of the internet as a platform for advanced computing tasks that might have 

once been fulfilled by specific software programs as well as social and business institutions 

(Cormode and Krishnamurthy 2008, Scholz 2008).  People can design multimedia online in 

browsers, ƎŜǘ ŀ ΨǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΩ ōȅ joining educational communities or provide their own 



Jeff Ginger | Qualitative Content Analysis Methods Page 11 

news.  They can do this largely on account of the network effects now in place: technology 

goods that increase in value as they increase in participation. 

Classroom2.0 quite overtly identifies itself as a social network for people άƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ²ŜōнΦл 

ŀƴŘ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΦέ16 Interestingly enough, it does not immediately 

claim to be an exemplar of Web 2.0 itself, but instead demonstrates its identification indirectly 

through adoption of many popular collaborative digital content production/sharing tools and 

concepts that are consistently identified as Web2.0Φ  ¢ƘŜ ΨŀōƻǳǘΩ ǇŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘ ŘǊƻǇǎ ŀ ƭƛƴƪ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 

local wiki, which gives a definition of Web2.0, presumably the one the site authors would like 

users to adopt. This definition appears to be assembled from the thoughts of different thinkers 

ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳнΦл ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΦ  ! ǉǳƛŎƪ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀƎŜ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘΩǎ ōŜŜƴ 

modified about twenty times over the past few years, mostly in the form of revisions by guest 

users and Steve Hargadon that have been kept, but at least once by spam bots.  The discussion 

surrounding the page is somewhat limited, with only a handful of posts that actually relate 

directly to issues of definition.  Based on the amount of discussion relating to issues of 

definition of Web2.0 in the forums one would expect that this wiki would be more disputed or 

highly edited.  It may be that most visitors to the site who have a say about the topiŎ ŘƻƴΩǘ 

bother to click on the link, and instead assume they know what it is. 

The definition itself seems to don the universal attribution to the business world birth of the 

term, and dresses itself in the idea of a point of transition tied to economic revolution, casting 

Web1.0 as άŀ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΥ ŜȄǇŜǊǘǎ ƻǊ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎŜǎ ŘƛǎǇŜƴǎƛƴƎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŎŀƭ 

ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻǊ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ǘƻ Ƴŀǎǎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ƻǊ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎέ and Web2.0 by contrast a two-way 

medium where, άŀƭƳƻǎǘ ŀƴȅƻƴŜ Ŏŀƴ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ŀ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜǊ ƻǊ ΨŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊΩέ and that this is 

άŀǎ ƳǳŎƘ ŀ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ŀǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ƻǊ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ŘŀǘŀΦέ17 It also identifies Web2.0 as an 

online experience or lifestyle held by teens, and defensively warns off that it surely cannot be a 

passing fad because of its continued growth and popularity.  The article states (about Web2.0) 

that άǘƘŜ ƛƴƘŜǊŜƴǘ ǿŀȅǎ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ 

                                                      
16

 Based on the introductory statement on the home page. 

17
 http://web20ineducation.wikispaces.com/Intro  

http://web20ineducation.wikispaces.com/Intro
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resonate so highly with the pedagogical aspirations of teachers who are trying to meaningfully 

involve ŜǾŜǊȅ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭƭȅ ŜƴƎŀƎƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ƘƛƳ ƻǊ ŦƻǊ ƘŜǊΦέ  This actually 

ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǎŀȅ ƳǳŎƘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ²ŜōнΦл ƻǊ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǘƻƻƭǎ ƘŜǊŜ όǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ 

are a framework to be filled out by users and their material and gives examples of them as 

blogs and wikis), other than the assumption that they encourage collaboration and 

engagement, but also draws out a critical pedagogical affiliation: a desire for personal 

engagement and meaning in learning.   

Here in this definition we see Web2.0 referred to as a type of portable technological entities, a 

transition or movement, and a factor in lifestyle.  It also makes some assumptions about control 

(if 1.0 was always and completely one-to-ƳŀƴȅΣ ƛŦ нΦл ƛǎ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƻǇŜƴ ǘƻ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜΩǎ ƛƳpacts) and 

that everyone has the proper motivation and social support to want to become a content 

producer.  It makes the assertion that action and participation in web2.0 should be coupled to 

education. 

If the social side of Web2.0 (non-architectural, non-technological) is epitomized by participatory 

culture Classroom 2.0 probably qualifies as Web2.0 on these grounds alone.  According to 

Jenkins et al. (2006) it would need to include elements of affiliation (membership and 

community), expressions (production of new creative forms), collaborative problem-solving 

(teamwork, intentioned distributed knowledge), and circulations (shaping the flow of media). 

/ƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ нΦл ƛǎ ŀǘ ƛǘǎ Ǌƻƻǘ ŀƴ {b{ ŀƴŘ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΦ  tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ǊŜƳƛȄ 

ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ƳŜŘƛŀ ōǳǘ Řƻ Ǉƭŀȅ ǿƛǘƘ ƻƴŜ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ƛŘŜŀǎ ƛƴ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ƭŜǎǎƻƴ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ 

resources.  The site involves groups and a lot of crowd-sourcing to answer problems submitted 

by participants.  And it enables users to push out into media flows via their blog or by partaking 

in (or even leading) online conference sessions. 

The site title itself seems to evoke a certain way of making sense of the experience.  By 

suggesting the website is a classroom, users are provided with a vision of a bounded physical 

space with given social expectations and norms.  No clear-cut teachers or students are defined, 

however, and there is a likely assumption that most of the participants are educators or 

teachers of some kind themselves, which might be interpreted as to suggest that the space is a 
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place where everyone can learn from one another (this was later verified). The number on the 

end of the title implies at least two notions. It implies there was a previous version of the 

classroom before this one (1.0, it is unclear if this would be on or offline) and this one is the 

newer (and potentially better, the vision of progressing software is evoked) edition.  It also 

insinuates that this site is inexorably tied to Web2.0, the new vision of the internet by making 

use of the populaǊ ΨōǊŀƴŘƛƴƎΩ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘ ōȅ ŀŘŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊΦ  ¢ƘŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ōŜŎƻƳŜǎ 

dual purpose: the website itself is a technological classroom and new form of education, and 

also facilitates people who are interested in creating these. 

ASPECTS OF INTERFACE 

Below you can see a picture of the Classroom 2.0 website at the time of writing: 

 

Clearly one of the most immediate aspects of the website interface is the prominent position 

(upper left, just beneath the banner) of the welcoming paragraph which includes a link to the 
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Web2.0 definition wiki just examined.  Users are initially propositioned with this model and 

Ƴŀȅ ƴƻǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ ƛǘΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƴƻǘ ȅŜǘ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ 

wikis need to be perpetually rewritten. 

Users are encouraged to act on the website both explicitly with action-based text and pictures 

(the red banner at the top, giving visitors things to do) and implicitly by which information 

yielded overtly and how it is organized.  Clearly Ning has an investment in gaining more 

customers, as its advertisement is permanently fixed in the right column.  More subtly users are 

structured in the type of stuff they feel welcome to put online by the categories available for it: 

ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƴƻ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ƭŜǎǎƻƴ ǇƭŀƴǎΣ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ ǎƻ ǘƘŜȅ have to be fit into forums or videos or 

blogs. 

The center span of pictures shows a mosaic of members who have joined recently, which seems 

to carry the benefit of encouraging people to take notice of newbies, but also gives the 

impression that many people ŘƻƴΩǘ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ (and therefore might be 

less engaged or more mysterious).  In actuality almost all active users observed posted 

(presumably) real pictures of themselves.  This positioning of pictures might bring a level of 

humanity to the website (importing physical bodies) and creates more possibility for assertion 

of identity, which may in turn foster connections between community members.  In other 

ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŎƻƳŦƻǊǘŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƘƻ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ǘƻΣ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ cues we 

have the more easily we can know which aspects of ourselves to present to achieve the 

outcomes we desire.  There is also an implicit danger embedded in such presence of pictures: 

power relationships from the offline world get inadvertently (or perhaps purposefully) 

ƛƳǇƻǊǘŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΦ  tŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƛƭƭ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǿƻƳŜƴ ƻǊ ƳŜƴΣ 

ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƻŦ ŀƴ ŀǎǎǳƳŜŘ ǊŀŎŜ ƻǊ ŜǘƘƴƛŎƛǘȅ όǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŀǳǘƻƳŀǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǎŜƭŦ ŀǎǎŜǊǘ ƛƴ ǘŀƴŘŜƳύ, users of 

a general age group or members who they find attractive or unattractiveΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΩǎ 

mechanism for keeping out spammers and other automated accounts was a little unique but 

very effective: each new member is required to fill out a section of their profile explaining why 

ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜΦ Lǘ ƎƛǾŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ŎǊŜŀǘƻǊǎ ŀ ƎǊŜŀǘ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ Řŀǘŀ ŀōƻǳǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ 

investments and intentions, is hidden from the view of other users, and is a relatively tough 
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question to spoof because every answer should be unique.  Each new member is reviewed by 

one of the hosts and then cleared for access.  This strong commitment to keeping the site full of 

ǊŜŀƭ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ ŀƴŘ ƻǳǘƭŀǿƛƴƎ ΨŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ ǳǎŜΣΩ ŀǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿŜƭŎƻƳƛƴƎ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 

site, creates an atmosphere that feels less artificial, less virtual, even. 

Visitors are implicitly compelled to take notice of the latest activity on the site, as it is placed in 

the main column in the center, which is filled with forum post selections, pictures, and links.  

Each item is time stamped and has a picture of the poster next to it, allowing us to situate the 

communication going on with a sense of who is saying what, to who, and when.  A visitor map 

glowing in red bubbles rests in the right column just beneath the search boxes indicating that 

there are users on the site from all over the worldτexcept non-costal Africa and Russia.  The 

¦{ ŀƴŘ 9ǳǊƻǇŜ ŀǊŜ ǎƻ ŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ ƛƴ ǊŜŘ ȅƻǳ ŎŀƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŜǾŜƴ ƳŀƪŜ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǎƘŀǇŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

ŎƻƴǘƛƴŜƴǘǎΦ  ¦ǎŜǊǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ƎŜǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊǎ 

and technology users, even though the metrics used to determine bubbles size and placement 

are not revealed. 

Ultimately, if users come to Classroom 2.0 and come to understand it as representative of 

²ŜōнΦл ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜȅΩƭƭ ƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǎǘŀǊǘ ǘƻ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ the site interface with their view 

of it.  This means the site will encourage them to see Web2.0 as bustling activity tied to real 

identities and set in a zone where people share ideas and media in a range of ways.  It implies 

that active participation is good, both by giving many venues for it and by giving attention and 

status to users who are deeply and frequently involved. 

Users are afforded limited control over the sharing of their profiles and actions.  For instance 

they cannot hide portions or the enǘƛǊŜǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊƻŦƛƭŜ ŦǊƻƳ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ǳǎŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƴȅ ΨŀŎǘƛǾŜΩ 

ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŎƻǊŘŜŘ ƻƴ ŀ ǎƻǊǘ ƻŦ ƴŜǿǎŦŜŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊƻŦƛƭŜΦ  /Ƙŀǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ Ǉƻǎǘǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ 

show up, but the posting of media or input into discussions does.  DŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ƛǘΩǎ ƳŀŘŜ ƻōǾƛƻǳǎ 

that what they do and say on Classroom2.0 will be public (people observe information about 

others quite forwardly), but it differs greatly from the wildly nuanced and emergent privacy 

social norms of other SNS like Facebook.  One of the greatest challenges Facebook has faced 

with its near-ubiquitous adoption is that users have very distinct privacy needs and want to 
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control who has what information about them.  CR2 has a lot of teachers who live in public 

roles and the site is based on a practice (education and teŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅύ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜ 

a lot of unveiling of personal (private) information.  It could have these sorts of problems in the 

future, however, teachers might share a photo of a class of students without permission from a 

parent quite easily.  Overall, the analogy to the classroom holds ς in general most people in a 

ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ Ŏŀƴ ǎŜŜ ǿƘŀǘ ŀƴ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƻǊ ƛǎ ŘƻƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƘŜŀǊ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǎŀȅƛƴƎΦ  ¦ǎŜǊǎ ƴƻǘ 

only seem comfortable with these displays of action, but may even prefer it, you can track them 

following links across the site to some extent by noticing which profiles they leave messages on 

and which forum posts those people are connected to.  Substantively we can see some major 

differences in use, too, as many users put up pictures of their kids, classrooms and homes on 

the site.  This would suggest a certain expectation of the types of people using the site, and the 

sorts of behaviors they demonstrate and lifestyles they live as being ones that are socially 

accepted, if not outright supported. 

Most production that takes place on the site comes in the form of textual presentation, there 

are no embedded tools for multimedia production, at least of the 249 application extensions I 

briefly paged through.  This raises an interesting question ς if this site is all about sharing user-

generated content, but can only facilitate the construction of text and conversation, where 

does it all come from? 

A FORAY INTO DISCOURSE 

L ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘ ƻŦŦ ōȅ ǿŀǘŎƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƻƴŜ ƘƻǳǊ ά¢ƻǳǊ ƻŦ /ƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ нΦл ǿŜōŎŀǎǘ ǾƛŘŜƻΣέ which turned out 

to be a moderately informative and helpful introduction, even for someone who has a great 

deal of experience with SNS.  The site creator and primary administrator, Steve Hargadon, 

spoke from an insider creator perspective, and gave a personalized introduction in the video.  In 

general the site seems to pay a great deal of attention to welcoming and indoctrinating new 

users ς asking them to not only learn about how to operate the various features of the site but 

introduce themselves and join conversations on education and collaborative technologies.  A 

key definition is dropped in this introduction video: Hargadon believes virtual communities can 

be formed by the combination of individuals representing themselves (and their identities), 
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communicating, and sharing ideas embedded in various text and media.  This seems straight 

forward enough, but when contrasted with other forms of community, such as those based 

around neighborhoods, shared heritage or ascribed social characteristics, seems to stand out.  

!ǎ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜŘ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŦŀŎŜ Ƙŀǎ ǘƘƛǎ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŜƳōŜŘŘŜŘ ƛƴ ƛǘΦ  

IŀǊƎŀŘƻƴ Ŏŀǎǳŀƭƭȅ ƎƻŜǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜǎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ǿŀǘŎƘ ǘƘŜ ǾƛŘŜƻ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜΩǎ Ƴŀƛƴ 

tools for discussion, sharing, and connection, answering questions and pursing side interests 

the whole way.  He highlighted several nuances I may have never noticed without watching the 

video, like drop-down boxes for more forum topic sorting options and links at the bottom of 

items that allow you to follow them through email updates.  After some fairly aimless 

exploration and discovery, I dove into the forums. 

The forums make up the backbone of the website in terms of sheer content, with the total 

posts numbering at over 6000 when I checked into them.  Over a quarter of these (1565) are 

introductions (makes sense, there are 20 times that many members), and the introductions 

forum also wins for the greatest number of replies, pulling in 3197 responsive postings.  The 

posts with the most replies were as follows: 

1) [ŜǘΩǎ ǎhare links to our blogs (435) 
2) iPod Touch schoolwide implementation (336) 
3) K-8 Computer Lab Teachers (217) 
4) SmartBoard or Promethean (217) 
5) Google Wave Invites (142) 
6) Technology Approval Process ς Hardware and Software (130) 
7) Are interactive whiteboards necessary (123) 
8) Quotes I like (110) 
9) How are you using your classroom smartboard (110) 
10) Are you using Twitter (105) 
11) Effective ways to get teachers to use technology (100) 
12) Where To, Classroom 2.0? (99) 
13) iPod Touch in the Classroom (98) 
14) The Google Wave Will Change Education Forever (88) 
15) Wikispaces ς {ƻ CŀǊΣ {ƻ DƻƻŘΧ {ƻ ŦŀǊ όусύ 
16) Are they really digital natives (86) 
17) Goal: Blogging for elementary students (86) 
18) Teachers and everyday uses of technology (84) 
19) Ning for students (80) 
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While this list was interesting, I noticed that none of the posts had anything to do explicitly with 

²ŜōнΦл ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǘƛǘƭŜǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŀǇǇŜŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ άIŜƭǇ ƻǊ CŜŜŘōŀŎƪ 

bŜŜŘŜŘέ όнопн ǇƻǎǘǎύΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ άLƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴǎΣέ ŀƴŘ άbŜǿǎ ƻǊ bƻǘŜǿƻǊǘƘȅέ όпфу ǇƻǎǘǎύΦ  

This would suggŜǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜΩǎ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƛǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜ 

discussion, which would certainly shape the type of discourse about Web2.0. 

L ŘŜŎƛŘŜŘ ǘƻ ƭƛƳƛǘ ǘƘŜ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǇŀƎŜŘ ǳǇ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŦƻǊ ά²ŜōнΦлέ ŀƴŘ 

ά²Ŝō нΦлέ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊǳƳǎΦ  Lƴ ŀƭƭΣ нсуо ǳƴƛǉǳŜ Ǉƻǎǘǎ ǎƘƻǿŜŘ ǳǇΣ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 

identifier in the title or first couple of sentences.  Many of these were short posts, announcing 

another website or asking a question about a topic that had already been more thoroughly 

addressed previously, in which case it would be redirected by a site facilitator.  With a little 

query-string hacking I was able to sort the search returns by number of replies and look at the 

most-talked about items, which usually had around 40-70 replies. 

PROVISIONAL THEMES 

Since I could only review a subset of the massive amount of material on the site I can present a 

few of the consistent themes I started to stop in the hundred or so posts and replies I read.  

First, I should say that there was not a single post that had a reply that did not involve a link out 

to another website or uploaded file.  Classroom 2.0 is fundamentally about centralizing and 

connecting links, its value rests on networking.  Beyond this, other commonalities were found: 

Definition 

Many users inquired about the definition of Web2.0.  This came sometimes in the form of an 

explicit interrogation of the concept, but more often in the shape of an evaluation of a given 

product or technology.  One such reply: 

ά!ǊŜ ²ŜōvǳŜǎǘǎ ²Ŝb1.0 or Web 2.0? This is my question... Any thoughts would be 

ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘŜŘΦέ 

Was very common, and pulled in a lot of interesting responses, like this one: 



Jeff Ginger | Qualitative Content Analysis Methods Page 19 

άL ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŘŜǇŜƴŘ ǳǇƻƴ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ²ŜōvǳŜǎǘ ǿŀǎ Ǉǳǘ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΦ LŦΣ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ 

the WebQuest, tools like bubbl.us or del.icio.us were utilized, then I could see an argument for 

web 2.0. However, most WebQuests I have seen seem to be web 1.0 to this point. This may be 

yet another area that will be revolutionized as a result of social networkingΦ Υύέ 

Notice how the definition of Web2.0 becomes about attaching an item to companies or 

technologies that are assumed to represent Web2.0?  Social networking is something of a 

concept, but there is no explanation of the traits that would make such a site or resource 

Web2.0.  Interestingly, another member blatantly attacked the question: 

άLǘ ƛǎ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ŀ Ƴƻƻǘ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǿŜō нΦл ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŀ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴΥ 

 

"Web 2.0" refers to a perceived second generation of web development and design, that 

facilitates communication, secure information sharing, interoperability, and collaboration on 

the World Wide Web. 

but, the rule of thumb is that if you are reading AND writing to the web then it is web 2.0 

otherwise perceived as web 1.0 if you are not using a computer then I guess that is web 0.0. 

 

Tim Berners-Lee, inventor of the World Wide Web, has questioned whether one can use the 

term in any meaningful way, since many of the technological components of Web 2.0 have 

existed since the early days of the Web.[5][6] 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Web_2.0έ 

This user rejected the assumptions made in the post, begrudgingly answered it anyway, and 

cited his source for explanation.  Here we have another functional definition that came out 

quite commonly on the site: producing and consuming content.  This falls in line with the social-

organizational dimension of the conceptualizations introduced in the beginning of this section, 

ōǳǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŎƻǾŜǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎΣ like architecture. 

Another user posted a Powerpoint file with an embedded explanation in response: 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Web_2.0
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Referenced from another website/person the graphic conjures up a definition based on social 

perceptions and positionality: me, us, them.  And then further down yet another user produced 

another unique view: 

άweb 2.0: In general Web 2.0 is composed of technologies that made web pages 'interactive' 

instead of static in nature. This could be ActiveX, Java Script, Java Modules, Flash (in its later 

forms) or ever the new Silverlight product from Microsoft. The key to Web 2.0 was not in the 

individual technologies but the combination of them in certain patterns to create a 'different' 

ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ǎƛǘŜΦέ 

This person tells us that whatever Web2.0 is, it is made up of technologies that are interactive 

(the quotes imply some uncertainty over the definition of this term).  Examples are given and it 

is suggested that they relate to one another in such a way that they create a different (yet again 

ill-defined) kind of site (or, likely, experience).  

[ƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ƘŜƭǇ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻƴŜ ǘƘƛƴƎΧ 

A huge number of posts asked users for help using a given technology tied to a company (social 

bookmarking with Delicious, for instance) or presented a problem (needed a tool to combine 

screen captures from many students) and asked for a technology tool solution.  Many of these 

Ǉƻǎǘǎ ōŜƎŀƴ ōȅ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ΨǊƛƎƘǘΩ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƻƻƭ ǘƘŜȅ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ŀǎ ƻƴŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ²ŜōнΦлΦ 
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Ideas for using something something in a lesson plan 

Many of the posters were teachers looking for ideas on how to teach with or on Web2.0 in the 

ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƻǊǎ ǿƘƻ ǿƛǎƘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘŜŀŎƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ άƘƻǿ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ƛǘΦέ  

Not surprisingly the site became a stomping grounds for idea sharing and recollection of 

experiences in practice.  Most of the time it took the form of the way a single or set of tools was 

applied in a classroom. 

Other Topics 

Some of the other themes that I would like to expound on more completely in the future 

included reference to kids getting around technology to use Web2.0, FERPA and privacy with 

ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ²ŜōнΦлΣ ŘƛƎƛǘŀƭ ƭƛǘŜǊŀŎȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛƎƛǘŀƭ ƴŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŎǊƛǎƛǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ άǳǇƎǊŀŘƛƴƎέ ŀ ǎƛǘŜ ƻǊ 

school to Web2.0, and a whole lot of comparison and top-ten lists of technologies. 

IN CONCLUSION 

A lot was said in the ways people talked about Web2.0.  Mostly apparent here is the 

operational definition of Web2.0 as embodied by corporate tools and websites that provide 

functions, usually ones that involve the two-way publishing and reception of content.  This 

ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǊŜǾŜŀƭ ŀ ǿƘƻƭŜ ƭƻǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻƴ ǇŜŘŀƎƻƎȅΣ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ ǇƻǿŜǊ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ōŜƘƛƴŘ 

the limits and controls of production, of the lifestyle or social world that Web2.0 might 

represent.  It remains to be seen how much of this can be found in the future. 

 

FUTURE RESEARCH 

Time constraints brought this project to a screeching (if artificial) halt, and there is a great deal 

ƳƻǊŜ ǘƻ Řƻ ǘƻ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǳƴǇŀŎƪ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ƻƴ ƛƴ /ƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ нΦлΣ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ²ŜōнΦл ŀƴŘ 

otherwise.  Mostly this project helped me ǘƻ ǊŜŀƭƛȊŜ ǘƘŀǘ LΩƳ ƭŜǎǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǎǘǳŘȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 

discourse happening in the site than its meaning to users and relation to practice.  I found 

myself wanting to know if the people there thought it was useful, if they excitedly logged in 
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daily and how many lesson plans or teaching topics they gathered or contributed as a result of 

the site.  I wanted to think about ways the site could be improved to help teachers or policy 

makers or students make better use of it, by doing a needs and asset assessment of its primary 

target population.  I began to wonder how evaluation systems might be embedded into the 

information sharing happening on the website to ensure effective or meaningful use: the sorts 

of new organization or data structures (lesson plans, teacher reflections, tool guides, 

instructional videos, user-driven priority of materials) that could enable visitors to network the 

people power and data there.  This is the kind of thing that I feel would make study like this 

more worthwhile. 

I also had a batterȅ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ ǎƻŎƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ L ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎΥ 

¶ Who are the people using the site?  How do they see themselves, how do other see 

them? How does engagement differ by person? 

¶ What can we learn about user identities in terms of active and passive use?  How does 

this relate to meaning and value in the site? 

¶ How do external affiliations and institutions alter the experience on the site?  How does 

the community influence them in turn? 

¶ What do people say they do/produce/present on the site?  How does this compare to 

ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ŘƻƛƴƎΚ  ²Ƙŀǘ ŘƻŜǎ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŀȅ ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƳΚ   

¶ How do users see Classroom2.0 relating to Web2.0?  How do they see themselves in 

relation to Web2.0?  How do they see other users relating to it? What does this show us 

about the discourse? 

Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘΣ LΩƳ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŜȄŎƛǘŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƻǊƪ ƘƻƭŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ƘŀŘ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ Ŏƻƻƭ 

project to take on in my last semester of classes.  I hope to come back to it in the not too 

distant future. 
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