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Abstract

With the development of online education, online teachin doonll are playmg
an increasingly important role in modern teaching. Lear i anage ystem (LMS) is
ered etwork environment of

basic environment of developing online learning.
ative teefipology for managing group,

study and work for teachers and students, it is a co
providing tools, and delivering content. Media_coverage ot‘% .0 concentrates on the
common applications/services such as blo ideo, s%n social networking and
podcasting—a more socially connected We gﬁe ich pe n contribute as much as they
can consume.web2.0 created enormous nges to Accordlng to a literature search
and empirical investigation, this stud rib ?\5 ct of Web2.0 on LMS. The first is
integrating Web 2.0 Features i earnmé%\ gement System, using edu2.0 as an
example. The second is usmgﬂrk)z 0 appljeations as an LMS. The main advantages of

choosing web2.0 as LMS an case are sh% At last, it tells us how to choose between the
LMS and the web2.0.

Keywords: LMS, IW manag ystem web2.0

1 Introducm

There are adva to onlme and computer-based learning when compared to
traditional face-to-face c s and lectures. Students may have the option to select learning
materials that meets G@evel of knowledge and interest, Students can study anywhere they
have access to a ;@a\er and Internet connection. It is flexible to join discussions in the
bulletin board threatled discussion areas at any hour, or visit with classmates and instructors
remotely in% rooms, Instructors and students both report eLearning fosters more
interaction g students and instructors than in large lecture courses. E-Learning can
acco e different learning styles and facilitate learning through a variety of activities. A
Iea?%anagement system (LMS) is software used for delivering, tracking and managing
educatton. LMSs range from systems for managing educational records to software for
distributing courses over the Internet and offering features for online collaboration. So LMSs
are an increasingly important part of online education. When choosing a Course Management
System, the usability of the system is the key to the effectiveness and efficiency of the online
courses that are to be implemented. Web 2.0 is the popular term for advanced Internet
technology and applications including blogs, wikis, RSS and social bookmarking. The two
major components of Web 2.0 are the technological advances enabled by Ajax and other new
applications such as RSS and Eclipse and the user empowerment that they support. Web 2.0
can create changes in LMSs.
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2. Understanding of Web2.0 and Learning Management System

2.1. Web2.0

Web 2.0 is term that was introduced in 2004 and refers to the second generation of the
World Wide Web. The term "2.0" comes from the software industry, where new versions of
software programs are labeled with an incremental version number. Like software, the new
generation of the Web includes new features and functionality that was not available in the
past. However, Web 2.0 does not refer to a specific version of the Web, but rather a series of
technological improvements. Web 2.0 basically refers to the transition from static HTML
Web pages to a more dynamic Web that is more organized and is based on ser
applications to users. Other improved functionality of Web 2.0 includes open, co
with an emphasis on Web-based communities of users, and more open Sh&fl@l formation.
Blogs, wikis, and Web services are all seen as componen ob 2.0 technologies
provide a level user interaction that was not available befo ebsit e become much
more dynamic and interconnected, producing "onlm oy mUes%?\ king it even easier
to share information on the Web. While Web 2.0 g a stati ven to the new era of
the Web, the actual technology continues to evolve arno changtx2

Web 2.0 offers all users the same freedom te\contribyte %eb .0 websites allow users to
do more than just retrieve information. By in 1@ ing wha already possible in "Web 1.0",
they provide the user with more user-i d storage facilities, all through
their browser. Web2.0 provides mor r%)rtun 9\ to participate in Website Content.

Central to Web 2.0 is the requir r inter %9 systems to enable the participation of
users in users and social interaCtiegy, Web2,0 emphdsizes interactivity. Web 2.0 is much more
than just technology. It’s a way of thinkin ew perspective on resources construction—
from recipients of messa %

nitiativme ease information, Web 2.0 thrives on network

effects: people involyé website ent, and interact with others. Some examples of
features considered rt of Weh\2.0 are listed below:

Blogs - also Web h@th se allow users to post thoughts and updates about their
life on the We

Wikis - sites Tike Wil%gd and others enable users from around the world to add and
update online content. %

Social networkin s like Facebook and MySpace allow users to build and customize
their own profile s@)mmunicate with friends.

Web applications”- a broad range of new applications make it possible for users to run
programs d'@ in a Web browser.

2.2@9 Management System
A [@drning management system (LMS) is a software application or Web-based technology

used to plan, implement, and assess a specific learning process. Typically, a learning
management system provides an instructor with a way to create and deliver content, monitor
student participation, and assess student performance [2]. A learning management system
may also provide students with the ability to use interactive features such as threaded
discussions, video conferencing, and discussion forums. The focus of an LMS is to deliver
online courses or training to learners, while managing students and keeping track of their
progress and performance across all types of training activities. Most LMSs are Web-based,
built using a variety of development platforms, like Java/J2EE, Microsoft .NET or PHP. They
usually employ the use of a database like MySQL, Microsoft SQL Server or Oracle as back-
end. Although most of the systems are commercially developed and have commercial
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software licenses there are several systems that have an open-source license. In the relatively
new LMS market, commercial vendors for corporate and education applications range from
new entrants to those that entered the market in the nineties. In addition to commercial
packages, many open source solutions are available. In the higher education market as of fall
2011, Blackboard is the leading provider with 51% market share, with Moodle (19%) and
Desire2Learn (11%) being the next two largest providers. usually, A LMS has the following
functions:

To manage basic subject administration such as announcements, class lists and group
management

To provide online versions of class materials and readings

To offer extended content such as multimedia files

To allow electronic submission of assignments Y’

To download, mark and return assignments and feedback 6

To conduct online tests and surveys @

3. Integrating Web 2.0 Features into a L@% % nt System

3.1. Overview

These past years, a major innovation as Wp% .0 rose up from information
technology. It is a complex concept con inn f communication between users
and web site content control by userSﬁ@/ ;x ewed as the heart of a web site. It
redefines our perception of th \@ in the% we access, communicate and learn
information in our everyday I| Ibltsch a rer, 2006). Blogging, wiki or pod-casting

are examples that nobody can't miss. Besi |s revolution, e-learning frameworks show
some limitations while usi For | students like to discuss about an online course
on a real-time chat is usef it improves their knowledge. Nevertheless, it is
useless when a use t¥to keep k of the conversation content because it’s not possible.
Another poin 'éh |dea an behavior of group working is not translated into
current e- Iearr’ tems, 0 st not as well as Web 2.0 sites do. Here a few boundaries
of E-learning fr eworks e visible.

Discussion
fonums Blogs Wilis

O \
O o | — RERSENE o=
@ prezentations

// \
Social
networking eportfolios

Figure 1. Web2.0 Tools

The e-Learning world is overcrowded by Learning Management Systems. But, lots of them
are mere content delivering platforms and only a few provide a good end-user satisfaction.
Nowadays, a growing advent called Web 2.0 is gaining ground in various application fields,
in the meanwhile, most of features that could be qualified as Web 2.0 compliant could easily
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be shaped into learning management systems and be a way to overcome their current limits.
Web 2.0 tools benefit students by engaging them with your content in interesting ways and
creating online communities. For instance, users of these future integrated systems would be
attracted not only to study a course, but also because they can communicate with other users
in a collaborative way and learn from each other. There are many web2.0 applications that
can be used in LMS. See figuerl. Integrated Web 2.0 functionality within these systems can
increase collaboration and participation [3]. By implementing Web 2.0 tools within an LMS,
schools can give their students access to on-demand learning materials and facilitate a space
for collaboration with students.

3.2. Example
The LMS is the University’s online system for delivering subject conte@ ents. Our

LMS uses educational technologies from various enterprise froyiders BlackBoard,
Turnltin and Learning Objects to Open-source software s Moodl&?ﬂ Claroline and

récent\years/the LMS based on
opula, All kihds of LMSs serve a

so on. With the rapidly increasing popularity of the ii'ir

cloud computing and Internet hosting is more and
similar function. We take edu2.0 as an example. «bg

edu2.0 (http://www.edu20.0rg) is a simple, rful e-l platform with nothing to
download or install. It includes a comprehen@ tures as well as Facebook-like
news feeds and social networking [4] |de a ariety of integrated options for

collaboration, including groups, for at ro |s blogs, and video conferencing.
See figure2.0ur support for gro rtlcula ng, with news and activity feeds for
each group as well as its own co aborat Is By default, a list of all the groups that

a user is a member of is dlsplayed in tﬁ
personal blogs, class blogs_a roups

column of every page. This site supports

Home Classes Peop'e Groups Resources = B m #® panpan ‘._‘ ~

Introduction to
Insects

&) add wiki page

i @ see or edit its contents.
Creator When History Locked?

-
‘g pan, pan 939 days ago E]]

& calendar

\g] News
EA Lessons

Portfolio

L] syllabus

Figure 2. Web2.0 Tools of the Platform

Web2.0 carries out the thinking of “user-centered”, LMS borrows it, each user has home
page which provides an convenient overview of many aspects of your account, including a
feed that aggregates the main contents of your class feeds, group feeds, announcements,
today's events, upcoming events and your to-do list. Take edu2.0 as an example, students can
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instantly see links to all assignments that are due, class announcements, school
announcements, and other important news. See Figure 3.Similarly, teachers can see links to
all the assignments the need grading, school announcements, and postings from their friends
and colleagues. You can also add custom content boxes to home pages that only appear for
specified account types. For example, you could upload a welcome video that is only visible
to parents, or special instructions that are only visible to students.

Home: Classes People Groups Resources

Home . - To-do ¢
i Check your computer's clock or click here and change your time
@ News zone & smile
& Try out fynctio
@ Dashboard News & & 3w
[ Messages & calllome

C Post °
& calendar ~ A
pan pan + Chinese group
ills Reports @ earthquake Minim
o Like » Comment - Delete - Dec 17, 11:54 am
saa Schools a
Q Jelcome
Figure 3. H epage x

There are many places in the site where cQan uploa urces. For example, each class
has a 'resources' area where teachers c: re reme W|th the students. Similarly, each

group has a 'resources' area wher rs ca resources with other members, each
section of a lesson has a 'respu rea an user gets a 'locker' for their private
resources. A locker is a place w you ca load and view private resources. Resources

can be organized into folders=for conve 0 view your private resources or upload new
ones, click Resources/L.o

ED U Fion = Classes Peop Groups Resources = EH W ® panpan (‘j -
Resources
21 Libraries Use your @ g store personal resources.
Locker =] -.- dar (@ add resource

@ Favorites

g Contributions @
Uploaded file

& campus &

Q Figure 4. Resources of the Platform

3.3%ysis

A growing advent called Web 2.0 is gaining ground in various application fields. Briefly
speaking, Web 2.0 is about content management and new ways of communication and
interaction between users. Currently, this technology is more and more viewed by scientists
as a new way of learning. As a consequence, this trend directly competes with e-learning
systems. But in the meanwhile, most of features that could be qualified as Web 2.0 compliant
could easily be shaped into learning management systems and be a way to overcome their
current limits. For instance, users of these future integrated systems would be attracted not
only to study a course, but also because they can communicate with other users in a
collaborative way and learn from each other.
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Social learning is based on the premise that our understanding of content is socially
constructed through conversations about that content and through grounded interactions,
especially with others, around problems or actions. The focus is not so much on what we are
learning but on how we are learning .Constructivism states that Learning is a social activity,
and our learning is intimately associated with our connection with other human beings, our
teachers, our peers, our family as well as casual acquaintances, including the people before us
or next to us at the exhibit. Web2.0 emphasizes the idea that it is important to improve the
participation of users, the idea is consistent with Constructivist Learning Theory. nowadays,
LMSs provided facilitation for the theory of "taking learner as the centre" and” stirnulating
students' participation” with home page, blog, wiki, social networking. But it is i ort
point out that, the key of individual’s initiative is educational design, teachiag a Vltles
design and organization, web2.0 provided a platform for students learning. C}%’

4. Choosing Web2.0 as Learning Managemen?\ﬁq%e @

4.1. Overview @
While the LMS has become central to the busin f coll Munlversmes it has also

become a symbol of the higher learning stat Mgn)%o nts, teachers, instructional
technologists, and administrators consider th S too nﬁ} le and are turning to the web
for tools that support their everyday co%}}mcatl n gid ctivity, and collaboration needs.
Blogs, wikis, social networking S|te log , and other web-based applications
are supplanting the teaching and tools sly found only inside the LMS[5]. In
order to remedy the limitati the LM ew educational concept called Personal
Learning Environment (PLE) has been er researched to be extended from the
institutional learning enV| nt. PLE’@ws the essential quality for both educators and
learners to be able to Cl icate, co rate, create and search for knowledge and connect
with one another Wh relatloz%) may not end as the semester ends.

viRdiawa r education of student levels of engagement in web2.0
environment, |trast to their e gagement in learning management systems (LMSs) hosted
by their institutions. Socl orking sites, blogs, and wikis offer students unprecedented
opportunities to create, hare content and to interact with others. These sites are used
regularly by the majexity/of students and provide possibilities for customization and a sense
of ownership curr mpossible in LMSs.

Schools se Various web2.0 environments, which are easily available online and could
be mpleme%th minimal software cost, for the purpose of teaching and learning. Web2.0
environ ave the potential to facilitate students’ engagement for independent and
col learning, enhance student-teacher interactions, and develop students’
tech ical skills. A framework is constructed to facilitate the conceptualization of the
various pedagogical approaches for learning using such web2.0 environment - learning from
and with technology is proposed. Learning from technology leans itself more towards the
didactic and behaviouristic theories whereas learning with technology has its origin from the
constructivism and social constructivism paradigms. In addition, both the didactic and
constructivist pedagogical approaches are applicable for online learning as they could be used
to achieve different outcomes depending on the learning objectives. Implicit in the findings is
also the importance of the teachers’ commitment and competencies and good infrastructural
and technical support in the use of technologies for teaching and learning in an educational
setting.
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4.2. Why Choosing Web2.0 as LMS

What considerations support the decision to either augment or replace an institution’s
existing learning management system (LMS) with a cloud-based, Web 2.0 technology tool to
support students’ learning?

An LMS should be treated as a pedagogical tool and Lane notes that many faculty
members fail to realize LMSs are based on a set of pedagogical principles. Someone suggests
that LMSs are relatively inflexible systems, with the standard organizational unit being the
“course”-a term inappropriate for the hierarchy of faculties, departments, subject areas,
programs, courses, modules, and other organizational concepts found in educational

focus on the instructor as a course manager and deliverer of instruction. An
increasingly being voiced that institution should no longer try to prow
facilities for their students and should instead tap into free resousces o h rnet [6]. It is
possible to create meaningful, authentic learning ex %es forNstudents within the
boundaries of your available LMS, but in some cas c ns activities require
looking outside the LMS.

A LMS is an application that provides a com enS|v tools for educators to
manage learning resources, administrative ions, assess nts and grading. Some
educators argue that because of evolving W appllc % students can be better served
by Web2.0, a toolbox of web resour at mlg de social bookmarking tools,
document sharing applications, soua ork tlmellne tools, and media options
available in the cloud. Underlyln t roach§'W ellef that these skills will be useful in
the workplace. It is necessary tools ill encounter in their professional lives.
For example, students who WI|| be workln 12 school contexts are not likely to work
with a major commermal and to rely on tools freely available on the web
(such as PBWorks Thread use new and interesting web-based tools with
relevance to our pr merge ide the LMS, working outside the LMS is necessary to
keep our stude ant e t trends. Our students’ learning activities outside the
LMS allow th@ ork o ts using tools they will be using after graduation (real-
world relevanc 1. W e that online learning will be part of the future personal and
work lives of most of 0*64 ents, so we choose web2.0 which is relevance to future personal

and work lives.
Another reason@ng web2.0 is that students should become more familiar with today’s
technology tQols. Ciurches suggest that utilization of new technology tools goes beyond the
cognitive d ocus of the original taxonomy, emphasizing the synergy between cognition
and tech tools. With the development of the network technology, the number of
Int @rs continues to increase. The application and popularity of blog, wiki, social
net@wg has already become an important part of students life. Most students are familiar
with web2.0 applications.

4.3. Example

Richard decides to use a blogging tool to create his course materials on the open web. His
first step is to set up a blog where students can find course content. A table of content lists
each class session by title and offers a link to the materials on that topic. Individual blog
pages for class modules include text, images, embedded YouTube videos, voicethreads, data
visualizations, or presentations. They also contain links to resources for further study.

As students visit the blog before each class session, they are encouraged to use embedded
google forms to offer feedback. Their comments let teacher know what he needs to clarify

Copyright © 2014 SERSC 73



International Journal of Multimedia and Ubiquitous Engineering
Vol. 9, No. 10 (2014)

when the class meet .periodically, students assess their knowledge of a topic with a test
created in studymate. This helps them identify areas where their own understanding is
incomplete in time for them to ask questions during the subsequent class session

Later in the course, students work in learning teams, writing group papers using Google
docs. As each group of students completes their paper, they post it to a team blog page .they
are required to read the papers of all other teams and post a paragraph in comment. Teams can
then modify their papers for final presentation, which teacher can review in Google Docs.
There he can check the revision history to see which team members wrote which parts. At
that point because the blog tool has no gradebook feature, teacher enters the grades for these
team assignments in an open source courseware tool that is integrated with Wmnt

information system [8]. YV
4.4. Advantage

PLE is introduced due to the disadvantages of LMS g mo |ch may not be
sufficient to accommodate learners’ needs today |- re 4gcia and connectedly
demanding. The idea for PLE was built upon the atlon f < VLE of the future”,
who believes that the VLE should not be institutionaisb t per upport both formal and
informal learning needs of a learner today. The;@ectlve of to give learners autonomy
in learning, where learners are free to cheo le

arnmgk hods and tools based on their
preference in constructing new knowled ce takl ol of their own learning process,
adapting more of the learning theor %= he theory of humanism stress on
learning is student centered an %f I|zed istic perspective combines experience,
perception, cognition and behda& e could conclude that using Web 2.0 applications at
online learning has been a very positive expﬂ%ce. The main advantages of this change are
the following: é

A. more collabora |v
Lack of communic can be %en easily with social software: prompting students to

comment their |n bl wing each other in microblogging networks or using
them to intera ache b 2.0 is more than just adding technology to education.
Teachers have mb| eIIaneous sources and keep their students on the dance floor.
Content can be self-m mixed using someone else's material, or even created by the
students themselves

B .Personal Le Environments

O |

A [
> e

T Blogs, Wikis,

|
Colleagues \
’ A PLB . RSS Feeds
Faculty ;a 2 ,{.)
\J WA

Figure 5. Database of the Platform
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Instead of working with just a sole information source, several diverse resources are used:
blogs for group work, microblogs for communication, RSS feeds, multimedia clips linked
from a wide range of platforms (e.g. Youtube, Flickr, SlideShare) and a wiki to gather them
all in a common place and support collaborative work. Personal blogs or tumblelogs are used
as virtual portfolios. To store all subject-related resources created by teachers, students or any
other online content service provider. Students can organize this Personal Learning
Environments (PLE) freely, without being evaluated [10].

“Web 2.0” refers to a second generation of web-based communities and online services,
such as social-networking sites, wikis, and social indexing sites, which enable creativity,
collaboration and sharing between users. With the rapid development of “Web Z.er

PLEba

education is changing a lot. In contrast to traditional LMS-driven VLE solutio sed
on web2.0 takes a more natural and learner-centric approach and is cha tl?@ by the
ntrolled by

individual learners. PLEs based on WeDb2.0 tools consist«Qf
digging, knowledge coding and knowledge shifting. So P, I n%

re knowledge

freeform use of a set of lightweight services and tools that belong to andiar
153 cation but rather

a new approach to the use of new technologies for |

5. Comparison of LMS and web2.0 as xx)

Some schools have the capability to® %m ping L1 emselves such as Elaborate
Courses in some universities, the mdep development can correspond to actual needs,
but it need a great deal of time, reso %%Emly very few universities can do it,
and very few teachers can use th S evelop Some schools purchase commercial
software, for example Blackb The adva that it is powerful, but the disadvantage
is that the price is too high. Sg only veryf |verS|t|es can buy commercial software, and
very few teachers can us ercial e. The "free" nature of web-based applications
is a double-edged s ough ged to use them, institutions and individual users
have very little lev %Ith appls‘%(:n providers when performance degrades, applications
crash, or data i or los h methods have their advantages and disadvantages [11].

o\,
LMS St S LMS Weaknesses
[N
Simple, consisteprYf structured As widely implemented, time-bound (courses
A { disappear at the end of the semester)

IntegrationwitiPstudent information Teacher, rather than student, centric

system ), with student rosters

ag% Ily populated in courses

Private and secure (FERPA compliant) Courses walled off from each other and from
the wider web, negating the potential of the
network effect

Simple and inexpensive to train and Limited opportunities for students to "own"

support (compared to supporting multiple | and manage their learning experiences within

tools) and across courses
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Tight tool integration (such as quiz scores | Rigid, non-modular tools
populated in gradebooks)

Supports sophisticated content structuring | Interoperability challenges and difficulties26
(sequencing, branching, adaptive release)

PLE Strengths PLE Weaknesses
Almost limitless variety and functionality | Complex and difficult to create for
of tools, customizable and adaptable in inexperienced students and faculty
multiple configurations and variations
Inexpensive — often composed of free Potential security and data ex éhgspoblems
and open source tools (FERPA issues abound) . @
No artificial time boundaries: remains Limited msb@al con r data
"on" before, during, and after ,Q
matriculation <
Open to interaction, sharing, and Absentor/unenferc service-level
connection without regard to official a ments; nQ abl to predict or resolve
registration in programs or courses or . applica erformance issues, outages,
particular institutions even [&arance

eé(hlly managed and aggregated

ers (such as class rolls)

Student-centric (each student selects a&b@ Lac
uses the tools that make sense f i
particular needs and cwcumsﬂ%

Learning content and conversations are  ° ‘B‘jfmult and potentially expensive to provide

compilable via simple tech@lygies Ii%\upport for multiple tools and their
RSS J integrations with each other and with

\\ A\ institutional systems
7 ) )
6. Conclusi<©Q \O

The e-Learning world&rcrowded by Learning Management Systems. Whatever they
are Web- based or sta ne software, lots of them are mere content delivering platforms
and only a few preyi8e a good end-user satisfaction. It is possible to create meaningful,
authentic learning experiences for students within the boundaries of your available LMS, but
in some caseS.%ahentic instructional activities require looking outside the LMS. An LMS
should be tu@e as a pedagogical tool, many teachers fail to realize LMSs are based on a set
of peﬁ@ca principles. Most current systems are formulated around a traditional view of

te with a focus on the instructor as a course manager and deliverer of instruction.
Teachgrs need to look beyond those functions and question whether or not the LMS fosters a
collaborative, constructive, shared pedagogy of authentic learning. While LMSs continually
add tools to provide additional functionality, they typically lag behind the tools available in
the Web 2.0 world. The most compelling argument for the use of Web 2.0 tools may be that it
is simply unnecessary to pay for additional modules/functions within an LMS when tools that
serve learning objectives well are free and widely available. To accommodate a “pedagogy
comes first” philosophy, instructors should not feel limited by the set of tools contained
within an LMS.

The success of PLE implementation is highly depended on learners’ competency and
skillfulness in using Web 2.0 technology, their preferences in the learning process, and their
ability to become autonomous. Hence, before a design of PLE is proposed, gathering data on
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learners” competency and skill level in using Web 2.0 applications and their learning
preferences in the learning process is both essential and informative. Analysis on what
majority learners prefer in learning ensures the design of proposed PLE is acceptable to most
learners. The findings have shown useful information about the relationship between what the
learners are capable of and what the learners choose to use. It is found most learners still
choose the traditional way of learning instead of embracing new technology despite their self
assessment to be competent and skillful in using Web 2.0 applications. One of the possible
reasons for such findings is that both learners and educators are hesitant to explore new
techniques in the teaching and learning process due to lack of awareness of such technology
that can be used. Another possible reason is learners are less confident in using te y in
the learning system where assessment using this technology is still undefine ding
from the educator is found to be still essential to most learners in the learni d%:%’s where
most learners prefer to have clear learning instruction from the educatr chieve the
learning goals. The idea of PLE and learner autonomy i A&Sew to rners and it is
expected to take some time before the idea is fully adopt racticed ng learners. The
implemented prototype is the initial step to introdu a an bw for practicing PLE
in the learning process. Although the implemented s practiced in the context of informal
learning, the idea of similar approach can be tended mto al learning which is not
focused in this research. More iterations for vement quwed before the design and
development of PLE to encourage Iearr@tonomy c ield its ultimate purpose of
improving learning experience and pr g life arning among the learners. It is of
utmost importance that the succe LE hlghly on learners’ adoption and
willingness to actively paI’tICIpﬁ ly using s Web 2.0 applications. Educator plays
an important role as facilitator a otivator
in the learning process.

and provides essential scaff gtoth

LMSs and Web2.0,aségyhave t vantages and disadvantages. This decision was
based primarily on 9% students teathing objectives, Teaching content and so on, If we
say informational tgehnelogy agic stick , vocational teachers would be magicians
using it. The ofyonline le g?is educational design, teaching activities design and

V
organization, W % s !‘er LN&@/ebZ .0 as LMS, is a platform for online learning.

0 promotes the use of Web 2.0 applications
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