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AFITE EEE SR, (B4R IR R
AN TR RS, KAk | ik
BMTAE; JF HRMERAEREA TR, 28¢4En
PRI TAE. 458 (Wheeler ) 55 A BYAFFEAR
KIL (Wheeler etal., 2008), “FAfEH: HAT T 01 b
ITHC AR T, MTE 2 F M 22 502
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(3) FIHI Web 2.0 b A AT UMES: 2] i 12
BN/ ]

Mo NS S 2O A R R, HET
Web 2.0 i FERPEAE SR DM > S B2 v v A7 A LA
T IR, (EARFRATOCHE

B—, TEFIH Web2.0 b AR 31T M 2- 2]
AR CPME” BRA. BMER g
FHok TEEIBANE EPkiR. A AA
FRMFNIRA2E 2, ATResk = ST UME2E 2T it
BRARR . AR, HREAISRRS . Blan, BT AN
O, SFAEEE AN E R FHESCA RS (Wheeler
etal., 2008); MREFIATEIPE (Lin & Kelsey ) TEFH 5L
58 A= an el A 4E 5L 47 P ] 5 VR & B (Lin
& Kelsey, 2009), FUAG7EAE L2 4] 9 15 A1 F@lTE ¢
FEr G, A SRR TIFEAIEA SEE A
SRFNEFIE o P LA YL R & (Plaffman ) 45 )
(Pfaffman, 2007), il 2 87 A9 0] A2 A PR sl 7 38 719
TH, FEARREBIEF AR “Web 2.0 N HI” 47
PMEZEIEE,  “BMET —m s kA Wi —
[RJEE 7 —— R B 22 5 1 ] AR DG TR L 2. 1
YR ) BRI BERE SO E A, BN AR T
hRlA “S507 B, Ea@e, T
J7 2 Bl A S HTR R PRI A, DT ik B It
W . TR A B AR R ISR ST [, AR P
B By &,

B, 2R E AL A R B R O 25 ] RE 4G AE
LP AW ORIFE . R (Kabilan) 5225 &I
(Kabilan et al., 2010), RS ZLINEE 15 F 25 FH R
ARSI (Al Facebook ) AR 8E242], (BIE22A4AN
SRR B T8 A HE R K22 2] 8 T AR ZS W] 5428 25 ) it
1TKREC; FIFEEl (Luckin) 2524 F & P (Luckin
etal, 2009), URBABEE LR, 2 H o
INTELAEAE W A — A S T AN 2 2] 25
] R PSR S it « 2 >0 B0 T anfar s FH A
A8 IR A — AR [ %) O I ———#h 58 sy H e —
A AERE A BT AN S22 S 5 TAEZS 8] 3 AP UL AT fig
Fa2erd & o A WS B/ SN R M 57 e 3 3 S8

5=, e TS R A B AR 5 S B
Wiz o] BARZ A 4R B . “Web 2.0 N H]™ 1EAE
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W R Z R AR R E (AL H R R A Y %),
XL AT EER 2 R AT B e T S 2R ) DME AR AR
KRR T, ARERBIWUHAR2= > Hir; (HEXT
FR B T SHEAEA B2 AR R My | AR5
I, AT BE kA AR R R BRI A A T 25 2T
H s B9 19 55— 274 AT RE AL T Z2 A I [R] ARG )
FAEFE A et A AT AS S G ol 3 2o B o 4
MRS BRSO R Y 55— AR O B 1
U, AR E AT REXTEORAS Bl = 248K, PR
R T HAEIRAARBNRFRZR, Wik 7 F
FA AL H M ERS AV AR A R . AT L, 7
Wit “Web 2.0 W HI” HJRUMES G sy, H
2B INZ T TR UM LE 780 FHAS R B R 5 5
PRI A7 ) H bR Z (14 338 >4 1A

2AB R AR K

MATRE “Web 2.0 B BYHT 55 AR K KT
WEL, BEFERA LT ILA RAFHLE .

(1) %3l Web .04t “WME2%>" HEdEE]—
=

Bl 25 RET-HURLAAS S 2 14 )32 T ek
K, #3) Web 2.0 0 I 5 Ik 55 A 1 16 80 ny 1
Ko Holn, 7 HAH 75%0 45 P 1 kil % sl
WA T 0] B R (Johnson et al., 2011), fij 75 42 Bk
8.45 12,1 Facebook i BK FH 7 F A 4.2542 1 8
A VTR T (Facebook, 2012),

HAMIFFE N T 22 3 anfnf 1A% slis £ RERE T Fifi
AT & i), I 7853 K #7 H D7 (B #5700 R 1k
(fEHEM: ) — R BT REET “Web 2.0 N FH”
M PMES S5 Gk, I PME2Z: 2T 8 —4
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(2) PP Ty A TR B R 2 28 B

T A R M EXT TR I RE, X AP EMEXT
TEREA B RFFIR R PR A, I Fh by i 72
TR HA B LA Z . iE AR
HAi iz mAT i) Twitter, EHIA — PR H#E
(Wikipedia, 2012),
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FHAR R ry s 1), 177 0 47 B BN A TR
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Approach to Development[A]. Zimmerman, B. J., & Schunk, D. ks HE 2016-12-02 EEgmEE Fa

The Theoretical Basis of Web 2.0 Application and Its Practice
—The Enlightenment of "Handbook of Research on Educational Communications and Technology

(Fourth Edition)" on Information—Based Teaching
HE Kekang

Abstract: The Web 2.0 application, since it makes individuals create, share, communicate and collaborate
beyond the time, space or technical constraints, provides the opportunity and method of collaborative learning for
learners. The three underpinning theories of "Web 2.0 application" including the Distributed Cognition Theory,
Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory, and the Situated Cognitive Theory, emphasizes that the Web 2.0 application for
collaborative learning should support learners to create artificial products on their own or cooperatively, and hence
learners can learn from each other and work together to make progress; must be able to support all kinds of forms (such
as text, audio or video) to freely exchange ideas; help learning community members to get flexible and multi-level
communication as well as cultivate and improve their interaction ability. Currently, international educational research
and practice of Web 2.0 application can be classified into 6 main types: "publishing and sharing of learning progress
and achievement", "to support and complete a variety of tasks", "through the visible artifacts to make thinking,
collaborative process and product visualized", "through the multimedia function to exchange ideas and disseminate
artificial products", "real learning environment in the social network" and " to create a community of learning and
practice in a real and meaningful learning environment ". These various practical explorations show that: to promote
collaborative learning and achieve significant results by the "Web 2.0 application", the two key factors, that is,
designing collaborative theme and collaborative learning activity must be grasped.

Web 2.0 Application; Learning; Basic Theory; Practical Exploration;

Keywords: Collaborative
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