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Web 2.0 Tools :  A Millennium Tools for Knowledge Sharing

in B-Schools

Abstract
The Web 2.0 applications hold weighty potential in education sector because these are open in nature, easy in use
and supports effectual association and communication. They change the conventional outlook of human knowledge
and unlock more chances in teaching and learning. Now-a-days, countless teachers are exploring the utilization of
Web 2.0 tools into teaching and learning. On the other hand, it will not be dubious to say that studies of teacher’s
perceptions and opinions are critical because they are momentous to the realization of technology innovations. The
present study aimed to investigate teachers’ use and perceptions of Web 2.0 technologies in teaching and learning.
It is anticipated that the result of this study will be endowed with practical information that enables the management
faculty to better understand the importance of Web 2.0 tools with teachers and student’s use and perceptions of
Web 2.0 technologies in teaching and learning. The present paper investigates teachers and student’s familiarity with
web 2.0 concepts, tools and services and applications related to learning. Management education, is meeting a dual
challenge in the rate of acceptance of technology by their faculty and the quick speed of advancement, producing
a unique set of challenges.
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1. Introduction   

Knowledge is one of the most important strategic assets
for new generation organization.  There is a considerable
amount of tacit knowledge which the employees hold,
acts as a competitive advantage to the organization. It
is a very important study organization to understand the
factors which let the employees to share or not to share
the imbibed knowledge.  This proactive approach leads
to implementation of appropriate management practices
to encourage attitude which increases productivity,
profitability, innovation and organizational
competitiveness. In this modern world technology has
become a pivot point of success for every organization
and especially for educational institutes to provide
students and teachers more options and flexibility. Web
2.0 can utilize the educational potential for learning
and teaching. This new technology provides an increased
emphasis on innovation, interactivity, collaboration,
creativity, autonomy and cooperation. To understand this
better it is required to explore the potential of using these
technology. Web 2.0 refers to an alleged second
generation of web-based applications and in meticulous
the utilization of the web as a podium for user-generated
content and web-based society (O’Reilly,
2005). It focuses on the capability for people to team up

and share information online. Web 2.0 technologies have
completely changed access to information and
communication which is very important for the success
of any organization. It endowed with user-created content
platform applications let users to add on to their
knowledge in diverse formats like text, data, video and
audio.

2.    Research Objectives

1) To identify the advantages of web 2.0 in B-
schools

2) To analyze that whether web 2.0 tools help in
knowledge sharing.

3) To analyze the extent to which web 2.0 tools are
used in B- schools

a) To compare the degree to which web 2.0
tools are used by Assistant Professor,
Associate Professor and Professors.

b) To analyze the extent to which web 2.0 tools
are used by faculty.
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3.     Research methodology

3.1 Data Collection

Sample of 484 respondents (by using convenience
sampling) from various B Schools of  Delhi to know the
role of web 2.0 tools in B-schools has teken for the study.
The research design is exploratory design including
surveys, fact-findings, enquiries of different kinds. Data
for this study were obtained from both the primary and
secondary sources. Primary sources include discussion
with the faculty of B- schools and filling up of
questionnaire designed for the study. Secondary sources
include internet, websites of various B- schools, etc. By
means of survey and interviews, this exploratory research
aims at clarifying the role of Web 2.0 in knowledge
sharing in various B- schools of Delhi.

3.2   Data Analysis and Findings

1) To identify the advantages of web 2.0 in B-
schools

Although the exhaustive literature review gave various
advantages of web 2.0, but after pilot study and Delphi
method the advantages were reduced to analyze those
advantages of Web 2.0 tools, descriptive statistics (using
SPSS) is done.

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics

Advantages  of We b 2 
Tools Mean 

Std. 
Dev iation 

Supp ort collabo ra tion 2.43 .165 

Anytime  and easy 
access 1.82 .269 

Low-cost (som etimes 
even  free) 2.40 .953 

Inte ract ive user 
in terface 2.72 .168 

Collective  in tel ligence/  
Kno wledge sha ring  3.02 .766 

S torage  facilit ies 2.40 .978 

Interpretation: The result (Table 1) shows that collective
intelligence or knowledge sharing is the most acceptable
advantage by Bschools with the highest mean of 3.02.
Following it, other advantages are interactive user
interface, support collaboration, storage facilities.
Although web 2.0 tools have the benefit of anytime
access but still not much acceptable as it is only for
those having internet facilities in their mobile. This is
validated by examining the correlation between the two
variables i.e. anytime access as advantage of Web 2.0

tools and whether the respondents have internet in their
mobile phones.

H0: There is no correlation between respondents having
internet in their mobile phones and anytime access of
web 2.0 tools as their advantage.

Table 2
Pearson correlations between anytime access as

advantage of Web 2.0 tools and whetherthe
respondent have internet in their mobile phones

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Interpretation: As p value (Table 2) is less than 0.05,
null hypothesis is rejected and high correlation of 0.832
can be easily interpreted from table 2.

2 To analyze that whether web 2.0 tools really help
in knowledge sharing, Pearson correlation is used.

H0: There is no relation between the use of web
2.0 tools and knowledge sharing

H1: There is relation between the use of web 2.0
tools and knowledge sharing

Table 3

Pearson correlations between Knowledge
sharing and use of web 2.0 tools

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Interpretation: As p value (Table 3) is less than 0.05,
this rejects the null hypothesis and accepts alternative
hypothesis, showing that there is relation between use
of web 2.0 tools and knowledge sharing. Also, the
Pearson correlation value of 0.981 shows that there is

Pearson Correlations 

Anytime 
access as 
advantage 
of Web 2.0 

tools 

Internet in 
mobile 

phones of 
respondents 

Anytime 
access as 

advantage of 
Web 2.0 tools 

Pearson 
Correlation 

1 .832** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 
N 484 484 

Internet in 
mobile phones 
f respondents 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.832** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  
N 484 484 Person Correlation 

Use of web 

2.0 tools 

Knowledg

e sharing 

Use of  web 

2.0 tools 

Pearson 

Correlation 

1 .981** 

Sig.  (2-tailed)  .000 

N 484 484 

Knowledge 

sharing 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.981** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  

N 484 484 
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high correlation between the two and more will be the
usage of Web 2.0 tools more will be the knowledge
sharing.

1) To analyze the extent to which web 2.0 tools
are used in B- schools

To compare the degree to which web 2.0 tools are used
by assistant professor, associate professor and
professors.
H0: µ0 = µ1 = µ2 (Web 2.0 tools are equally used by
Assistant professors, Associate professors and
Professors for knowledge sharing)
Where µ0 – Use of web 2.0 tools by Assistant professors
µ1 – Use of web 2.0 tools by Associate professors
µ2 – Use of web 2.0 tools by Professors
By applying One way ANOVA, following is the table:

Table 4
ANOVA

Interpretation: As p value (Table 4) is < 0.05, this rejects
the null hypothesis. This means Web 2.0 tools are not
equally used by Assistant Professors, Associate
Professors and Professors for knowledge sharing. This
can be possible also if one of the cases is not equal.
To check this, LSD (Least Significance Difference) is
used in Post Hoc test.
Post Hoc test by using LSD

Table 5:
Multiple Comparisons using LSD

Interpretation: As significance value (i.e. “p” value) in
Table 5 for the group Assistant and Associate professor
is greater than 0.05, this accepts null hypothesis; but
for other groups p value is less than 0.05, this rejects
null hypothesis. This reveals that associate and
assistant professor use web 2.0 tools equally but not
the professors.
b) To which extent web 2.0 tools are used by faculty
Now the question arises that which category uses more

web 2.0 tools. To answer this, cross tabulation is used.

Table 6
Cross tabulation for category of employee and

their usage of Web 2.0 tools

Use 
web 2.0 

tools 

Cate
gory 

Assis
tant 

Profe
ssors 

Asso
ciate 
profe
ssors 

Profe
ssors 

Total 

Yes 189 145 26 360 

No 15 12 97 124 

Total 204 157 123 484 

Interpretation: Assistant Professors and Associate
Professors are using more of web tools as they are more
techsavvy as compared to Professors. In particular, older
internet users are significantly less than younger ones.
Older faculty (45 years old and older) were generally less
comfortable than younger faculty members (ages 21 to
40 years old) with technological learning tools, such as
online discussions, course navigation, and presentation
software. They were also less comfortable with computer
networks and were more accustomed to being isolated
computer users. Younger generations have the highest
level of comfort with technological tools, mainly with
advanced tools like teaching tools, design software and
spreadsheets. These results imply that Professors may
need more time and clearer instructions when asked to
perform an online task which is still outside of their
comfort zone; they may also require guidance while
navigating a course Web site or participating in a
networked environment.

4.     Conclusion

The growing influence of web 2.0 tools in twenty-first
century has brought a paradigm shift for educational
Institutes in India. Web 2.0 plays an important role in
the strengths of educators by opening the doors to
collaboration and participation. It persuades and assists
the natural desire to share what you know and to learn
from your colleagues. And fully embracing Web 2.0 is a
logical extension of the attempts that so many educators
have made to use the Internet to connect, collaborate,
and create new knowledge. With this it is not dubious to
say that web 2.0 tools helps in knowledge sharing or
collective intelligence and it is proved in this study too.
Although with the advent of IT web 2.0 tools can be used
anywhere, anytime with internet activated mobile phones;
but still there are some people who do not use laptops
(that are portable for 24*7 access of internet) and do not
have internet activated mobile phones. For these
educators anytime access is not the benefit of web 2.0
tools but still there are educators who get beep on their
mobile whenever there is any mail for them and they
enjoy connecting to people every time and can share
their ideas too. It is analyzed in the study that Assistant
Professors and Associate Professors are more techsavvy
than Professors. So for many educators, it’s an incredibly
exciting and knowledgeable time.

ANOVA Sum of 
Squares df Mean 

Square F Sig. 

Between 
Groups 8.944E10 2 4.472E10 434.481 .000 

Within 
Groups 4.848E10 481 1.029E8   

Total 1.379E11 483    

(I) Category (J) Category Sig. 
Associate Professor .126 Assistant Professor 
Professor .000 
Assistant Professor .126 Associate Professor 
Professor .000 
Assistant Professor .000 Professor 
Associate Professor .000 
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