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By the time this article reaches the 
hands of readers, I know I will have 
changed my mind about some of what I 
say here. Sigh! Nevertheless, I like being 
a 1.0 thinker/writer sometimes, even 
though I know that my Web 2.0 side 
will heckle me, by virtue of those yet-
to-emerge experiences that will change 
my ideas. This is a quandary I learned to 
articulate this year when I sat down with 
three Grade 5 students to explore how 
we would design an educational portal 
on a particular learning theme. 

The online learning space we 
required at that time needed to reflect 
a number of aspects of learning. Much 

of it would need to be collabora-
tively constructed with Web 2.0 tools, 
but it also would need to include 
elements of Web 1.0 publishing. In 
other words, we needed at least two 
kinds of learning spaces: one that would 
allow students to be individuals who 
publish their work from their personal 
lens and another that would allow 
many students to construct knowledge 
through social networking processes. 
In kid language, they explained to me, 
this meant there were some things they 
would want to publish in a readable 
public space but that they did not want 
other students to have the power to 
change—“mess around with,” or “wiki.” 
They were thinking in particular of 

the sixth-grade—older, more powerful, 
and perhaps ominously more superior 
students. They did not even mention 
Grade 7s and 8s as a possible audience; 
it must have seemed so impossibly 
difficult to imagine the interface. So, in 
age-appropriate language, in response 
to my explanations to them of the 
components of Web 1.0 and Web 2.0 
available to us, they pointed out some 
obvious ways to solve these problems 
and to achieve a learning commons 
that satisfied everyone’s needs. I was 
suitably impressed by their problem-
solving abilities because they hadn’t 
actually ever heard before of a wiki, for 
example. 

Fast forward a few months to my 
attendance of a presentation by cultural 
anthropologist Professor Michael Wesch 
(2007), at which he shared thoughts 
about his ongoing work with university 
students within an educational portal 
at Kansas State University. Perhaps the 
most remarkable piece of this experi-
ence was that listening to him from 
my perspective as a teacher-librarian 
working in two Canadian K–8 schools, 
very little of what he was saying about 
the potential of Web 2.0 to trans-
form the way we teach and learn with 
students was particularly unfamiliar to 
me. How neat, I thought, that many 
of his comments and experiences echo 
mine so closely. In fact, his students’ 
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portal, albeit significantly more sophisti-
cated, had many of the same components 
that the Grade 5s had thought they would 
need. Many other grade-school educa-
tors, as well as I, are exploring how to use 
educational portals, including how and 
when blogs, wikis, and discussion areas 
might be most effective with students 
at a number of grade levels. It seems to 
show a great deal of promise. Like Wesch 
(2007), too, experiences with students have 
led me to question the idea posited only 
a few years ago that there are separate 
generations of individuals who are either 
hardwired to be “digital natives” (younger 
people mostly) and “digital immigrants” 
(older folks certainly). I know that students 
are only a bit surprised these days when 
adults in the education system can talk 
with them comfortably about how they 
use their social networks like FaceBook 
and so on. Wesch’s (2007) point is that 
new technologies emerge so quickly now 
that the playing fields have leveled, and 
increasingly the divide is closing. As I 
listened more, I thought, this correlation 
of ideas between his experience and mine 
is very tidy.

WEB 2.0 THINKING  
IS NOT TIDY

The tidy thinking didn’t last very long. One 
single piece of Wesch’s (2007) presentation 
startled me. He explained with articulate 
simplicity the problem of how large univer-
sity classes and the current methodologies 
of delivering knowledge, frequently in a 
didactic style, can make students feel 
increasingly disconnected from the learning 
process and the instructor. This disconnect 
is complex. To understand it better, a quick 
visit to YouTube, searching Michael Wesch, 
will yield some explanations through a 
number of powerful videos he created with 
his students. 

The parallel to this idea, with which I 
identified in thinking of my own profes-
sion and which startled me, was not that 
we deliver instruction in a didactic manner 
in school library programming but rather 
our problem is having too many students 
in proportion to one’s role as a teacher 
within the teacher-librarian position. I am 
certain it has been said many times, univer-

sity classes are too large and similarly 
teacher-librarian positions are fragmented 
and disproportionate to the numbers of 
students involved, not to mention signifi-
cantly underfunded. But the simplicity with 
which he stated the problem and then went 
on to suggest that the thinking of Web 2.0 
might in part solve both this instructional/
learning problem and organizational/struc-
tural problem was astoundingly unique. 

Apart from discussions about networked/
hierarchical organizational cultures and 
authoritative/nonauthoritative information 
management, the essence of the problem 
in institutions is the way we do things on 
a daily basis, without deleting or changing 
existing, traditionally organized activity. 
The analogy in school libraries might be 
that how we manage our instructional time 
as teacher-librarians is sometimes danger-
ously akin to the problem of not weeding 
the print collection effectively. 

Well, even though I use it and think I 
know what it is, how do we define Web 2.0 
thinking so that it makes sense in relation 
to how we go about our collaborative work 
every day as teacher-librarians, I wondered? 
Here is a definition worth examining from 
Richard McManus (2005): 

Web 2.0 does appear to mean different 
things to different people, so you would 
be forgiven for still feeling confused 
about the term. Here are some of the 
definitions of Web 2.0 floating about: 
Web 2.0 = the web as platform; Web 
2.0 = the underlying philosophy of 
relinquishing control; Web 2.0 = glocal-
ization (“making global information 
available to local social contexts and 
giving people the flexibility to find, 
organize, share and create information 
in a locally meaningful fashion that 
is globally accessible”); Web 2.0 = an 

attitude not a technology; Web 2.0 = 
when data, interface and metadata no 
longer need to go hand in hand; Web 
2.0 = action-at-a-distance interactions 
and ad hoc integration; Web 2.0 = 
power and control via APIs; Web 2.0 
= giving up control and setting data 
free. While at first glance some of those 
definitions may be contradictory, we can 
distill from them certain characteristics 
of Web 2.0. Web 2.0 is social, it is open 
(or at least it should be), it is letting go 
of control over your data, it is mixing 
the global with the local. Web 2.0 is 

I know that students are only a bit surprised these 
days when adults in the education system can talk 
with them comfortably about how they use their social 
networks like FaceBook and so on. Wesch’s (2007) 
point is that new technologies emerge so quickly now 
that the playing fields have leveled, and increasingly 
the divide is closing.
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about new interfaces—new ways of 
searching and accessing Web content. 
And last but not least, Web 2.0 is a 
platform—and not just for developers to 
create web applications like Gmail and 
Flickr. The Web is a platform to build 
on for educators, media, politicians, 
communities, and for virtually everyone 
in fact! Web 2.0 is all of the above 
things—don’t let anyone tell you it’s one 
or the other definition.
Do these definitions lead us all over 

the map, or is there a direction in Web 
2.0 that we need to attend to? The new 
learning commons seems to be in fact 
the globalization of how we learn and 
are growing culturally. Libraries typically 
through time have engendered respect 
because they are trusted with the “keeping” 
of the knowledge. If that shift in the 
“keeping” has become more fluid, then it 
is likely that “reflecting” might possibly be 
closer to what the core piece of account-
ability is. Rather than backing away from 
that tremendously challenging piece, the 
simplicity of the lesson from Wesch (2007; 
one that should not be new to us) is that 
collaboration is the core of this process. 
It is within this complex role that school 
libraries need to reinvent their part. This is 
a tall order in light of the complexities that 
exist within school library structures, not 
the least of which is the marvelous unique-
ness of each school library, a reflection of 
the uniqueness of each school culture. It 
is also complex in that one of the barriers 
to growth in libraries are stereotypes that 
follow the expected “finding” behavior that 
is apparently associated with libraries—in a 
time when, as Wesch (2007) and others say, 
we belong to a shift toward a “creating” 
culture, mirrored in Web 2.0. This, of 
course, translated to the role of library staff 
in Web 2.0 thinking, means not necessarily 
having a specific space in which to contin-
uously work. Like everyone, library people 
do need a good landing space, and what a 
great central space they have from which to 
work in traditional library spaces. However, 
in addressing the needs of a school, it is 
no longer possible from one central space 
to address learning outcomes in a way that 
helps students to be prepared for a Web 2.0 
world in which they must learn to create as 
well as find. Furthermore, that central space 

will actually be enhanced if the professional 
teacher-librarian leaves it sometimes to 
be in other physical and online learning 
spaces, much like the networking of Web 
2.0. The library should continue to still be 
a physically viable place that represents a 
learning commons among many in and 
beyond the building. This is the shift from 
Web 1.0 thinking to Web 2.0 thinking. 
They both have a place in how we learn 
and collaborate. 

WEB 2.0 THINKING AS 
AN APPROACH TO TIME 
MANAGEMENT

If you ask teacher-librarians to identify the 
most frustrating part of their job—the piece 
they wish they could change, the piece 
they feel least empowered to change—you 
will likely elicit a response that includes 
the word time. Frequently, too, an irony of 
the profession might be the inclusion of a 
strong protest about information overload. 
Who wants to admit that even as one of 
the “experts,” you are finding it a little 
excessive and, quite frankly, a nuisance? 
Largely though, teacher-librarians will likely 
refer to the proportion of time in relation 
to the number of staff and students with 
whom they work and the gap that exists 
between the learning goals they would like 
to achieve and the reality of the number 
of human bodies with whom they work. 
Senge and colleagues’ (2000) concept of 
the “creative tension” that exists between 
vision and reality comes to mind. There 
are two ways to cope: either reality can be 
pulled toward the vision or the vision can 
be adjusted to more closely match reality. 
Personally, I like visions, and some of the 
wonderful and current ideas for imple-
mentation in the professional literature 
about the role of teacher-librarians warrant 
some changing of reality to meet those 
aspirations. In keeping with Wesch’s (2007) 

line of thinking, I suspect there are some 
changes to reality that may be possible 
within the thinking of Web 2.0. Some of 
that change might need to involve looking 
at different ways to use our time and 
perhaps to begin thinking about deleting 
some much-loved but outdated activities 
some of the time. 

Teacher-librarians will sometimes claim 
that libraries, more frequently than any 
other part of school learning support, are 
the first victims of the proverbial axe when 
school budgets are tight. Sometimes this 
is very true. However, shortage of staff 
in relation to the job that needs to be 
done is certainly not unique to the school 
library profession. Fragmentation caused 
by less than full-time positions is rampant 
in many districts. On any given day, I can 
easily hook up with a classroom teacher, 
resource teacher, administrator, and, yes, 
even students with whom to lament how 
unfair it is they have so much to do 
within the given time frame. Such thinking, 
however, reeks of less than admirable 
human behavior, and there is whining 
involved. These are roads down which we 
do not want to go, however there is much 
to be learned from the positive side of 
these discussions with other professionals 
in schools, particularly those who feel their 
time allotment in proportion to students 
is limited. 

How are they adjusting or getting past 
their frustrations? It is notable that among 
those solutions is the “thinking globally and 
acting locally” strategies, which are often 
the key points expressed. I think this means 
having a clear focus in any given school 
year on the big picture of the declared 
learning outcomes of the school and then 
choosing to focus on staff requests for 
collaborative activity within those goals as 
the key to time management. The more 
closely the inquiry units and information 
literacy lessons match with learning goals 

If you ask teacher-librarians to identify the most 
frustrating part of their job—the piece they wish they 
could change, the piece they feel least empowered to 
change—you will likely elicit a response that includes 
the word time.
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of the school and curriculum outcomes, as 
agreed upon by the participating collabora-
tors, the more time should be spent with 
those particular students and teachers. As 
expressed by Web 2.0 philosophy, it is the 
local interface of goals that should become 
the construction or work area, a kind of 
learning commons.

The most immediate argument that 
might be posed to this decentralized 
approach is whether or not one is fulfilling 
the profile of a school library program that 
meets the needs of all students and staff. 
Will there be evidence that continuous, 
systematic attention is being paid to all 
grade levels? The quick answer to that is 
to think of the school library program as 
a “spiraling curriculum.” It is not possible 
in a time frame of one school year to fit in 
collaboratively planned, good quality work 
with teachers and students in classrooms, 
computer labs, or school libraries that 
reflect the deeper thinking processes that 
are recommended by Harada, Loertscher, 
Kuhlthau, and Stiggins, and countless other 
researchers. One needs to prioritize the 
tasks and allocate time in accordance. 
Certainly one needs to keep touching base 
with staff with whom less work is being 
done in a given year, perhaps spending 
time with them for short lessons, support, 
or simply discussing what they are doing. 
However, if they feel they are achieving the 
same goals independently from the school 
library program within a given year, then 
all that is necessary is conversation about 
how their learning activity connects with 
what you are doing collaboratively with 
other students and staff. The focus of 
energy needs to return always to attending 
to the learning activities that include the 
best intersection of all stakeholders’ goals. 
These goals are quite different from one 
school culture to another, a fact I can attest 
to through my daily experiences within two 
schools. 

As a teacher-librarian making decisions 
in this big picture to perhaps dramatically 
decrease or delete the amount of time 
spent, for example, on collecting resources 
or reading to children, it becomes our job 
to converse about why we aren’t doing 
those things in a given year. Maybe we 
need to offer solutions to those questions, 
too. A solution to the “why aren’t you 

reading to students?” problem might be 
to develop an online book club that is 
mostly run by students or have the library 
technician or classroom teacher read to 
younger children in the library setting. 
These solutions usually involve an invest-
ment of time in the front end, but much 
like in the Web 2.0 world, they take on a 
life of their own that gives ownership of the 
learning to all participants. 

The work that is accomplished with 
students and staff in any given school year 
certainly does need to be systematically 
organized for accountability. This means 
that several layers need to be considered 
in any given school year. In my province, 
most of those layers are already designed 
for me through curriculum and curriculum 
support documents. It is my job to figure 
out how to put them on a grid that fits 
with what I believe I can achieve with 
classroom teachers and their students. For 
example, my province has a continuum 
of information and communication 
technology learning outcomes, frameworks 
for all of the curriculum areas, and support 
documents that address such consider-
ations as inclusive education and multilevel 
classrooms. I can choose to adopt a specific 
inquiry model, such as Alberta’s Focus on 
Inquiry model, to use with teachers who 
wish to use a model, or I can use a resource, 
such as Kulthau, Maniotes, Caspari’s newest 
publication, Guided Inquiry: Learning in the 
21st Century (2007). The resulting grid that 
guides the instruction and assessment of 
the teacher-librarian for the school year 
becomes a guide and communication tool. 
Like a Web 2.0 tool, it is open to being 
changed and reconstructed throughout the 
year in response to the learning needs that 
are identified by all the stakeholders. This 
is particularly true as technologies and 
ideas surrounding new technologies are so 
quickly changing the way we can imple-
ment instruction with information literacy 
or new literacies. 

ASSESSING STUDENT 
LEARNING OUTCOMES, 
ASSESSING INFORMATION 
LITERACY: WHEN AND WHY?

One of the most challenging parts of 
making a shift to being part of the 

Kidspiration 3. Inspiration Software, Inc. 
(www.inspiration.com). Grade K–5.

The new features in this version of Kidspiration 
are simply astounding! In addition to keeping the 
excellent learner-friendly features from the past, 
now there is enhanced audio support to aid ESL 
and ELL students. Instructions can be recorded 
in the student’s native language with ease. A 
keyword search option has also been added. 
Be sure to examine the Word Guide options. 
This combination dictionary and thesaurus 
contains nearly 13,000 words. Sight vocabulary 
from Dolch and Fry’s word list and alignment 
with TESL vocabulary to support ELL students 
are included. Students can highlight a word and 
then click the “Word Guide” button or open the 
guide and type in the word. Not only is a defini-
tion provided, but synonyms, images, sample 
sentences, and recorded speech pronun-
ciations are given. Clicking the “More Details” 
button gives the student access to antonyms.

The reason this software needs to be 
purchased for all computers in an elementary 
building is the new Math view, which provides 
five visual math tools. Learners can manipulate 
color tiles, pattern block, base-10 blocks, fraction 
tile, and fraction boxes. Students can easily 
create math sentences and word problems 
for other learners. The ability to mix writing and 
math in one tool makes Kidspiration 3 a must-
purchase.

Suggested uses include:

• Use the Math View with an interactive white-
board for an entire class demonstration and 
practice.

• Provide learning centers with activities 
designed to have students access the Word 
Guide and improve their vocabulary and writing.

• Use the library of ready-made activities for 
learning centers.

• Have students use the writing tools in the Math 
View to document their work strategies.
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organized disorder of Web 2.0 behavior is 
deciding how and when it is most valuable 
for the teacher-librarian to participate 
in assessment and evaluation of student 
learning. Within a unit of study that 
one has presumably planned through the 
backward design process in collaboration 
with a classroom teacher, it seems necessary 
to complete the process by assessing the 
student learning together at the comple-
tion of the learning cycle. This is time-
consuming and is often the piece that 
makes it necessary to choose to work with 
one classroom over another. These are not 
easy decisions to make and, again, can 
probably only be partly addressed through 
the idea of spiraling one’s activity. Staying 
visible to those students with whom one is 
not working on a larger unit can possibly 
be addressed through single visits to classes 
in the computer lab, for example, in which 
one spends time chatting and reviewing 
how their Web searching is progressing. 
Sometimes, it is even most effective to 
introduce a new online resource to students 
and a teacher through a quick drop-in like 
this in which one knows they will share 
that new resource with other students or 
teachers. The logic of choosing this kind 
of behavior is to move away from the 
idea of finding information in response 
to questions and instead provide ideas to 
learners for relevant use of information and 
presumably for them to share with others. 

Because there should be a continuum 
of brief and more comprehensive assess-
ments within any given day, it can be 
valuable to allocate a couple of days 
per week at least to formally plot onto 
a spreadsheet what has been assessed. 
It can be effective if choices of which 
assessments to plot are made randomly or 
targeted, as long as one is aware of the 
purpose of the data collection and analysis. 
Depending on what kind of analysis works 
best for the individual teacher-librarian, 

this usually helps to provide a sense of the 
patterns of learning that are occurring. This 
becomes the fodder for conversation and 
significantly lessens the sense of isolation 
that sometimes occurs within fragmented 
positions. Perhaps one of the pieces of Web 
2.0 philosophy that most aptly applies to 
assessment is that we are interdependent 
in our observations of student learning. 
Teacher-librarians have more opportunity 
to communicate with other teachers than 
almost anyone else on staff by virtue of 
their collaborative positions. 

WHY YOU MAY OR MAY NOT 
NEED A SCHOOL LIBRARY 
WEB SITE

Is having a school library web site impor-
tant in light of Web 2.0 thinking, where 
networked, overlapping spaces take prece-
dence? Do we still need to provide an 
organized hierarchical Web 1.0 directory of 
good sites to visit for general reference on a 
school library web site? Even though Google 
and a number of other search engines do 
this extremely well, most teacher-librar-
ians likely believe it is still necessary. 
However, the issue of maintaining it over 
time becomes a problem. If one is focused 
on student learning outcomes through 
collaborative instruction and assessment, 
when is there time to maintain a good web 
site? Again, the alternate way of managing 
this might be to change the ownership of 
the site. By creating a learning commons 
for the school library, perhaps inviting a 
group of students to assist with the design, 
one can invest time in the beginning of 
a new school library web site and then, 
over time, move to the role of managing 
editor. Most students are responsible about 
contributing to a common learning space, 
especially if they know an adult is checking 
it regularly. 

THE SHIFT

The shift of thinking that is exemplified 
by the concepts of Web 1.0 and Web 2.0 
is endlessly fascinating as it captures and 
reflects the essence of social change. It is 
impossible to predict what will work well 
for students in these learning forums. 
However, school libraries have a wonderful 
bird’s-eye view of how the pieces mesh 
because we see so many students. Perhaps 
the problem, too many students, holds the 
clues to the solution. Maybe the forest is 
there among the trees. At any rate, it is 
both a delight and a responsibility to listen 
carefully to how it unfolds. 
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Because there should be a continuum of brief and 
more comprehensive assessments within any given 
day, it can be valuable to allocate a couple of days per 
week at least to formally plot onto a spreadsheet what 
has been assessed. 
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