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Abstract: This article presents an historical overview of the main background 
theories of Connectivism, understood as a new paradigm of education. The object is 
to assess whether this new educational paradigm is an evolution from preceding 
schools or a revolutionary theory in the educational field. Psychoanalysis and the 
School of Gestalt are presented as the earliest antecedents, and the influence of 
Instructionism, Constructivism, Chaos Theory, Neuroscience, Network Theory and 
Theory of Complex Adaptive Systems will be analysed, as they are considered direct 
predecessors. The article concludes by reflecting the influences of several 
contemporary schools of educational theories such as the Theory of Conversation, the 
Actor-network theory, Network Learning, e-learning 2.0., Microlearning, Nano-
learning, University 2.0., Curriculum 2.0., Pedagogy 2.0 and Navigationism. These 
schools complete the theoretical foundations on which Connectivism is based. As a 
consequence, Connectivism is only the evolution of previous schools and not a 
theoretical revolution in pedagogy. Its ideas represent the adaptation of previous 
theories to the current society, where social and communication technologies have 
changed the bases on which the knowledge and learning are based..  
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1. Introduction 
 
The aim of this review is to present the theoretical bases of 

Connectivism as a new paradigm of education. This analysis is intended to 
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understand the birth of Connectivism as a historical evolution of education. 
Connectivism is, therefore, the evolution of existing theories within the 
scientific field adapted to the current society and not a breakup with the 
previous works. (Verhagen, 2006, Kop and Hill, 2008). 

Before going on, it is necessary to define the concept Connectivism and 
its meaning in the current scientific educational field. It is a complex task 
because Siemens, the founder of this psychopedagogical school, knew that the 
knowledge is too perishable and always tried to avoid definitions and close 
concepts (Siemens, 2004, 2006, 2013). 

If we look into the contributions made by the main theorists of 
Connectivism, it is possible to identify a theoretical basis upon which several 
principles are settled, as well as an approach to understand it. . The reference 
to “approach” instead of “knowledge theory” or “learning theory” is not a 
trivial act, because doing so, we elude most of the current criticisms to 
Connectivism, including those from Downes, one of the founders and main 
promoters of this theoretical approach in education. (Downes, 2008, 2012; 
Forster, 2007; Verhagen, 2006).  

This connectivist approach implies to emphasise the pragmatic value of 
the connectivist statements. Connectivism is used to interpret and understand 
the processes related to learning and knowledge in the current world, 
particularly regarding the technological evolution of social networks and e-
learning . Therefore, the principles of Connectivism should not be used to 
explain every kind of learning and knowledge as some gaps could be found in 
its principles. These gaps are covered by previous theories “complemented” 
by Connectivism in order to adapt them to the digital technological world. 
(Downes, 2008, 2013). 

In its endeavour to understand knowledge and learning, Connectivism 
defines the human mind as a network which adapts to its environment. 
Therefore, learning could be defined as the process of creating networks by 
means of connections among several nodes and knowledge would be held in 
these networks. The role of the learner is both active and creative because 
they need to constantly adapt to the changing environment by making new 
connections, identifying patterns and learning through the decision making 
experience (Siemens 2006, 2013). 

One of the main ideas in Connectivism is that knowledge is something 
unpredictable, unstable, uncontrollable and in continuous growth, which 
means that it goes beyond the total control of a person and might be in their 
external networks (communities, digital devices, etc.) constantly changing. 
Therefore, Connectivism is not only the idea of individual human knowledge 
and learning, but also an approach to understand the collective mentality of a 
network of individuals, a community or a society based on the same principle: 
the generation of network ecologies constantly changing and evolving. 
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It is easy to find similarities between the concepts of “human mind” and 
“knowledge” according to Connectivism and the Internet and the uprising and 
quick expansion of social networks such as Twitter or Facebook. This 
situation is understandable because they are human creations which base their 
success on the suitability to satisfy the human need of learning and developing 
networks in order to adapt to the environment and hence, to learn. There is 
where the key of Connectivism lies, because it is certainly the theoretical and 
psychopedagogical approach most prepared to describe and explain the 
current world in which social and digital environments are mixed, creating 
new ways of knowledge and learning which could not be explained by the 
previous educational theories, because knowledge in this current digital age is 
unpredictable, disorganized, horizontal, democratic and, overall, in constant 
and exponential expansion. 

 
2. The Psychopedagogical predecessors of Connectivism 
 
2.1 The early predecessors 
The oldest precursor of Connectivism could be found in the psycho-

therapeutic practice of Psychoanalysis (Freud, 1900, 1953). Connectivism 
shares some curious similarities with this controversial psychological school, 
which allows us to do a slight parallelism between them. Both Psychoanalysis 
and Connectivism share the following features: 

 
- Both schools were created by one only person: Freud (1899) and 

Siemens (2004), although both received later enriching contribu-
tions from different authors. 

- Both theoretical schools were created with the aim of explaining 
some features of human behaviour that their contemporary scien-
tific theories were unable to explain. Freud aimed to understand 
the human motivation, finding the idea of the “unconscious mind”. 
Siemens, in turn, tries to complete the gaps and inaccuracies 
caused by classical learning theories, especially regarding a fast 
and wide growth of knowledge, which he considers their main 
weakness (Siemens, 2006). 

- Both schools have been strongly criticised as scientific theories, 
being more advisable to apply them as approaches: therapeutic in 
the case of Psychoanalysis and educational in the case of Connec-
tivism. 

- Both schools had a quick spread and triggered a lot of influence, in 
their field and in others spheres, gaining a great scientific interest 
in their time. 

- Finally, the main similarity between them is the great importance 
given to the performance of the human mind as a network. On the 
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one hand, the Free Association of Ideas technique is key as a 
therapeutic method in Psychoanalysis (Freud and Breuer, 1895). 
On the other hand, Connectivism defines learning as the process of 
connecting information nodes or sources. Therefore, both schools 
consider a similar human mind performance when thinking or 
learning, in the form of a network and a generation of links be-
tween ideas. 

 
ther early predecessors of Connectivism can be found in Gestalt psy-

chology. Theorists of this school consider the learning process as a develop-
ment of new ideas or as a modification of the existing ideas (Wertheimer and 
Riezler, 1944). For this purpose, the learner needs to have an active role, as 
learning is achieved in a deliberate way, by exploring our environment and 
circumstances and being creative. This idea is connected to that of Connectiv-
ism under which the learning network must be “modified and adjusted”. Sie-
mens considers that the learner builds learning networks which adapt to their 
current needs and later modifies as their circumstances change (Siemens, 
2013). 

Similarly to the Gestalt Psychology, Connectivism also considers a 
global view of reality with a purely pragmatic goal. In both theoretical 
schools, knowledge is dependent on the global view generated by it. There-
fore, knowledge is less important than the view upon which it lies and its 
meaning can change according to the circumstances. The learner creates their 
own reality using the elements (knowledge) they have; taking an active role 
and being creative is, therefore, a key factor to generate learning, which, fur-
thermore, will be completely personal and unique compared to the learning of 
other learner. 

Moreover, it is convenient to emphasize that some of the Gestalt main 
principles (similarity, proximity, continuation, etc.) are laws that show the 
way human mind make connections and associations. These laws are also 
used by Connectivism to show how a knowledge network is created and 
modified any moment and for any learner. 

 
2.2. Predecessors in pedagogy and psychology sciences 
The continuous development of knowledge in pedagogy and psychol-

ogy has meant a huge source of references for Connectivism. Many authors of 
great relevance have been recognised as a source of inspiration for the contri-
butions made by some of the most important connectivist authors (Siemens, 
Downes, etc). Authors like Bruner, Ausubel, Piaget, Bandura, Gagné, etc. and 
scientific schools like the Theory of Networks, Neuroscience, Instructionism 
or the Theory of the Chaos have built the basis for the main connectivists’ 
axioms. 
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As per the traditional juxtaposition of Instructionism and Constructiv-
ism in education, Connectivism is undoubtedly much closer to Constructivism 
(Duffy and Jonassen, 2013). However, some of the ideas of Instructionism 
have been used as a reference. Considering Instructionism as “the expression 
of believing that the perfectionism of the instruction leads to a better learning 
(p.151)”, according to Papert’s definition (1995), it can be observed that Con-
nectivism agrees with Instructionism when claiming that practice and im-
provement help the learner to achieve a deeper and complex knowledge. For 
Connectivism, however, this process is not based on the perfection of the in-
struction but in the improvement of the learner’s decision making based on 
the improvement of their knowledge network. The richness of this network 
leads to a more complex view and to a more focused deepening on the 
learner’s interests. 

Regarding Constructivism, this school is defined as the third metaphor 
in learning according to Mayer (Mayer, 1992): 

 
Learning as Teaching Instructional focus Results 

Response 
acquisition 

Feedback 
provision 

Centred in the syllabus 
(Right behaviour) 

Quantitative 
(Strength of 
associations) 

Information 
acquisition 

Information 
provision 

Centred in the syllabus 
(Right information) 

Quantitative 
(Amount of 
information) 

Meanings 
construction 

Cognitive 
guide 

Centred in the learner 
(Significant processing) 

Qualitative 
(Knowledge 
structure) 

Table 1. Three metaphors of learning. Source: Mayer, 1992, from 
Zapata-Ros, 2012 

 
Within the constructivist view of meanings construction during the 

learning process, it is advisable to stand out several theoretical approaches 
from different authors which have also been fundamental for the connectivist 
theories. 

The first constructivist theoretical approach presented as a predecessor 
of Connectivism is the School of Gestalt, led by Von Wertheimer and Köhler, 
which was previously mentioned at the early predecessors section herein. 

The main promoter of Constructivism in education, Piaget, introduced 
the importance of interaction with the social environment in his Constructivist 
Theory of Learning. According to Piaget (1954), learning is constructed 
through the learner’s maturity and experience in relation with their physical 
and social environment and thanks to this, the mental structures are modified 
and extended into more complex ones. 
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Gagné (1971) is another author who was inspiring for the creation of 
Connectivism. He claimed there are internal and external determining factors 
that regulate the learning process, agreeing consequently with the connectivist 
idea of ecology and adaptation to the social environment. The internal deter-
mining factors work as a storehouse for the acquisition of abilities that are a 
prior requirement to learn; the external determining factors are related to the 
context that makes the learning process easier. 

Another of the most relevant authors in Constructivism, Bruner (1966), 
presented the concept of Discovery Learning, which means to accept the idea 
of incidental learning and the appearance of challenges for the learner that 
might modify their interests and their way to solve problems. Siemens (2004) 
developed this idea as the complete definition of a problem through the com-
bination of the different points of view of the agents involved by means of 
their individual creativity, being able to reach a deeper view of the problem 
through the casual combination of their own interests. 

Bruner (2001), in turn, considered the active dialogue learner-teacher as 
a key factor in learning, which implies the creation of an external learning 
network that generates knowledge, as the connectivist ideas assert. 

Vygotsky has also been a strong inspiration for Connectivism. Vygot-
sky (1978) presents the idea of competence and considers the social factors as 
external triggers for learning, working as an external knowledge network; 
however, its bigger influence in Connectivism is the idea of Zone of Proximal 
Development, defined as: 

 
"The distance between the actual developmental level of the 

child as determined by their independent problem solving and the 
highest level of potential development as determined by the problem 
solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with their more ca-
pable peers" (Vygotsky, 1932, mentioned in Wertsch, 1988; p.84) 

 
This idea of the “Zone of Proximal Development” links directly with 

the performance of a knowledge network according to Connectivism and co-
incides with the following connectivist principle: “The ability to increase 
knowledge is more important than what we already know” (Siemens, 2006; p. 
31). 

Finally, Ausubel (1964) conceives knowledge as an assignment of 
meaning process. New knowledge has to be linked to old knowledge, trans-
forming it consequently and thus creating a deeper and more complex knowl-
edge. Through this process, the learner also achieves the ability to adapt to 
new situations, because they gain a more solid knowledge where the most 
basic knowledge holds the most complex one, under a hierarchical structure 
similar to the connectivist “network”. 
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The constructivist metaphor of learning as a Construction of Meaning 
entailed Cognitivism naturally evolving towards a syllabus more centred in 
the learner. From this perspective, learners have an active and main role in 
their own learning process, as they are who construct and organise their own 
learning through the construction of meaning into the knowledge they are 
acquiring. 

The constructivist perspective of Cognitivism has been predominant 
from the ‘80s until now in the educational scientific field. At present, this 
perspective represents multiple changes in the educational configuration of 
learning in schools, serving as a reference to new educational methodologies 
that are been currently introduced, such as Project-based Learning, learning 
corners, etc. (Cathalifaud, 2014). 

Connectivism agrees with Constructivism in a big part of this global 
view of the learner, as Connectivism also considers that the learner has a main 
role in the learning process and gives them an active role when choosing con-
tents and organising them according to a unique and own meaning. However, 
both theories differ in a fundamental aspect, as Connectivism rejects the idea 
of meanings being constantly constructed. 

According to Connectivism, the learner is not constantly constructing 
because it means an attempt to organise the chaos of the learner’s achievable 
knowledge. Sometimes, the learner just surf through this chaos without the 
need of organise it, or even disorganising what was previously organised. 
Therefore, as Siemens claims: “We are not always constructing (which im-
plies a cognitive work), but we are constantly making connections” (Siemens, 
2006, p.27). 

This critique from Connectivism to Constructivism leads us to another 
psycho-pedagogical predecessor of Connectivism: the Chaos Theory applied 
to Education. According to the Chaos Theory, any social issue is unfinished 
and is based on distorting and chaotic events that create disorder from the 
order and vice versa. That is why education, as a social science, should be 
based on this perspective (Castells, 1999). Moreover, in a cognitive level, 
creativity is considered the chaotic engine of the intelligence (Colom, 2005). 
Creativity opens the doors to the disorder generated by the acquired knowl-
edge in the learner and drives it to new and complex heights that can be or-
ganised in a higher level and so on indefinitely. 

It is easy to see the connection between Connectivism and these Chaos 
Theory principles. Connectivism, similarly to Chaos Theory, does not con-
sider that learning is guided, creates a cognitive order and is intentional. They 
also agree in the idea of knowledge being constantly fluctuating, meaning that 
current knowledge is perishable and becomes the ground of new knowledge. 
However, the scope of the Chaos Theory to define the learning acquisition of 
the learner is more limited, as this theory does not consider that the connexion 
nodes are points of support to define each learner’s learning so there would 
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not be any basis to hold the decision-making process. According to the Chaos 
Theory there is not a clear structure to guide the learner and, therefore, all 
learners might be similar or similarly different. In Connectivism, the before 
mentioned knowledge network made of nodes structures learning and knowl-
edge and also is the basis, in a non-deterministic way, for future learning 
processes with a personality which is not only fluctuant but also particular and 
personal. This personality is not determined by the Chaos Theory. 

Current scientific advances in Neuroscience have also meant a strong 
support for connectivist theories. Discoveries in cognitive neuroscience re-
lated to the operation of mirror neurons, discovered by Rizzolatti et. al. (1996) 
confirm the connectivist idea of knowledge being able to become a reality in 
the human mind without the intervention of symbolic aspects and therefore, 
without the constant creation of meanings. 

Initially, mirror neurons were thought to be executors of imitation fea-
tures in the human being, but it has been discovered that they can go much 
further. According to numerous studies, this neuronal system, mainly present 
in the frontal parietal area of the cerebral cortex, makes it possible for the 
human being to feel the feelings, emotions and even actions perceived in oth-
ers as their own. These findings suggest that multiple systems in humans 
might be fitted with neuronal mechanisms of reflex, both for the integration 
and differentiation of perceptive and motor aspects of the actions performed 
by ourselves and also by others (Mukamel, Ekstrom, Kaplan, Iacoboni and 
Fried, 2010). Connections with Connectivism are clear and two ideas are rein-
forced. The first idea is that knowledge is distributed not only in a human 
being but also through our interspecies’ empathy, which can also be found in 
non-human devices (a film, a song, an Internet browser, etc). The second idea 
is that human beings are continuously making connections beyond their cog-
nitive analysis, expanding their knowledge in the shape of a network. 

The main reference to link Connectivism to social or sociopsychologi-
cal sciences can be found in the Network theory. This theory has its origin in 
the School of Gestalt and was given a first boost with the works about group’s 
psychology of Lewin (1938) and the sociometry studies of Moreno (1962). 
Theorists of this proposal aim to analyze the behaviour as a group of a people 
network assuming that what people feel, think and do as a group has its origin 
and is shown in the guidelines of the situational relationships between them 
and not in their individual characteristics (Lozares, 2005). Therefore, a net-
work would have an identity of its own and different in relation with its mem-
bers, could be analyzed and would not be reducible to the contribution of each 
member. 

This idea of social network implies a common knowledge, defined by 
Siemens (2013) as “Wisdom of crowds”, and a network performance as a 
group, similarly to what happens with Connectivism. Moreover it has several 
applications in other sciences such as economics with micro and macro analy-
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sis, mathematics through the “Graph theory [2] or computer science and the 
electronic social networks. 

The last relevant reference for Connectivism can be established in the 
Complex Adaptive Systems (CAS) [3]. Complex Adaptive Systems are an 
interdisciplinary field of study which includes several sciences such as psy-
chology, sociology, economics, genetics, biology, artificial intelligence, etc. 
and are commonly used to describe groups of interrelated elements that react 
in an adaptive way to the environmental changes. This term was initially 
adopted by the Santa Fe Institute in the 90s with Holland, Gell-Man and 
Forrest in the lead but it was easily popularized thanks to its potential to ex-
plain the environmental adaptation of complex systems within several sci-
ences (Holland, 1996). According to Levin (2002), the main characteristics of 
the Complex Adaptive Systems are the diversity and individuality of its com-
ponents, the local and specific interactions between those components and an 
autonomous process that uses the interactions results to replicate or improve a 
subset of said components; however, the feature that really defines a complex 
adaptive system is the adaptation. When a system adapts, it means that it 
learns, that there is a competitive selection and that only the more appropriate 
components survive, becoming the rule for replication (Forrest and Jones, 
1994). 

The concept of “learning” in Complex Adaptive Systems is mainly the 
same than in Connectivism concerning the performance of a network or ecol-
ogy and for that reason Connectivism uses many of their statements. Connec-
tivism also considers that the knowledge network changes by adaptation to the 
environment and only the most suitable decisions making for the current 
situation are selected, creating a network or system Darwinism. Also, the non-
defined concept of “knowledge” according to Connectivism has the features 
of a complex adaptive system, meaning that knowledge does not have a de-
fined shape because it depends on each specific environment, is under con-
stant change or adaptation and expands and replicates constantly. 

 
3. The more recent predecessors 
 
This article, intended to reflect the basis of Connectivism, would not be 

completed without the reference to the most recent theoretical movements, 
contemporary with Connectivism, which in some way have left a mark on it, 
either inspiring its theories or modifying and improving its theoretical basis. 
Many of these theoretical approaches start from similar ideas and try to de-
scribe the process of learning in a society heavily influenced by new knowl-
edge and information technologies, although for some reasons they had a mi-
nor impact compared to Connectivism, which has had a policy of open publi-
cations that has favoured a bigger international and scientific impact. (San-
tamaría, 2010, 2013). 
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The first reference to include is the Conversation Theory, originally 
suggested by Pask (1975) and later restructured by Laurillard (1993, 1999). 
According to this theory, the dialog between teacher and learner allows the 
construction and exchange of knowledge between them. In this way, the 
learner rebuilds the meaning of a given concept explained by the teacher and 
from this point, the teacher has to assess the learning using his own assess-
ment methods. Therefore, it might be considered that there is an intrinsic 
feedback in the learning process through dialog because at least one phase of 
adaptation of the learning process by the learner has to be present (Martín, 
García Rueda and Ramírez Velarde, 2004). 

This conversational process would be used to make knowledge explicit 
and to encourage the reflection as a Socratic method of learning. Both Con-
nectivism and Conversation Theory are based in the creation of relationships 
as a source of knowledge, both through the connection of ideas and making 
relations with other people and thinking about it. 

Another important reference is the Actor-Network Theory (ANT) [4], 
also known as “actant-rhizome ontology”. It is a sociological approach born in 
the 80s but theoretically developed at the end of the 90s mainly with the 
works of Latour (1999) and Law (1999). The Actor-Network Theory consid-
ers machines, objects and even discourses as actors at the same level than 
human beings, in a symmetric system where technological aspects develop a 
great importance. This theory implies that everything is connected with no 
distinction between human and non-human beings, and therefore technology, 
social processes and human beings are associated and studied at the same 
level in social analyses. 

Another reference to analyze is the Network Learning (N-learning) of 
Polsani (2003), inspired in the works of Harasim (1995). Polsani suggests that 
the birth of the Internet has modified our way of learning, ending up in the 
creation of a place where virtual global knowledge is produced and to which 
we connect, enrich ourselves and learn through all our life. This network of 
knowledge and learning would be structured in different levels of knowledge 
and we would drive into these levels according to our needs. Both Connectiv-
ism and N-learning share the idea that knowledge and learning are distributed, 
can be found in non-human devices and are considered as live entities which 
are different from all their elements as a whole. 

The birth of the Web 2.0 and its important influence over new peda-
gogic methodologies have motivated the creation of new theoretical ap-
proaches with influence in connectivist ideas. 

Downes (2005), the main promoter of Connectivism together with Sie-
mens, develops the idea of e-learning 2.0, with many features in common with 
Connectivism, which means an important change compared with the tradi-
tional e-learning. According to Downes (2005), e-learning 2.0 implies the 
integration of the Web 2.0 into the learning process. It means that the learner 
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takes part in their own learning process, is able to create contents and share 
them with others, learning can be done through more informal channels and 
knowledge is changeable, i.e. it is not organized in a hierarchical way and it 
can be modified or adapted according to the learner’s needs. In conclusion, e-
learning 2.0 implies an active participation of the electronic learner in their 
own learning process, even being a part of the learning process of other learn-
ers he is connected to. 

Two new branches of education derived from e-learning and based on 
small pieces of learning are also clear references for Connectivism. These new 
branches are Microlearning and Nano-learning. 

Regarding Microlearning, Hug (2005, 2007) claims that it is possible to 
schedule very effective learnings by means of small activities and short-term 
goals. These activities are based on micro-contents that are used later in wider 
knowledge or in the long term. Connectivism also considers the existence and 
usefulness of this microlearning, mainly in non intentional or creative learn-
ing, being in many circumstances the first steps towards a more advanced 
development in new subjects or different topics and working as an explorer 
for new routes in the knowledge network. 

Regarding nano-learning (n-learning: nano-learning; do not confuse 
with N-learning or Network Learning), it implies a learning miniaturiza-
tion even bigger than Microlearning. Drawing an analogy between nano-
learning and nanotechnology, learning is subdivided up to the maximum (with 
a continued focus of only a bit longer than one minute ), which guarantees a 
great performance in attention and a very high understanding by discovery, 
allowing a great diversification and customization for the learner (Masie, 
2006). 

Continuing with new tendencies based on new technologies, Barnes and 
Tynan (2007) present the need of a new university, because current university 
students are already users of the Web 2.0. and think that education based on 
the teacher and his knowledge is not sufficient. The term Web 2.0 arose to 
name the new webpages different from the web sites more traditional and 
called Web 1.0; the distinguishing feature is the collaborative participation of 
users. This new university is called University 2.0 and consists in putting an 
emphasis on new social network technologies within the university context. 
This way, the learner will be able to contribute knowledge while they are also 
learning and there will be no separation between the university content and 
the learner’s reality. In this new university, similarly to Connectivism, the 
informal knowledge, which always has been considered as a minor learning in 
the university context, will acquire a great relevance. (Abella, Santamaría & 
Grande, 2010). 

Linked to these ideas of adapting the whole educational context to the 
new virtual reality 2.0, other authors suggest the existence of a Curriculum 2.0 
with the features of these new technologies. Curriculum is agreed between 
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students and teachers and is guided by the learner’s needs (Bawden, Robin-
son, Anderson, Bates, Rutkauskine and Vilar, 2008). Thanks to this new cus-
tomized curriculum the students would develop better management skills and 
access to knowledge, as this would be adapted to their learning pace and 
needs, which means an application of the connectivist principles. 

According to authors such as McLoughlin and Lee (2007), the applica-
tion of new information technologies to knowledge and education require 
important changes in pedagogy in the current context. This new way of han-
dling education is called Pedagogy 2.0 and has to be adapted to the learner’s 
needs in the current society. Some of the most important current requirements 
are the participation in learning networks and communities (whether social or 
virtual), the customization of learning activities according to each learner’s 
pace and the emphasis on the production of knowledge, that is, to contribute 
knowledge and to receive knowledge. These features of customized learning, 
rupture of the learning context isolation and the horizontal and democratic 
knowledge are also basic ideas in Connectivism. 

The introduction of new technologies in a pedagogical context can 
mean a great contribution to pedagogy, changing the usual concept of distrac-
tion. Brown (2006) considers the use of these communication devices (mobile 
phones, tablets, etc.) as an activity directly related to the efficient management 
of achievable information and communication. Learner has to be in contact 
with other learners and teachers, connect knowledge from their own perspec-
tive with their previous knowledge, share discovered knowledge and collabo-
rate with other learners in their own learning process. Brown (2006) denomi-
nates this new perspective Navegacionism, whose bases are information man-
agement and continuous social interaction (Organista-Sandoval, McAnally-
Salas and Lavigne, 2013). 

 
4. Conclusion  
 
After having presented all the references and predecessors related to 

Connectivism, it can be clearly concluded that this theoretical approach means 
an evolution from the existing theoretical knowledge instead of a real theo-
retical revolution, as it was stated in the initial thesis. 

The main reason to think otherwise can be found in the analogy usually 
drawn between the current socio-technological revolution and the impact that 
Connectivism has in the pedagogical field. Whereas in the socio-technological 
aspect there is no doubt that it means a real revolution that modifies the exist-
ing basis, in Pedagogy and knowledge the evolution only suggests little ad-
justments and changes of perspectives, new ways of dealing with socio-
pedagogical challenges and new chances to approach future opportunities in 
the educational context, which take advantage of the current great knowledge 
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in order to reinforce their basis and face a rather unclear future with better 
guarantees. 

Currently, the learning theoretical approach of Connectivism offers nu-
merous advantages that allow it to become the new learning theoretical para-
digm for the vast majority of new researchers. These advantages can be 
summed up as the following: 

 
- Continuity with the existing educational knowledge, as in most 

cases connectivist principles do not mean a rupture but a new ap-
proach. 

- Easy application of connectivist principles to new technologies 
and learning methodologies, as it is in line with most of the current 
trends. 

- High adaptation to the new generations of “digital natives” stu-
dents, who increasingly identify themselves with the needs de-
scribed in Connectivism. 

- Higher coordination among different sciences and fields of study, 
as Connectivism is an approach which takes information from dif-
ferent theoretical fields to develop (Social psychology, informa-
tion technology, neuroscience, computing science, etc.). 

- Better comprehension of the current learning situation and future 
challenges, as Connectivism foresees a better understanding of a 
society in constant change and a knowledge continuously growing. 

 
In conclusion, it can be predicted and justified a probable expansion and 

popularization of Connectivism in the educational context, considering the 
current evolution of information technologies and social networks, which for 
the moment are quickly expanding into every aspect of our community social 
life. For that reason, the educational context has to be adapted to new perspec-
tives fitting in its principles in the best possible way and use these principles 
in order to guarantee the best possible education. 
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