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Introduction 
In many cases a new world of learning is announced due to the many folded actual drivers (e.g. Information overload, rapid information cycles, increasing competence demand). Often, it is hereby referred to the Internet and new technologies in general as well as their implications for learning as learners connect through them and “new learning” is created. (OECD, 2007; Smith et al., 2007; Dutton/Helsper, 2007) These changing learning contexts influence the creation of new learning scenarios and at the same time correlate with existent learning theories. The question arises if new theoretical approaches are needed or whether the existent ones are sufficient to analyze new learning contexts. To discuss this question, “Networked Learning” as a prototypical representation of new learning contexts will be analysed in this paper.

Actual Influences for Learning Culture and Behaviour
Today, there are many drivers (economic, social and technological ones), which influence education’s nature. The Internet is one of the main drivers. With its implementation the documented and available knowledge grows exponentially; resulting in increasingly rapid knowledge cycles, which are especially high in the computing segment, where knowledge is already obliterated after two years (Braner/ Lackmann, 1993). This development is again one of the main reasons for the growing relevance of life-long learning as it becomes less important to possess (fast outdated) knowledge but rather relevant to be able to make new knowledge accessible (Prague Communiqué, 2001). Following this thought, it becomes evident that the ability to synthesize and recognize connections is a crucial skill in the information age. With this development another one comes along: The growing demand for competence development (Prague Communiqué, 2001; The official Bologna Process website 2007-2010) as competences are intertwined with the idea of making learners “fit” for their unknown future, not least for a permanently changing labour market, and to deal productively with the existing competition as well as to shape ones own biography (i.e. “be employable”).
However, the implementation of the internet also offered new ways of representing as well as accessing information for learners and of connecting with others for exchange and learning - particularly used by kids and young students. Many reports and national surveys demand therefore that educational concepts have to take this new reality into account, and deal with new tools productively in order to achieve greater student engagement (Canadian Council on Learning, 2006; National Survey of Student Engagement, 2007). While it seems obvious that the learning context is changing and while we can observe the availability of new tools, the very nature of this change is often misinterpreted as the postulation for new educational concepts often leads to an uncritical rejection of existing concepts and theories. However, in many cases it can be shown that new learning concepts build on existent learning theory (which will be amplified in the following). 
If we just consider the role of peers and moral development for individuation as one example, it becomes obvious that basic aspects of the learning process still remain the same as they did not change their relevance due to the new technological drivers (Krappmann, 1993; Keller, 2005). It seems rather that the new media offer new ways of communication instead of being a substitute for the communication act itself. (Canadian Media Awareness Network 2005; Bennett et al. 2008) The existent learning theories seem hence still to be able to explain (at least) parts of “learning”. However, to meet the new learning context’s requirements, adjustments due to the new learning environment (technical drivers, growing demand for competences etc.) have to be made.  First developments in this direction are already made, e.g. through the technology enabled change from web 1.0 to web 2.0, in which the focus from teaching to learning was shifted.
Shift in the learning mode

The focus of ‘e-learning 1.0’ was still on the acquisition of knowledge, which changed with ‘e-learning 2.0 approaches’, which rather force reflection and competence development.
 For e-learning 2.0 five characteristics can be made up:
1. Learning has become ubiquitous; it is no longer restricted to the classroom, but evolves in many different contexts;

2. Learners increasingly take on the role of organisers;

3. Learning is a life-long process; it has many episodes, and is not (only) linked to educational institutions;

4. Learning takes place in communities of learning: Learners participate in both open and restricted communities;

5. Learning is informal and non-formal
; it takes place at home, at the work place and during leisure time, and it is no longer centred around teachers or institutions.

Thus, the current e-learning approach enhances communication, collaboration and peer-interaction and hence competence oriented pedagogical models, which are in principle based on constructivist learning theory (see section “Perspective of Collaborative Learning”). With this development, the emergence of new forms of learning come along, which are self-directed, quick, flexible and aimed at problem solving. This kind of learning occurs in many cases in an informal and self-directed way in social networks. The shift from a distributive mode of e-learning to a collaborative mode of e-learning, from a knowledge transfer model to a competence development approach, offers yet not only new possibilities but also poses great challenges to the planning, organisation and provision of e-learning.
 

Taking on constructivism’ ideas in this context with regard to “knowledge acquisition” („to share knowledge“ or „to solve problems self-guided“ (Arnold/ Schüßler 1998, 78)), it becomes evident that, for more competence oriented learning scenarios, situations are needed, in which self-organised, learner oriented, situative, emotional, social and communicative learning is supported (Zawacki-Richter 2004, 262). To change the e-learning mode from a distributive mode of “learning material supply logistics” to a mode of CSCL, creates thus greater opportunities for learners to develop competencies in authentic learning situations and social interaction (Zawacki-Richter 2004, 263).
It is hence obvious that the form and inner organisation of learning scenarios is changing and needs still further improvement with regard to a further development of self-directed, social interacting and competence enhancing learning scenarios. One possibility for this further improvement is offered by social networking, more precisely Networked Learning. Networked Learning integrates both the new movements and is based on existent learning theory as it consists of building blocks from 

6. Connectivism, highlighting the relevance of connections for learning, 

7. social network analysis, pointing out the different types of connections and their implications for learning, and
8. Collaborative Learning Theories, based on Constructivism.

These three building blocks and their relevance for Networked Learning will be looked at in more detail in the following sections.
Perspective of Connectivism

According to Connectivism learning occurs, when a learner connects to a learning community and feeds information into it (Kop/Hill, 2008). The individuals can be understood as nodes, which are connective elements “through which new information is routed, or may instead simply permit connections between ideas and concepts that previously did not have connections with each other.” (Siemens, 2005) Through the formation of connections, knowledge is constituted and learning occurs. Understanding arises here through applying meta-cognition by selecting and evaluating the network’s elements to maintain the useful ones and eliminate the rest. In this sense, learning respectively understanding is seen as equivalent to the “process of creating connections”. Learning is hence an active “knowledge creation process” instead of a passive “knowledge consumption process”. (Siemens, 2008)
Through these networks learners are enabled easily to access new knowledge and update expert knowledge through social interaction, which is especially important against the background of rapid knowledge cycles and life-long learning. However, not only cognition contributes to the learning process, but also the affective domains, whereby a holistic learning process is achieved.   

Accordingly, Connectivism offers a new perspective to master the technological drivers by enforcing active and social interacting learning situations. In the course of this, Connectivism highlights the relevance of connections respectively networks for social and communicative learning and supports hence the learning scenario shift from a distributive mode to a collaborative respectively connected mode.
Perspective of Social Network Analysis

According to Erpenbeck (2002) and Hanft (1997) any network relation has potential for learning as both an exchange of knowledge and learning (through the interaction process) occurs. Through this interaction process personal and social learning processes are also encouraged. (Miller, 1996) 
This learning potential of networks will be examined with the help of Granovetter’s theory “Strength of Weak Ties” (1973). Basically, Granovetter addresses here the closeness of relations respectively connections, whereby weak and strong ties are to consider. Strong ties are e.g. close friends. Weak ties on the contrary are more loose contacts and are not exclusively connected to a network. In fact, they serve as bridges between different networks and support hence the information flow. Without weak ties in a network, the information basis is thus strongly restricted, since new information can hardly get into it. Due to the more “loose contact”, weak ties are less “invention-intensive”, which makes it easier to possess more of them, which in turn offers more access opportunities to information. (Seibert et. al. 2001)   

Following this thought, a differentiation between learning communities and networks can be made. Communities consist rather of strong ties respectively close relationships. Networks on the contrary are mostly comprised of weak ties respectively loose connections and exist rather in informal learning environments. Networked Learning refers to this idea of strong and weak ties as well as on this differentiation, whereby learners are enabled to integrate their “informal network knowledge” into their more “formal learning communities”, by what more authentic and social interacting situations can be achieved.

Burt (1992, 1997) however set the focus on holistic relationship patterns; instead of relationship patterns between single actors. Consequently, the amount of connections to other networks respectively stakeholders is here the essential part. If two stakeholders in one network are not directly connected a “structural hole” exists, which serves similar learning purposes as weak ties do. Thus, both approaches are not mutually exclusive, instead both the closeness of relations respectively connections and the amount of structural holes influence the social resources of an individual. (Seibert et. al. 2001)

In order to benefit from theses aspects, learners need to configure their own learning landscape. This configuration refers less to technical aspects but rather to the development of a portfolio of weak connections with a preferably high potential for structural holes. Through this approach learners access new knowledge and update export knowledge easily as the process of bringing peripheral influences respectively new information and ideas into the interaction and learning of communities is facilitated. Moreover, through these informal aspects learners are more engaged in self-organized, social and communicative learning.

A definition of Networked Learning can hence be as follows: Networked learning occurs through both an active exchange of knowledge between entities, which are preferably connected through weak ties with many structural holes, and a self-guided social interacting process, which leads consequently to an informalizing of formal structures.
Perspective of Collaborative Learning
Networked Learning incorporates therewith new ideas, like Connectivism, but also concepts like collaborative learning, which is anchored in elements of constructivism and situated learning approaches. 

Learning as a constructive process is basically highlighted by four main scientists: Jean Piaget, Lew S. Vygotsky, John Dewey and Jerome S. Bruner.  From their theories six basic assumptions for constructivist learning can be deducted (Reinmann-Rothmeier/ Mandl, 2001): Learning is accordingly
Table 1
Learning according to Networked Learning
	
	Constructivism
	Realisation in new learning contexts according to Networked Learning

	1.
	an active process
	( establishing connections, maintaining connections, information exchange

	2.
	a constructive process
	( formation of connections, knowledge “creation”

	3.
	an emotional process
	( socializing

	4.
	a self-guided process
	( selecting and evaluating of connections and information

	5.
	a social process  
	( networking, interaction process

	6.
	a situative process
	( demand oriented networking, informal settings



In other words: Learning develops from action, action takes place in social situations, and hence thinking and cognition are situative. (Schulmeister, 2002) These very aspects are yet the ones, which are supported by Networked Learning through self-guided and demand-driven socializing.
Following this thought, situated learning approaches, which are based on the constructivism point of view, especially on Vygotsky’s theory, also serve as theoretical foundation for Networked Learning. Their main spokesperson and ideas highlight the basic ideas of Networked Learning even clearer than the Constructivism does:

· Jean Lave (Cognition in Practice) states that every kind of activity happens both in a situational context and special culture. As an implication for learning he focuses on the cooperation of learners in a community of practice. Especially the cooperative sharing and converting of information are the postulate for effective learning. (Lave / Wenger, 1991)

· Barbara Rogoff (1990) (Guided Participation) emphasizes that communication and collective problem solving (with guidance) express integration in a social environment and are at the same time fundamental for learning. A transfer of learning takes here place, if a learner recognizes similarities between an old and a new situation.  (( i.e. transferred to new learning contexts “to create and recognize connections”)
· James Greeno (1991) (Situated Cognition as Perceiving Affordances) basic assumption is that learning depicts an active construction of knowledge. Thus, it is essential that learning occurs in cooperative settings, in which the lecturer is more a partner or trainer instead of an instructor.  
· Lauren Resnick’s (1991) (Situated Cognition as Socially Shared Cognition) main supposition is that cognition is a socially shared activity, which interacts with motivational, emotional and social aspects. Through the composition of the learning environment (e.g. through social interaction) a connection between theory and praxis shall be established. (Gruber et al., 1996)

Accordingly, existent learning theories are able to explain today’s learning scenarios to a certain extent by pointing out dimensions (like collaboration, social learning, networks etc.), which help us to analyze learning contexts. These dimensions can be adapted to new learning contexts with the help of new approaches - like Connectivism. Summed up, a consolidated concept is needed, which incorporates both new approaches and elaborated theory. Networked Learning is thus an effort to transfer existent educational research to new learning contexts to serve the demand for adequate and “modern” learning scenarios. We innervate hence, that new learning styles will be further explored empirically in the future.
Conclusion
In the article we highlighted that it is especially important in times of frequent changes to consolidate concepts with reference to existing concepts in order to determine their value, extent and inner structure for learning. This enables to develop concepts for formal and informal learning as well as combinations for the purpose of turning the emerging attempts into effective practice. We discussed how the concept of Networked Learning, as prototype of these new forms, can be explained by means of using different existent theoretical learning approaches. We pointed out that although existing learning theories are capable to explain learning contexts to a great extent, however, there is room for extension. 
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� For a more elaborated definition of e-learning 1.0 and 2.0 see Ehlers (2007).


� For a dissection of formal and informal learning see e.g. Overwien (2008).


� For more details see Ehlers (2007).
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