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Constructivism
as a Contemporary Teaching Paradigm

Extended summary

In traditional teaching based on the didactic paradigm of the early primary and sub-
ject-teaching system, the essence of the teaching and learning process is focused on the literal
memorization and reproduction of the content by the students, in the center of which is the
teacher’s verbal activity and the indisputable authority of the teacher. Contrary to that concept,
in the process of the flexibly organized teaching based on the constructivist paradigm, the fo-
cus of the students” educational activity is shifted from the sphere of teaching (passive listen-
ing and memorization of content) to the field of active learning, by means of experimentation,
research, and identification of the cause-and-effect connections and relationships among the
studied objects and phenomena. The overall knowledge is based on students’ individual per-
ception, memory, thinking, imagination, discovery and logical reasoning. This actually means
that constructivist teaching is focused on the process of acquiring purposeful knowledge and
skills, adopting positive attitudes, cultural values and competences, with maximum use and
development of the cognitive, affective, psychomotor, and experiential potentials of each indi-
vidual. Therefore, the aim of this paper is the description and critical analysis of the traditional
system of teaching and, based on these findings, the elaboration of the concept, essence, possi-
bilities, advantages, and limitations of a relatively new one - on a constructivist-based didactic
paradigm. Given that this is a theoretical paper, a descriptive scientific research method was
used during its conception, design and elaboration and combined with the method of theoreti-
cal analysis with the purposeful use of the content analysis technique. On the basis of the facts
and knowledge collected in this way, logical and rationally based conclusions were drawn at
the end.
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In line with the chosen theoretical-methodological framework, our analysis, as many
others that preceded it, strengthens the previously stated thesis according to which the direct
application of constructivist theories in the teaching process is neither so new nor completely
original. This is even more so if we bear in mind the fact that hints of certain expressed ideas
date back to the period before our era. Another question is why this doctrine had to travel such
along, thorny, and uncertain path from its origin to its application, that is, its introduction into
educational practice. Moreover, it was embodied in a special cognitive theory, introduced into
pedagogical and didactic science in the 80s of the last century as a response and an ideal solu-
tion to the weaknesses of the traditional early primary and subject system of teaching based on
the behavioral cognitive paradigm. This is traditional organization of teaching in which all its
constitutive components (educational goals, teaching contents, forms of teacher-student inter-
action, teaching methods and tools, as well as the pace and rhythm of work, including educa-
tional standards and outcomes) are appropriate for the so-called average student. Basically, no
one is interested in what happens in the student’s head in such a lesson; whether and in what
direction it changes, develops or motivates him/her to undertake new cognitive activities and
efforts (Knezevi¢-Flori¢, 2005). In relation to this problem, a rich psychological-pedagogical
and didactic-methodological experience warns that this assumed “averageness” is highly dis-
puted and unsustainable. For this reason, the competent theoreticians and school reformers of
authority persistently searched for better and more acceptable solutions, aware of the fact that
the students of one class are very different from one another in all characteristics important for
successful learning and development of the psychological-physical and other potentials. In the
end, it will turn out that they found refuge in the constructivist-cognitive theory and its appli-
cation within the much contested early primary and subject-related system of teaching.

Unlike traditional teaching, in which the primary task of the student is to sit politely at
the school desk, listen carefully and memorize the content presented by the teacher in order to
reproduce it as verbatim as possible at his/her request, the constructivist-based teaching bases
all educational activities on maximum engagement of all cognitive and other individual po-
tentials of students; collaborative planning and selection of teaching goals, content and strate-
gies, and independent solving of tasks. All this actually serves the purpose of creating an opti-
mal environment in which new knowledge will be acquired through individual work, learning
and research, i.e., experimentation, critical thinking, questioning and identifying cause-and-
effect connections and relationships among the studied phenomena and processes, as well as
the reconstruction of the existing knowledge and construction, rather, accumulation of the
new knowledge and experience. This actually means that constructivist learning is understood
as a self-innovative and non-linear process of construction, which includes an active interac-
tion of the student with his/her environment, along with the regulated interaction between
the previously acquired and new information. The efficiency and productivity of this kind of
learning, among other things, is determined by the didactic and social context in which this
process takes place. In this regard, some authors (Loyens & Gijbels, 2008) claim that an indi-
vidual learns by constructing knowledge or generating new ideas, forming a different view of
objects, events and processes that are the focus of his immediate interest. Consequently, on the
basis of the knowledge derived from the elaboration of this problem, the claim has been made
that the constructivist-type teaching is not focused exclusively on the result, but above all on




the process and activities of the individual that he/she undertakes in order to reach the desired
achievement, i.e. the maximum development of his/her own psychological and physical poten-
tial. However, it makes sense to conclude that every cognitive-didactic paradigm has certain
advantages and disadvantages. Therefore, it is obvious that this paradigm, based on theoreti-
cal-constructivist premises, is not an exception. According to this thesis, and starting from the
knowledge derived from this analysis and thematically similar ones focused on the studious
research and critical review of the key factors that characterize the traditional type of teaching
on the one hand, and the one based on the constructivist paradigm, on the other, we can con-
clude that a mutually rational combination, depending on the objectively given situational con-
ditions, needs and possibilities, most successfully strengthens individual advantages and at the
same time rather marginalizes their disadvantages.
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