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Summary: On the one hand, a review of different models and concepts of lifelong learning 
shows that lifelong learning has certain common basic characteristics, i.e. it is lifelong (from “cradle 
to grave”), it is life-wide (it takes place in different contexts), and it focuses on learning. On the 
other hand, such an overview also shows that different models and concepts of understanding lifelong 
learning are in use and that lifelong learning is also a “slippery” and “ambiguous” concept, as it 
contains different and competing conceptualisations. Based on the analysis of relevant theoretical 
literature, we argue that lifelong learning is a multidimensional concept that combines different 
models and conceptualisations of lifelong learning and highlight the fundamental building blocks of a 
holistic understanding of lifelong learning.  
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Introduction 12

 The aim of this paper is to highlight differ-
ent models and concepts of lifelong learning (LLL) 
that dominate theoretical conceptualisations in the 
international arena and to use these as a basis for 
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understanding a holistic model of LLL. On the one 
hand, a review of theories on LLL shows that LLL 
has three fundamental characteristics: it is lifelong, 
from “cradle to grave”; it is life-wide, taking place 
in the family, educational institutions, at the work-
place, in communities, public spaces, etc.; it focus-
es on learning rather than on education and educa-
tional institutions (Schuetze & Casey, 2006; Elfert & 
Rubenson, 2022). On the other hand, such an over-
view also shows that different models and concepts 
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of understanding LLL are in use and that LLL is also 
a “slippery” and “ambiguous” concept, as it contains 
different and competing definitions (Aspin & Chap-
man, 2000; Jarvis, 2008). The paper thus argues that 
LLL is a multidimensional concept that combines 
different models and conceptualisations of LLL. Yet, 
even if LLL lacks conceptual clarity, it neverthe-
less has a certain commonsensical value, which ex-
plains the popularity or acceptance of the concept 
itself; like apple pie, it is hard to be against (Flem-
ing, 2021). 

In what follows, we first show how the con-
cept of LLL has changed over time, highlight the im-
portance of international organisations in conceptu-
alising and promoting the concept, and identify and 
define different theoretical models and concepts of 
LLL. Based on the analysis carried out – the meth-
odological framework represents an analysis of rel-
evant theoretical literature –, we conclude by high-
lighting the fundamental building blocks of a holis-
tically based understanding of LLL.  

Historical context: from “permanent education” 
and “lifelong education” to “lifelong learning”

The concept of LLL has gone through differ-
ent political narratives and has also changed over 
time (Elfert & Rubenson, 2022). The United Na-
tions Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisa-
tion (UNESCO) first adopted the concept of perma-
nent education (éducation permanente) which orig-
inated in French communities in the late 1960s. It 
was seen as a socio-political project to change edu-
cational structures and society in order to mobilise 
learners as citizens to become agents of change at 
local level. In 1962, the Council of Europe formally 
adopted the concept of permanent education, which 
sought to promote equal educational opportunities 
throughout life and played an important role in its 
dissemination in the 1960s and 1970s, drawing on 
the insights of radical authors such as Freire and 
Gelpi (Hake, 2018, 2021). 

In 1972, the concept of permanent education 
was transformed into lifelong education by the Faure 
Commission in the high-profile and well-known re-
port Learning to Be (Faure et al., 1972). Lifelong ed-
ucation was envisaged as a key concept for the re-
form of the entire education system and was to re-
sult in a learning society (where access to education 
for all would be given) and education as an inalien-
able human right (a human rights-based approach). 
Lifelong education in a learning society encompass-
es youth and adults, formal and non-formal educa-
tion, and cradle-to-grave education. It aims at the 
humanisation and democratisation of society, the 
holistic fulfilment of human beings and their poten-
tial, the fulfilment of their self and identity (Boshier, 
2005; Hager, 2011; Elfert, 2015, 2017; Biesta, 2022).

Rubenson (2006), who identifies three gener-
ations of the concept of LLL, says that the first one 
– UNESCO’s conception of lifelong education in the 
1970s – is part of a humanist tradition that sought 
a better society and quality of life (equality, democ-
ratisation), but remained at the level of vague ide-
as and utopian expectations (the so-called humanist 
model of LLL). In the late 1980s, in a period of ris-
ing unemployment, fiscal deficits, and in the context 
of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD), the debate on LLL became 
part of a political-economic imperative (neoliber-
alism) that emphasised the importance of science, 
technology, and skilled human capital (the second 
generation of LLL, which represents the so-called 
strong economic model of LLL). In this period and 
under the OECD, the focus shifted from (lifelong) 
education, i.e. systemic provision of education, to 
(lifelong) learning, to individuals taking responsi-
bility for their own learning (English & Mayo, 2012). 
Since the late 1990s, under the influence of the Eu-
ropean Union (EU), the economic aspect of LLL 
has softened somewhat, as the emphasis has shifted 
from promoting individuals’ employability to pro-
moting individuals’ active citizenship, personal de-
velopment and social inclusion. Nevertheless, even 
in its third generation, LLL is identified as an essen-
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tial strategy for achieving a knowledge-based socie-
ty dominated by economic objectives (the so-called 
soft economist model of LLL) (cf. Gravani & Zarifis, 
2014).  

The shift from lifelong education to LLL, from 
its humanistic to a more economic orientation, is 
also defined by the transition from adult education, 
which is the responsibility of the state and is a func-
tion of the democratisation of societies, to LLL as a 
preparatory school for adults to take responsibility 
for their own development and life choices (Milana, 
2012; Wildemeersch & Olesen, 2012). The respon-
sibility for saving the welfare state is shifted to in-
dividuals through the concept of LLL, who become 
personally responsible for continuously upgrad-
ing their knowledge in order to improve their em-
ployability or to survive in the labour market. With 
LLL, there is a shift from education to learning, 
from the collective to the individual, from employ-
ment to employability, from being unemployed to 
being a jobseeker (Biesta, 2006, 2012; Fejes, 2010). 
LLL follows very different interests from those envi-
sioned by Faure for lifelong education and the learn-
ing society; LLL has moved from “learning to be” to 
“learning to be productive and employable” and has 
become an instrument of adaptation rather than a 
path to emancipation (Biesta, 2006, p. 170). In oth-
er words, the individual’s right to lifelong education 
has been replaced by his or her duty to LLL. If life-
long education is a right for all, this means that the 
state is obliged to realise this right (through ade-
quate educational infrastructure and accessibility to 
it for all), but when LLL becomes a duty, individuals 
are responsible for their own updating of knowledge 
(Biesta, 2022).  

The role of international organisations  
in conceptualising lifelong learning

International organisations such as UNE-
SCO, OECD, EU, and World Bank, among oth-
ers, have played – and continue to play – a crucial 

role in the conceptualisation and promotion of LLL 
(e.g., Field, 2001; Hager, 2011; Biesta, 2022; Larson 
& Cort, 2022). In fact, since the 1970s, they have 
been the main proponents of the idea of LLL and 
have contributed significantly to its conceptualisa-
tion and implementation, although they do not nec-
essarily define LLL in the same way (Dehmel, 2006; 
Schuetze, 2006; Lima et al., 2022). While UNESCO 
is considered to focus more on the humanistic di-
mension of LLL (Elfert, 2017), which promotes sub-
jectification, socialisation and qualification domains 
of education3, the OECD, the World Bank and the 
EU are considered to focus more on the economic 
dimension of LLL, which in the case of the OECD 
and the World Bank promotes mainly the qualifica-
tion domain, while in the case of the EU, in addition 
to the qualification domain, it also promotes the so-
cialisation domain of education (Larson & Cort, 
2022). Since the 1990s, under the influence of glo-
balisation processes, they have interpreted LLL as a 
way of increasing  human capital, enabling workers 
to acquire the skills to participate and compete in 
the global economy (Green, 2002). In this context, 
for example, LLL represents the European Commis-
sion’s core strategy for building a competitive Euro-
pean workforce capable of competing in the global 
marketplace (Griffin, 2006; Biesta, 2022).  

In contrast to the focus of the LLL on eco-
nomic competitiveness, the United Nations has re-
cently adopted a different vision of the LLL in order 
to create a fairer and more sustainable global society. 
This is Agenda 2030 (United Nations, 2015), which 
includes 17 ambitious goals addressing the three 
dominant dimensions of sustainability: economic, 
social,  and environmental. Within these goals, Goal 
4 – ensuring inclusive and equitable quality educa-
tion and promoting LLL for all – also plays a key role 

3	  Biesta (2012) highlights three fundamental domains of edu-
cation: (a) qualification (through education, individuals beco-
me qualified to perform certain tasks), (b) socialization (throu-
gh education, individuals become part of the existing social, po-
litical, and professional order), and (c) subjectification (through 
education, individuals become independent or autonomous su-
bjects, unique and singular beings).
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in achieving the other SDGs (cf. English &, Mayo 
2021; Mikulec, 2021) and, according to Elfert and 
Rubenson (2022), signals the development of the 
fourth generation of the LLL concept. The central-
ity of LLL to the achievement of all 17 SDGs is also 
demonstrated by the recent handbook Making life-
long learning a reality (UNESCO, 2022), which fo-
cuses on a holistic understanding of LLL, encom-
passing active citizenship (citizens’ engagement in 
civil society and political life), improving employa-
bility, promoting people’s health and well-being, and 
fostering cultural understanding. This understand-
ing of LLL is expected to make an important contri-
bution to the sustainable development of commu-
nities. 

As UNESCO (2022, pp. 18-19) notes, a ho-
listic understanding of LLL contains five funda-
mental characteristics: (1) it is inclusive of all age 
groups and provides education and learning op-
portunities for all people, regardless of their back-
ground; (2) it is inclusive to all levels of education 
(from pre-school to adult education) and provides 
links between them; (3) it is inclusive of all modali-
ties of learning and education (formal and non-for-
mal education, informal learning); (4) integrates all 
spheres and spaces of learning and education (e.g., 
schools, families, communities, workplaces, librar-
ies, museums, online distance learning) and builds 
bridges between formal and non-formal educa-
tion and informal learning environments; (5) inte-
grates the diverse purposes of LLL (from develop-
ing people’s capabilities and reaching their potential 
throughout their lives, to contributing to the devel-
opment of a competitive economy and an inclusive 
society).

Lifelong learning models and concepts

Based on a review of the international liter-
ature, we have identified the following models and 
concepts of LLL. 

Four models of lifelong learning

Schuetze and Casey (2006) identified four 
models of LLL. (1) The emancipatory or social jus-
tice model, which emphasises the notion of equal 
opportunities and life choices through education in 
a democratic community (LLL for all). (2) The cul-
tural model, which aims at personal empowerment 
and self-fulfilment of individuals (LLL for self-fulfil-
ment). (3) The open society model, where LLL is un-
derstood as a learning system for developed, multi-
cultural, and democratic societies (LLL for all who 
are willing and able to participate). (4) The human 
capital model, where LLL is defined as the continu-
ous training of the workforce and their skills to meet 
the needs of the economy and employers for a skilled 
and flexible workforce (LLL for employability). 

As the authors note, the human capital model 
is nowadays the one most advocated by internation-
al organisations (e.g., World Bank, OECD, EU) on 
the one hand, and the one most criticised by criti-
cal authors in academia on the other, since it is seen 
as primarily serving neoliberal ideology and the dis-
course of the market, which directs education to-
wards an entrepreneurial society in which the adult 
learner becomes the entrepreneur. As with all mod-
els, none of them exists in its pure form in any coun-
try, but hybrid forms exist in different countries with 
different emphases on one or more models.

The triangle of lifelong learning 

Chapman and Aspin (1997; Aspin & Chap-
man, 2000) highlight the triadic nature of LLL, 
which serves three distinct purposes: (i) LLL for 
economic progress and development, (ii) LLL for per-
sonal development and fulfilment, (iii) LLL for social 
inclusion and democratisation. As authors note, all 
three dimensions of LLL are interlinked and mutu-
ally reinforcing; education for a more skilled work-
force is at the same time education for a better de-
mocracy and a more fulfilling life. This understand-
ing of LLL is essential for achieving: a more demo-
cratic society and a set of social institutions that pro-
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mote and practise the principles of social inclusion, 
justice and equality; an economy that is robust and 
competitive; and a set of activities that provide per-
sonal satisfactions for individual members of soci-
ety (Chapman & Aspin, 1997, p. 270).  

Similarly, Biesta (2006, p. 173) conceives of a 
“triangular” understanding of the concept of LLL, 
linking its economic (acquiring new knowledge and 
skills for the world of work, employability, and fi-
nancial well-being), personal (learning for a bet-
ter life, personal development and fulfilment) and 
democratic functions (learning for the empower-
ment and emancipation of individuals, to live with 
others in a more democratic, equitable, and inclu-
sive way). The author notes that the LLL triangle is 
today dominated by its economic function and ar-
gues for a more balanced approach to LLL that also 
gives value to its personal and democratic function, 
i.e. learning for diversity and living with others who 
are different from us.  

Lifelong learning between the human  
capital model and the humanistic model 

Based on a synthesis of different models of 
LLL, Regmi (2015) identifies the common features 
of two fundamental models on which he believes 
the different models of LLL are based: (1) the hu-
man capital model and (2) the humanistic model. 

(1) The human capital model of LLL views ed-
ucation as an investment that individuals, societies, 
and nations can make to enhance their economic 
growth and well-being. This model of LLL is most 
closely associated with OECD ideas and is the dom-
inant education system in Anglo-Saxon countries 
(USA, UK), but is also represented by other interna-
tional organisations such as the EU and the World 
Bank. It is seen as the most important strategy for 
promoting economic growth, creating jobs, and 
building the most competitive knowledge-based 
economy. This model of LLL is based on the ideas of 
human capital theory, which argues that an increase 
in human capital – i.e., the skills and knowledge 

that people can acquire – has a positive correlation 
with economic growth. The theory therefore recom-
mends that investing in education is a better eco-
nomic strategy than investing in other conventional 
and non-human capitals, such as agriculture and in-
dustry (Regmi, 2015, p. 135). Similarly, a more mod-
ern version of the human capital theory, the Knowl-
edge Capital Theory, which the OECD uses in its re-
search, including the Programme for the Interna-
tional Assessment of Adult Competencies (PIAAC), 
argues that the cognitive level of a given workforce 
is a key determinant of economic growth (Rappleye 
& Komatsu, 2021).   

Human capital theory is based on three key 
assumptions: competitiveness, privatisation, and 
human capital formation. First, competition be-
tween individuals, firms and countries is a neces-
sary precondition for achieving economic growth 
and prosperity, with LLL used in its instrumental 
purpose (i.e., as a tool for achieving competitive-
ness). Secondly, the human capital model of the LLL 
provides support to the private sector in the man-
agement, financing and governance of the education 
system, thus promoting the privatisation of educa-
tion. And thirdly, the final assumption of the mod-
el is its emphasis on developing competent and re-
sponsible citizens who invest in education. Compet-
itive individuals constitute the basic infrastructure 
of the global knowledge economy; individuals ben-
efit from LLL because, as they become more skilled 
and competent, they also benefit from better jobs 
and better incomes. By updating their skills, lifelong 
learners therefore not only contribute to improving 
their own economic status, but also help their coun-
tries to become more competitive (Regmi, 2015, pp. 
136-139).

(2) The humanistic model of LLL has its roots 
in the United Nations Universal Declaration of Hu-
man Rights, which states that everyone has the 
right to education, that education should be di-
rected to the full development of the human per-
sonality, should strengthen fundamental freedoms 
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and should promote understanding, tolerance and 
friendship among all nations, racial or religious 
groups. This model of LLL is promoted by UNESCO 
in the Faure (Faure et al., 1972) and Delors (Delors 
et al., 1996) reports and advocates creating a better 
world by reducing social inequalities, social injus-
tices and ensuring human rights for all (cf. Elfert, 
2017). In addition to UNESCO, other organisations, 
such as the International Council for Adult Educa-
tion (ICAE), the World Social Forum (WSF) and 
a range of NGOs, are working to implement this 
model. The model is the closest to the so-called Nor-
dic model of LLL (see below) (Regmi, 2015, pp. 141-
142). 

The humanistic model of LLL is based on 
three fundamental assumptions: citizenship educa-
tion, social capital building, and enhancement of in-
dividual capabilities. First, LLL should enable learn-
ers to develop the appropriate dispositions to be-
come active democratic citizens, active members of 
society capable of engaging in the public sphere and 
responding to political issues. Secondly, the purpose 
of the LLL is to strengthen cooperation and coor-
dination between members of the community. The 
emphasis is thus on collectivism over individualism, 
which means that the focus is on the acquisition of 
capital that belongs to society (i.e., social capital)4. 
Investing in social capital not only enhances LLL by 
allowing frequent interaction between community 
members (i.e., collective learning), but also under-
stands education as a public good, as the increase 
in social capital benefits all members of the com-

4	  According to Bourdieu, social capital refers to the assets that 
individuals can produce based on their relationships with others, 
while Coleman and Putman in their interpretation of the social 
capital emphasise the features of social organizations, such as 
networks, norms, and trust, that facilitate coordination and 
cooperation for mutual benefit. Social capital thus emphasises 
the important role that relationships between people and 
the values ​​they share with their connections play in enabling 
cooperation for mutual benefit. In short, the networks in which 
people are involved represent the means and sources of learning 
that can provide people with greater access to information and 
skills, as well as the ability to use them (Field, 2005).

munity. And third, capabilities refer to people’s free-
dom to lead and direct their own lives, with educa-
tion and LLL playing an important role in enhanc-
ing individual capabilities (e.g., improved ability to 
eat healthily, lower mortality rates due to healthier 
lifestyles, active participation in community activi-
ties) (Regmi, 2015, pp. 143-145).

Both models of LLL have also been criticised. 
The first one because it supports economic and polit-
ical agendas that benefit multinational corporations 
for economic profit under the banner of neoliber-
al globalisation; it tends to create flexible and com-
petitive workers in the labour market; it neglects all 
education that is not directly linked to work; it un-
derstands education in purely instrumental terms; 
and it ignores economic structures and mobility in 
global labour markets that contribute to low wag-
es, unemployment and underemployment. And the 
second, although more inclusive and democratic 
than the human capital model, because it still pro-
motes educational outlooks of the Global North that 
are less applicable to the populations of the Global 
South (Regmi, 2015).

Fleming (2021) has also reached similar con-
clusions about the two fundamental models of LLL, 
based on an analysis of the different psychological 
(behaviourism, cognitivism, constructivism), andr-
agogical (Knowles’ model of andragogy, self-direct-
ed learning, experiential learning, Gardner’s theory 
of multiple intelligences, transformative learning) 
and critical theories (critical pedagogy, radical adult 
education) that form the basis of LLL. Starting from 
Mezirow’s theory of transformative learning, it dis-
tinguishes between: (i) instrumental learning, which 
is associated with control over the physical environ-
ment, where observed things and events can be em-
pirically verified and demonstrated, what is known 
under learning and demonstration of skills, and 
competency-based methodology; (2) communica-
tive learning, that is learning to understand oneself, 
others and the meaning of communication, and in-
cludes understanding intentions, values, beliefs, and 



7

Theoretical models and concepts of lifelong learning

feelings while developing an autonomous and so-
cially responsible behaviour. In this respect, Fleming 
(2021) notes that today, LLL is heavily dominated by 
skills, competences and instrumental learning, with 
less attention being paid to communicative learning, 
which is important for the LLL of democracy, the 
practice of active citizenship and the achievement of 
greater social justice and equality. Finally, the author 
points out that implicit in the concept of LLL is the 
potential not only for individuals and their work, 
but also for the increasingly challenging task of cre-
ating democratic, just and caring societies; LLL can 
be one of the key ideas that bind together a world 
that is constantly changing.

Lifelong learning models  
in the knowledge economy

Green (2006) identifies three models of the 
knowledge economy in the Western societies and 
how they relate to the LLL system from a political 
economy perspective: (a) the neoliberal or market 
model, which is typical of the USA and other Anglo-
Saxon countries, (b) the social market model, which 
is typical of the countries of “core” Europe (Austria, 
Belgium, France, Germany, the Netherlands), and 
(c) the social democratic model, which is typical of 
the Nordic countries. LLL systems produce differ-
ent types of skill distribution and different forms of 
socialisation, which directly or indirectly affect em-
ployment rates, productivity, income distribution, 
and social cohesion. As the author (Green, 2006, p. 
320) notes, three dimensions of LLL achievement 
are key: the overall outcome of skills for the labour 
market; the distribution of these skills; and partici-
pation rates in adult education. First, LLL systems 
that introduce a high average level of labour market 
skills will contribute to a high overall labour pro-
ductivity as skills are converted into productive out-
comes. Second, LLL systems create different levels of 
inequality in the distribution of the skills they trans-
fer to the labour market. And thirdly, LLL systems 
have an impact on employment rates, affecting both 
overall productivity and social cohesion. In partic-

ular, LLL systems with a high participation rate of 
adults in LLL, especially through active labour mar-
ket policies, foster high employment rates, which 
represent one of the means of raising social cohe-
sion through social inclusion.

(A) The Anglo-Saxon model tends to combine 
moderate labour productivity with high employ-
ment rates and high-income inequality, generating 
medium to high overall productivity on the eco-
nomic dimension, and moderate social consump-
tion and lower measures of social cohesion on the 
social dimension. LLL systems in the Anglo-Saxon 
model tend to produce moderate aggregate levels 
of skills in the labour market with a high degree of 
skill polarisation between elites and the low-skilled. 
These outcomes can contribute to rather moderate 
average levels of labour productivity, high levels of 
income inequality and lower levels of social cohe-
sion. On the other hand, the LLL systems in Anglo-
Saxon countries offer quite good opportunities for 
adult education. Relatively high levels of adult par-
ticipation in LLL, especially when linked to active 
labour market policies, increase employment rates, 
making excluded workers more employable (Green, 
2006, pp. 320-321).

(B) The social market model combines high la-
bour productivity with lower employment rates and 
lower wage inequality, generating moderate to high 
overall productivity on the economic dimension 
and higher social consumption and social cohesion 
outcomes on the social dimension. The social mar-
ket model produces common skill levels that have a 
positive impact on labour productivity. It also leads 
to a much narrower distribution of skills, at least 
among the adult labour force, which contributes to 
generating much higher levels of income equality. As 
labour market regimes serve to define most jobs as 
skilled and to enforce qualification requirements for 
entry into these jobs, they create strong barriers to 
the recruitment of unskilled workers. While appren-
ticeship schemes generally provide a smooth transi-
tion to employment, the employment prospects for 
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those who cannot secure an apprenticeship and who 
have not acquired a general education qualification 
are very poor (Green, 2006, p. 322).

(C) The Nordic model combines high labour 
productivity with high employment rates and rela-
tive wage equality, generating high overall produc-
tivity on the economic dimension and high social 
consumption and high social cohesion on the so-
cial dimension. The Nordic countries produce high 
aggregate levels and a narrow distribution of skills 
in the labour force, which, at the same time as re-
ducing wage inequality, contributes to high labour 
productivity. High participation in adult education 
fosters high employment rates which, together with 
high productivity levels, lead to high overall pro-
ductivity levels. High employment rates, together 
with low-income inequality and strong redistribu-
tive effects of social systems, reduce overall inequal-
ity and support social cohesion. LLL systems in the 
Nordic countries contribute to economic and social 
outcomes in two ways. First, they generate relatively 
equal levels of skills in both 15-year-olds and adults. 
Second, the high participation rates in adult educa-
tion that characterise the Nordic countries, which 
are linked to active labour market measures – en-
couraging the retraining of the unemployed and 
those who are about to become unemployed – have 
a positive impact on employment rates. The high 
participation rate in LLL is also due to the exten-
sive provision of general adult education, which can 
contribute to adult employability and serve as a fo-
rum for promoting community engagement, politi-
cal awareness and social cohesion (Green, 2006, pp. 
322-323). 

The Nordic model of LLL is defined by three 
key features (Green, 2021): universally provided 
early childhood education, a comprehensive and 
relatively equal secondary education system and 
high participation in adult education. This model is 
rooted in a social democratic project that seeks to 
build an inclusive and equal welfare state that pro-
tects citizens from poverty and insecurity while pro-

moting social integration, solidarity, and social mo-
bility. In addition, LLL is key to the active labour 
market policies adopted by the Nordic countries to 
reduce unemployment, support adaptation to tech-
nological change and raise national productivity 
and living standards. High levels of funding from 
employers and the state for general and vocational 
adult education are targeted at disadvantaged adults 
as a means of reducing inequalities and strengthen-
ing social solidarity.

Although the Nordic model of LLL has 
changed over the last two decades under the influ-
ence of global actors and global education policy, it 
still retains the core elements of the Nordic model of 
education (cf. Frimannsson, 2006; Rubenson, 2006; 
Lundahl, 2016), with early childhood and adult ed-
ucation being highly universal and at the heart of 
the Nordic model (Green, 2021). The universalist 
nature of adult education in the Nordic countries is 
reflected in the high participation in formal educa-
tion, which according to PIAAC is between 68-70% 
in Denmark, Finland, Sweden and Norway (Green, 
2021, p. 23). Employee participation in work-based 
learning is also high. Although inequalities in adult 
skills in the Nordic countries have increased since 
the mid-1990s (mainly at the expense of the 16-24 
age group in the PIAAC sample), inequalities in 
adult skills opportunities in the Nordic countries 
are still slightly lower than in most country groups.

Conclusion

By examining the theoretical models and 
concepts of LLL, we have shown that LLL is a multi-
dimensional concept that combines different mod-
els and concepts. This makes LLL a “contested” or 
“slippery” concept. Nevertheless, based on our anal-
ysis we can conclude that the holistic understand-
ing of LLL encompasses three crucial dimensions: 
(1) economic, i.e. the acquisition of new knowledge 
and skills for the world of work, employability and 
financial well-being, enabling learners to participate 
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in better jobs and raising their income levels; (2) 
personal, i.e. learning for a better life, health, well-
being, personal development and the holistic ful-
filment of the human person and his/her potential; 
(3) democratic, i.e. learning to live with others in a 
more democratic, just and inclusive way, to human-
ise and democratise society, to promote active citi-
zenship, enabling citizens to engage in civil society 
and political life. This kind of holistic understanding 

of LLL is most evident in the Nordic model of LLL, 
which on the one hand enjoys high participation of 
adults in LLL, while on the other hand high funding 
from employers and the state for both general and 
vocational adult education contributes to the em-
ployability of the disadvantaged adults, reduces in-
equalities and strengthens social solidarity, political 
awareness, and social cohesion.
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ТЕОРИЈСКИ МОДЕЛИ И КОНЦЕПТИ ЦЕЛОЖИВОТНОГ УЧЕЊА

Циљ овог рада је да идентификује различите моделе и концепте целоживотног учења 
који доминирају теоријским концептуализацијама у међународној арени и да их искористи 
као основу за разумевање холистичког модела доживотног учења. 

С једне стране, преглед теорија целоживотног учења показује да ово учење има три 
основне карактеристике: оно је доживотно, од „колевке до гроба”; то је цео живот, одвија 
се у породици, у образовним институцијама, на радном месту, у заједници, на јавним мес-
тима итд.; и усредсређено је на учење пре него на образовање и образовне институције. С 
друге стране, овaj преглед такође показује да су у употреби различити модели и концепти 
разумевања целоживотног учења и да је целоживотно учење такође „клизав” и „двосмис-
лен” концепт јер садржи различите и конкурентне дефиниције. 

Методолошки оквир коришћен у раду представља анализу релевантне теоријске ли-
тературе. На основу тога представљени су следећи главни резултати. 

Прво, рад показује како се концепт целоживотног учења мењао током времена, на-
глашавајући значај међународних организација – Организације Уједињених нација за об-
разовање, науку и културу (УНЕСКО), Савета Европе, Организације за економску сарадњу 
и развој (ОЕЦД) и Европске уније (ЕУ) – у концептуализацији и промовисању концепта 
од хуманистичког до економског модела целоживотног учења. Друго, у раду се тврди да је 
целоживотно учење вишедимензионални концепт који комбинује различите моделе и кон-
цептуализације целоживотног учења. То су: (1) концептуализација четири модела целожи-
вотног учења: модел еманципације или социјалне правде, културни модел, модел отвореног 
друштва и модел људског капитала (Schuetze & Casey, 2006); (2) тријадна концептуализа-
ција целоживотног учења, која има три различите сврхе: целоживотно учење за економски 
напредак и развој, целоживотно учење за лични развој и осећање испуњености, целоживот-
но учење за социјално укључивање и демократизацију (Chapman & Aspin, 1997; Biesta, 2006); 
3) разлика између два основна модела: модела људског капитала и хуманистичког модела 
(Regmi, 2015); 4) модели доживотног учења из перспективе политичке економије: неоли-
берални или тржишни модел, модел социјалног тржишта и социјалдемократски модел 
(Green, 2006). Међутим, чак и ако целоживотном учењу недостаје концептуална јасноћа, 
оно ипак има одређену здраворазумску вредност, што објашњава популарност или прихва-
тање самог концепта. 

Коначно, рад се завршава истицањем основних темеља холистички заснованог разу-
мевања целоживотног учења, које обухвата три кључне димензије целоживотног учења: 
(а) економску, односно стицање нових знања и вештина за свет рада, запослење и финан-
сијско благостање, омогућавање ученицима да учествују у бољим пословима и повећају ниво 
својих прихода; (б) личну, односно учење за бољи живот, здравље, благостање, лични развој 
и холистичко испуњење људске личности и њених потенцијала; (в) демократску, тј. учење 
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да се живи са другима на демократскији, праведнији и инклузивнији начин, хуманизујући и 
демократизујући друштво, промовишући активно грађанство, омогућавајући грађанима 
да се укључе у грађанско друштво и политички живот. 

Кључне речи: образовање одраслих, концепти целоживотног учења, међународне ор-
ганизације, целоживотно образовање, модели целоживотног учења


