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Abstract 
 
Self-directed learning (SDL) is an important focus area in adult education. Despite its pervasiveness, 
SDL is criticised for its lack of a theoretical basis and applicability across contexts. Over time, various 
conceptual models have been advanced to illustrate the core concepts of SDL. It is not clear whether 
these various models are comparable. Therefore, it was necessary to evaluate these different models 
in terms of their conceptual constructs and applicability across contexts. This process was carried out 
in t he c urrent s tudy by c onducting an i ntegrative r eview of  fourteen models related t o S DL and 
synthesising t he k ey c onstructs into a r evised m odel. Ten of t hese models refer s pecifically to t he 
application of  SDL in teaching contexts and were analysed further. The study found a fundamental 
relationship between t hese models and proposes an i ntegrated m odel based on e ight m utually 
exclusive constructs. This integrated model may aid scholars by providing a set of core constructs to 
develop the factors and variables of a theoretical SDL model.  
 
Keywords: Self-directed learning; Models; Integrative review. 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Self-directed l earning ( SDL) i s a w idely r esearched area in adult l earning research (see K nowles, 
1975; B rookfield, 19 84; B rockett &  H iemstra, 1991;  Candy, 19 91; J onassen &  G rabowski, 1993 ; 
Merriam, Caffarella & Baumgartner, 2007; Van der Walt, 2016; du Toit-Brits, 2018; Verster, Mentz & 
du Toit-Brits, 2018; Curran et al., 2019). SDL is seen as a process of adult learning and as a list of 
personal characteristics or at tributes t hat a n ad ult learner ex hibits ( Garrison, 1 997). The i ntended 
purpose of SDL is for diagnosing learning needs and plans in practice for both the adult learner and 
the adult educator (Knowles, Holton & Swanson, 2005). Knowles (1975: 18) defines SDL as:  
 

[A] process in which individuals take the initiative, with or  without the help of  others, in 
diagnosing their l earning needs, formulating learning goa ls, identifying h uman and 
material r esources f or l earning, c hoosing an d i mplementing a ppropriate l earning 
strategies, and evaluating learning outcomes.  

 
Although Knowles’ (1975) definition is widely accepted, the process of SDL remains obscure (Van der 
Walt, 2019) . SD L occurs in a c ommunity of  pr actice that cannot be viewed in i solation (Knowles, 
1975: 18). In this community of practice, there are many related perspectives such as:  
 

• adult learning (Knowles, Holton & Swanson, 2015); 
• autodidactics (Tremblay & Theil, 1988); 
• autagogy (Keats, 2009); 
• heutagogy (Hase & Kenyon, 2000); 
• self-determined learning (Blaschke, 2012); 
• self-directed learning (Knowles, 1975); 
• self-regulated learning (Panadero, 2017); 
• independent learning (Moore, 1973); 
• autonomous learning (Parnell & Procter, 2011); 
• self-study (Loughran, 2007); 
• self-teaching (Hills, 1976); 
• self-instruction (Keirns, 1999); and  
• learner-readiness (Guglielmino, 1978).  

 
In practice, there are subtle and even significant differences between these perspectives. A review of 
these concepts over t he preceding forty years or  s o may add significant value to t he f ield of adul t 
education but was beyond t he s cope of  t his s tudy. Knowles et al. (2015: 76)  recognise t hat adult 

48



 
 

learning has been weakest i n advancing a c oherent approach “that of fers more c lear guidance t o 
adult educators” in the classroom. This coherence is needed most when identifying the fundamental 
theoretical principles for applying SDL in practice. In the literature, these principles are mostly 
represented as theoretical or conceptual models. The value of such models, in general, is that they 
allow s cholars t o r epresent a par ticular as pect of  r eality s chematically or di agrammatically. T hese 
models help to explain particular c oncepts and can a lso assist i n predicting pos sible out comes 
(Epstein, 2 008). The internal c onsistency of  s uch models may be t ested empirically, t heir l ogical 
consequences can b e e valuated, t heir r elationship to d ata c onfirmed, an d t heir un derlying 
assumptions expressed (Epstein, 2008).  
 
A broad search of the literature revealed several conceptual models that are related to SDL (Brockett 
& Hiemstra, 1991; Candy, 1991; 2004; Garrison, 1997; Grow, 1991; Hiemstra & Brockett, 2012; Pratt, 
1988; Sawatsky et al., 2017; Song & Hill, 2007; Stäuble, 2005). The problem with so many models is 
the difficulty of selecting an appropriate model for research or practical endeavours. Partially to blame 
for such a proliferation of models in the SDL literature are the different meanings, concepts and terms 
ascribed t o them lin guistically. Efforts t o c onstruct a comprehensive m odel b y Garrison (1997) and 
Oswald (2003) mainly emphasise i nstructional des ign. Later models such as  Carpenter (2011) and 
Hiemstra and Brockett (2012) do not incorporate all the prior models but focus on a minimum set of 
constructs, as discussed bel ow. The di versity of  t hese m odels s urfaces the need t o k now which 
aspect of  S DL they refer to and ho w t hese f actors ar e r elated t o eac h ot her. I f a s et of  cohesive 
constructs could be represented, it becomes equally important that they are parsimonious and 
comprehensive. In addition, our understanding of SDL has changed over time, necessitating a review 
of such models (see Candy, 2004; Carpenter, 2011; Curran et al., 2019; Song & Hill, 2007).  
 
The objective of this integrative review was, firstly, to identify comparable models that pertain to SDL 
and, secondly, to synthesise an integrative model to aid both the selection and shared understanding 
of t he c onstructs as us ed i n t hese m odels. T he pr imary r esearch question t hat t he c urrent s tudy 
examined was whether these different models are expressing the same constructs, or whether there 
are several competing concepts that each model addresses. Secondary research questions explored 
these overlapping areas and whether they could be represented in a unified and coherent way. This 
was carried out according to the research method described below. 
 
2. MATERIALS AND METHODS 
 
There ar e m any c ommonalities am ongst l iterature r eview s trategies, such as  m eta-analysis, 
systematic reviews, qualitative reviews and integrative reviews (Whittemore & Knafl, 2005: 547). This 
model review was based on an integrative review process (Whittemore & Knafl, 2005). An integrative 
review is a literature review to “define concepts, to review theories, to review evidence, and to analyse 
methodological i ssues of  a par ticular t opic” (Whittemore &  K nafl, 200 5: 54 8). A n i ntegrative r eview 
comprises five stages, namely:  
 

1. a clear identification of the purpose and problem of the review; 
2. a well-defined literature search; 
3. evaluation of the theoretical models; 
4. analysis of the models; and  
5. presentation in the form of a synthesis of models (Whittemore & Knafl, 2005: 549).  

 
An integrative review was best suited for this study as a “specific review method that summarises past 
empirical or  t heoretical literature t o pr ovide a m ore comprehensive un derstanding” ( Whittemore &  
Knafl, 2005: 546). Following is an elaboration of the above steps in greater detail. 
 
The purpose of the integrative review was to identify all the related models that represent the process 
of S DL. The problem w as t he pr oliferation of  s uch m odels. The literature s earch w as undertaken 
across a nu mber of  s cholarly d atabases, namely ERIC, EBSCOHost, S cienceDirect an d G oogle 
Scholar, utilising the search terms of ‘self-directed learning’ OR ‘self directed learning’ AND ‘model’ 
that appear in the t itle and covering the period 1980 untill 2019. The results were l imited to books, 
theses, f ull-text publications and peer -reviewed ar ticles i n E nglish. T he i nitial search returned 35 
articles, three b ooks and a thesis. N on-relevant articles w ere e liminated, r esulting i n t he fourteen 
models that were included in this review. For example, articles that referred to s tatistical m odels or  
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non-SDL m odels, such as  t he L ENA l earning m odel f ramework ( Arnold, 2 015), were ex cluded. A 
related i nstrument, referred to as t he Learner Readiness Assessment Scale ( LRA) or  Self-Directed 
Learning R eadiness Scale (SDLRS) (see Guglielmino, 1 978; M erriam et al., 2007) was ex cluded. 
These i nstruments have been i nfluential in pr oviding a f ramework for as sessing LR As and SDL 
development before and after interventions, but do not constitute a conceptual model for SDL per se. 
Studies that built on earlier models of SDL were also excluded unless they contributed substantially to 
the current debate. For example, Curran et al. (2019: 87) added ‘digital connectivity’, ‘digital literacy’ 
and ‘credibility of information’ to Hiemstra and Brockett’s (2012: 158) person process context (PPC) 
model without contributing to t he c ore t heoretical c onstructs. It a ppears as  i f t he r esearch on  S DL 
models have stalled with the PPC model (Hiemstra & Brockett, 2012: 158) and that there is l imited 
recent research on SDL models besides Sawatsky et al.’s (2017) model.  
 
The selected articles were then critically reviewed to identify the particular model used and isolate the 
key theoretical constructs and t heir origins (Glasgow S chool f or B usiness and  S ociety, n.d.). The 
actual t erms t hat t he au thors used f or t heir c onstructs w ere ex tracted from t he m odels and are 
summarised i n Table 2 in t he appendix. T hese w ere t hen gr ouped ac cording to similar or related 
terms in Table 1 for further analysis. It is suggested that Table 1 be used as a reference guide when 
reading t he r esults and di scussions t hat f ollow. For ex ample, ‘ skill w ith S DL’ ( see O swald, 20 03), 
‘understanding h ow t o learn’ ( see Stäuble, 20 05), ‘process or ientation’ ( see Brockett &  H iemstra, 
1991) and ‘process’ (see Hiemstra & Brockett, 2012) were all grouped under the common concept of 
‘process’ in Table 1. In the discussion section, it is shown how the synthesis from Table 1 was used to 
develop the integrative framework (Pozzebon, Rodriguez & Petrini, 2014).  
 
3. RESULTS 
 
From the systematic search, fourteen models were identified for further analysis. These are listed in 
chronological order:  
 

• Pedagogical and andragogical relationship model (Pratt, 1988: 167); 
• Contextual model of SDL (Long, 1988a); 
• Staged self-directed learning (SSDL) model (Grow, 1991); 
• Domains of self-direction (Candy, 1991: 23); 
• Personal responsibility orientation to learning (PRO) model (Brockett & Hiemstra, 1991: 25); 
• Dimensions of SDL (Garrison, 1997: 22); 
• Andragogy in practice model (Knowles, Holton & Swanson, 1998); 
• Three-factor SDL model (Oswald, 2003); 
• SDL in the digital age (Candy, 2004); 
• Model of lifelong learning (Stäuble, 2005: 2); 
• SDL in online environments (Song & Hill, 2007: 31); 
• Person, process, context (PPC) model (Hiemstra & Brockett, 2012: 158); 
• Model of critical reflection through SDL (Wang & Cranton, 2012: 24); and  
• Model of resident SDL (Sawatsky et al., 2017: 3).  

 
A summary and review of each of these fourteen models follow below.  
 
3.1. The pedagogical and andragogical relationship model 
 
Pratt (1988: 1 67) presents a m odel t hat c ontrasts pedagogical versus an dragogical s upport a nd 
direction on an x–y axis. Although he does not represent this as an SDL model per se, Pratt’s (1988) 
model is widely used by later SDL practitioners to categorise their interventions.  
 
In h is m odel, Pratt (1988: 163 ) recognises that “people come to educational s ituations with varying 
degrees of  pr ior k nowledge, ex perience, c ommitment, and s elf-confidence”. Therefore, t hey r equire 
different forms of instruction due to differing levels of dependence or independence and their 
individual need for di rection or  support. Pratt proposes four s tages of  dependence through which a 
learner could pass on their way to self-directedness, namely:  
 

• high learner dependence, i.e. the learner needs direction and support; 

50



 
 

• medium to high dependence, i.e. the learner needs direction with minimal support; 
• greater independence, i.e. the learner needs support but is reasonably self-directing; and  
• self-directedness, i.e. the learner is capable of providing his or her own direction and support.  

 
The first two stages require a pedagogical approach where the teacher provides most of the support 
or direction for the learner. The latter two, an andragogical approach where the educator collaborates 
with the learner t o ac hieve common obj ectives. A teacher needs t o d etermine whether a l earner 
needs support on how to do a task, or direction on what to learn or do, or motivation on why learning 
is important for him or her and how this will be assessed (Pratt, 1988: 168). The first three of these 
constructs ar e di rectly r elated t o t he pr imary t enets of  l earning, n amely k nowledge ( what is t o be 
done), s kills ( how it i s t o b e done)  an d at titude ( why it i s i mportant or  r elevant) (Clark, 2012) . T he 
fourth element (the basis of evaluation), refers to the level of competence of the learner. To see an 
application of this model using these foundational constructs, please see Uys and Chigona (2020). 
 
In common with more recent models, such as those by Brockett and Hiemstra (1991), Garrison (1997) 
and Song and Hill (2007), Pratt (1988) recognised the attributes of a learner or person (who). He did 
not go into as much detail on a learner's personal characteristics, for example, the SDLRS scale (see 
Guglielmino, 1978; M erriam et al., 200 7). His m odel al so di d no t c onsider t he resources that t he 
learner needs (see Song & Hill, 2007). Neither did he consider the aspect of location or context, i.e. 
where t eaching oc curs or  where t he learner i s s ituated, such as i n t he c ase o f di stance or  onl ine 
learning. Las tly, there i s a  gap i n Pratt’s (1988: 16 8) model on which p articular subject or t opic is  
being t aught (Sawatsky et al., 20 17). T his om ission i s s ignificant as the s ubject will influence a 
particular learner’s interest and motivation or on the way it could best be taught.  
 
3.2. Contextual model of SDL 
 
Long (1988a) presents a  model t hat illustrates the p sychological and p edagogical t ension bet ween 
the learner and the educator. Long (1988a) acknowledges that this model is based on Lewin’s (1952) 
force-field theory that isolates four constructs of contextual, personality, social and situational control. 
For Long ( 1988a: 3) , ps ychological c ontrol i ndicates the “ degree t o which t he l earner … maintains 
active c ontrol of  t he l earning process”. This is i llustrated in a f our-quadrant m odel r epresenting the 
balance bet ween high a nd l ow control. I n t erms of  Long’s (1988a) model ( Quadrant I), t here i s 
congruency when the learner has high psychological control, i.e., is self-directed) and the pedagogical 
control is  lo w, i.e., the ed ucator al lows t he l earner t he f reedom t o l earn f or themselves. A nother 
complementary quadrant (Quadrant IV) is found where the learner has a low level of self-directedness 
and t he educator ex ercises a hi gh degree of  i nstructional c ontrol. T he t wo c onflicting quadrants 
(Quadrants II & III) are found where neither the learner nor the educator exercises a high degree of 
psychological or pe dagogical c ontrol ( i.e. n ot m uch happ ens), or  where both t he l earner and  t he 
educator exercise a high degree of psychological and pedagogical control.  
 
Although L ong’s (1988a) model does  n ot s pecifically include p ersonal as pects, s uch as  m otivation, 
dependency or  c ompetence f rom P ratt (1988), on e c ould i nfer t hat t hese ar e i mplicit i n t erms of  
psychological control. Long (1988a) is not explicit about the SDL instructional design as it is 
understood today; namely that it is collaborative or task-oriented, among others; yet, it allows implicitly 
for the degree of freedom between learner and educator control of whatever the pedagogical needs 
are, s uch as  learning g oals, r esources or  m odes of  evaluation. Long’s (1988a) model has  l imited 
value in representing the constructs of SDL. It does however assist us in understanding why attempts 
by educators to foster SDL with learners who have a low degree of intrinsic motivation may fail. He 
also recognises that “ given t he c onfusion about what q ualifies as s elf-directed l earning, it is n ot 
difficult t o i magine h ow professors and t eachers are c onfused a bout what s upports an d s timulates 
self-directed learning” (Long, 1988b: 25). 
 
3.3. Staged self-directed learning (SSDL) model 
 
One m odel t hat c aters f or an educ ator t o ada pt their teaching s tyle dep ending on t he l evel of  s elf-
directedness of the learner is the SSDL model of Grow (1991). Grow (1991) found strong resistance 
to the collaborative a pproach that he  ha d d eveloped with adult learners in m ind, f rom s ome of  t he 
college s tudents w ho were not  r eady f or s elf-directed l earning. I n or der t o make s ense of  t he 
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differences bet ween self- and ot her-directed education, he de veloped the s taged self-directed 
learning model (SSDL).  
 
Grow (1991) attributed the inspiration for this model to the situational leadership styles of Hersey and 
Blanchard (1988); yet, he  unwittingly bu ilt on t he four quadrants of Pratt (1988), a source which he 
cited in his article. Contemporarily, these learning styles are frequently represented together with the 
learning stages of Pratt (1988). This staged model “proposes a way [that] teachers can be vigorously 
influential while em powering s tudents t oward greater aut onomy” ( Grow, 1 991: 128) . As  such, this 
model provides a f ramework for t eachers t o as sess the l earner's nee ds i n ac tion and  adjust t heir 
teaching s tyle accordingly. B ased o n t his f ramework, a uni que t eaching approach i s bes t s uited t o 
learners at each stage (Grow, 1991). 
 
3.4. Domains of self-direction 
 
Candy’s (1991: 23) model represents four domains of self-direction, namely: 

• personal autonomy - self-direction as a “personal attribute”;  
• self-management - self-direction as “the willingness or ability to manage one’s overall learning 

endeavours”; 
• autodidactics - self-direction as t he “ independent pur suit of l earning without f ormal 

institutional support or affiliation”; and  
• learner-control – self-direction as “learner-control of instruction”.  

 
These four domains can respectively be mapped to the core constructs in terms of who the learner is 
based on  his or  her personal at tributes, which strategy the l earner adopts in t erms of  s elf-
management, w hy the learner learns, as w ell as  how he or  s he learns. L ike P ratt (1988) before, 
Candy (1991) did not consider context (where), the subject (which), resources (with) or time (when) 
as part of the domains of self-direction model. 
 
3.5. Personal responsibility orientation to learning (PRO) model 
 
Brockett and Hiemstra (1991: 27) present a personal orientation to learning (PRO) model that builds 
on the SDL literature, which emphasises the responsibility of learners for their own learning as well as 
recognising the context of such learning. This model is grounded on the humanistic philosophies of  
Maslow, Rogers and Knowles (see Brockett & Hiemstra, 1991). Brockett and Hiemstra’s (1991) model 
represents f ive as pects of  S DL, namely responsibility or ientation (why), process or ientation (how), 
personal orientation (who), self-direction (what), and the social context (where and when). They say: 

 
Individuals who enter a learning situation with a clear idea of how and what they wish to 
learn are likely to become frustrated and disenchanted if not given the freedom to pursue 
these directions (Brockett & Hiemstra, 1991: 27). 
 

Despite its widespread usage, Brockett and Hiemstra’s (1991) model appears to have deficiencies in 
its applicability in the classroom (Banz, 2009). Later studies, such as that by Stockdale and Brockett 
(2011), validated the constructs that were used in this model; however, they limited the application of 
the PRO model to studies in higher education and called for a general model that can be adopted in 
other contexts such as the “workplace, community, social service agencies and adult basic education” 
(Stockdale & Brockett, 2011: 176). In 2012, Hiemstra and Brockett (2012) updated this model to the 
person, process, context (PPC) model, which will be reviewed in section 3.12. 
 
3.6. Dimensions of SDL 
 
Garrison (1997: 22)  introduced three di mensions of s elf-directed learning, n amely t he m otivational 
dimension ( entering t asks), t he s elf-management di mension ( control), an d t he s elf-monitoring 
(responsibility) d imension. Garrison’s (1997) model w as i ndependently validated b y A bd-El-Fattah 
(2010) using par tial l east squares t o i ndicate t he d egree of  r elationships bet ween eac h dimension. 
Although Garrison (1997: 22) discussed each dimension separately in his model, he recognised that 
these dimensions are closely connected in practice. Garrison (1997) advocates a collaborative 
approach to SDL, much like Pratt (1988) and Grow (1991).  
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Control of  the learning environment is determined b y the proficiency of  the teacher and the learner 
(who), the resources that are available to them (with), and the interdependence that is established as 
a r esult of  the learning e nvironment ( where). Conflating what l earners n eed t o m anage, ho w t hey 
manage it, and which resources they use makes the self-management dimension complex to 
understand. Self-management is concerned with how learners carry out the l earning task, including 
the c hoice and enactment of  l earning t asks a nd the us e of  s uitable r esources. G arrison’s (1997) 
indicate t hat s elf-management r elates t o w hat l earners need t o do concerning a par ticular l earning 
task (Garrison, 1997: 23). The role of the educator is to “provide the support, direction and standards 
necessary for a successful educational outcome” (Garrison, 1997: 23). The self-monitoring dimension 
of G arrison’s (1997) model is c oncerned with t he a bility of t he l earner t o m anage h is or her o wn 
learning process by relating ne wly ac quired k nowledge to ex isting k nowledge t hrough a pr ocess of  
reflection. Self-monitoring is i ntimately connected w ith t he m anagement of  l earning t asks and  
activities. T he m otivational di mension of G arrison’s (1997) model recognises t he ef fort r equired t o 
initiate learning (entering motivation) and maintain learning tasks or goals (task motivation). In 
practice, h owever, Garrison (1997) combine t he c hoice or  s election of goa l with the process of  
entering a task. Garrison (1997) recognises that motivation can be described as ‘commitment’ or the 
congruency of attitudes, feelings and goals. Garrison (1997) also includes competency as “the 
perceived skills, ability and knowledge of the individual while assessing goals” (Garrison, 1997: 27). 
The emphasis i n SDL teaching i s on transferring task c ontrol i ssues to l earners in order t o s ustain 
their motivation (see Garrison, 1997).  
 
Part of  t he c hallenge in understanding G arrison’s (1997) model is t he large degr ee of  ov erlap 
between the different dimensions. Garrison (1997) recognised that when the teacher makes choices 
in terms of any or all of these dimensions, learners relinquish their responsibility for learning in that 
dimension. Unfortunately, this reflects the reality that much of the control in formal teaching situations 
is i n t he t eacher's ha nds. Garrison (1997) did, h owever, r ecognise that lifelong learning an d on line 
learning are slowly shifting the balance of control to the learner. 
 
3.7. Andragogy in practice 
 
The andragogy in pr actice m odel of  Knowles et al. (1998) is “an ex panded c onceptualization of  
andragogy that incorporates domains of factors that will influence the application of core andragogical 
principles” (Knowles et al., 2005:  156). Even t hough t his m odel i s not  an S DL model per se, it  is  
widely used t o r epresent core SDL pr inciples. T he ear liest version of  t his model was pub lished i n 
1998 by Knowles et al., and has remained unchanged in later editions. I t is, however, possible that 
Knowles et al. (1998) had conceptualised such a model at an earlier stage. The andragogy in practice 
model (Knowles et al., 2005: 149) has three separate constructs, namely the goals and purposes of 
learning; individual and situational differences; and core adult learning principles. Goals and purposes 
“provide a f rame t hat s hapes t he l earning ex perience” (Knowles et al., 20 05: 157 ) and ne eds to 
consider t he individual, i nstitutional a nd s ocietal goals and gr owth i n l earning. I ndividual a nd 
situational d ifferences c onsider t he v ariable of  s ubject matter c haracteristics, s ituational 
characteristics and individual learner characteristics. Core adu lt l earning pr inciples comprise the s ix 
principles of adult learning as a foundation for the adult learning experience, namely: 
 

• learners need to know why, what and how; 
• self-concept of the learner (learning is autonomous and self-directing); 
• prior experience (resources and mental models); 
• readiness to learn (life-related, developmental tasks); 
• orientation to learning (problem-centred, contextual); and  
• motivation to learn (intrinsic value, personal payoff) (Knowles et al., 2005: 149).  

 
Knowles et al. (1998) emphasise that the model can (and is) used from the inside out or even outside 
in, either in ad vance of a n i ntervention ( learner an alysis) or at  t he least s tarting with t he s ix c ore 
principles of andragogy and working from there as a basis. 
 
3.8. Three-factor SDL model 
 
Oswald (2003) compiled a three-factor model of SDL as encapsulated by prior authors and grouped 
these into t hree m ajor factors: the learning situation, t he learner’s attributes, and components of 
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learning. T hese f actors r epresent “ the r elationship b etween t he k ey f actors an d the c omponents of 
SDL” (Oswald, 2003: 24). The f irst factor, the learning s ituation (context or where) comprises three 
elements of the SDL experience, namely o pportunity, support and c ollaboration. The learning 
situation represents the SDL learning environment, whether this occurs in a classroom or in the field, 
and how the teacher supports SDL. Context also includes “those components of the learning 
environment … such as  resources, peers and ex ternal f actors” (Oswald, 2003: 26) . Factor two, the 
learner’s at tributes (who), represent t he l earner’s s kill i n t he c ontent dom ain a nd his or  h er self-
directing c apabilities. Components in t he t hird factor (how) r epresent how learners appr oach t he 
learning s ituation. T his i ncludes c ognitive learning aspects, such as  c ritical r eflection o n bo th t he 
learning process and the content. It also refers to the learners’ goals and motivation for learning in the 
content domain. 
 
3.9. SDL in the digital age 
 
In 2004, Candy revised Knowles et al.’s (1998) model to incorporate online learning. This is effectively 
a new model that represents a six-stage sequential process of online learning and does not represent 
a conceptual model of SDL. The six-stage process involves “engaging with online learning; locating 
information an d resources; evaluating the q uality of di gital r esources; assimilating i nformation; 
reconceptualising und erstandings; and n etworking” ( Candy, 20 04: 2) . T his process has v alue i n 
teaching learners a bout i nformation m anagement bu t on ly represents o ne dimension of  S DL (i.e., 
how) and therefore fell outside the scope of this study. 
 
3.10. Model of lifelong learning 
 
Stäuble (2005: 2)  adapted G arrison’s (1997) model as  a process m odel f or dev eloping lifelong 
learners based on SDL principles. In her model, Stäuble (2005) re-described the following dimensions 
in Garrison’s (1997) model: 
 

• from ‘motivation’ – to what she refers to as ‘knowing the learner’;  
• from ‘self-management’ – to ‘planning for learning’; 
• from ‘meta-learning’  - to ‘understanding how to learn’; and  
• from ‘self-monitoring’ – to ‘evaluating learning’.  

 
Stäuble’s (2005: 2) ‘knowing the learner’ dimension targets the learner’s prior knowledge, motivation 
and attitudes towards learning. The ‘planning for learning’ dimension refers to the setting of goals and 
objectives to meet them. The ‘understanding how to learn’ dimension refers to the different learning 
styles of  l earners and t he di fferent appr oaches us ed t o enc ourage dee p or  m eaningful l earning. 
Finally, Stäuble’s (2005) ‘evaluating learning’ dimension refers to the “systematic anal ysis of al l the 
learner’s activities, either qualitatively, quantitatively or affectively” (Stäuble, 2005: 2). 
 
3.11. SDL in online environments 
 
Song and Hill’s (2007: 31) model considers the complexities of SDL in an online environment. Their 
model i s based on  the models of Candy (1991), Brockett and  H iemstra (1991) as well as  Garrison 
(1997). F rom t hese three per spectives, Song a nd H ill der ived t hree c onstructs, namely ‘ personal 
attributes’ ( who), pr ocess ( how), and c ontext ( where). T his model predates but  complements 
Hiemstra and Brockett’s (2012) updated PPC model (people, process and context). For Song and Hill 
(2007: 2 8), the c onstruct ‘personal at tribute’ indicates the “ moral, em otional an d i ntellectual 
management” of a person. The process construct refers to “learner autonomy over instruction” (Song 
& Hill, 2007: 28). The context construct refers to “the environment where learning takes place” (Song 
& Hill, 2007: 28).  
 
Song and Hill (2007: 31) identified three additional constructs of SDL that are affected by an online 
learning environment, namely resources (with), strategies (which) and motivation (why). ‘Resources’ 
are both human and information resources that learners have access to further their learning. 
‘Strategies’ are learning strategies that the learner uses in an online environment. These include, but 
are not limited to, learning how to communicate in writing rather than in person, whilst dealing with an 
asynchronous environment (see Song & Hill, 2007: 28). Song and Hill (2007) further consider 
motivation as an as pect o f per sonal attributes t hat is i nfluenced b y t he o nline en vironment. T his 
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includes as pects such as  abs ent presence, procrastination, or the t endency t o be s uperficial i n 
bulletin posts to meet the course requirements rather than to reflect deeply.  
 
Song and H ill ( 2007: 3 1) added t hree i mportant S DL c oncepts t o t heir m odel, nam ely planning, 
monitoring and evaluating. ‘Planning’ refers to a feature of online learning that allows learners to plan 
and execute their activities at any time or place that is most convenient to them. This frees learners 
from restrictive timetables and venues dictated by the traditional classroom. ‘Monitoring’ refers to the 
responsibility of online learners to monitor their own learning processes, unlike the traditional 
classroom where the teacher can m onitor their f acial expressions or participation. Moreover, on line 
learning pl atforms hav e built-in f eatures t o m onitor learners’ usage and c overage of  i nformation 
access. ‘Evaluating’ refers t o the additional workload t hat teachers hav e in pr oviding suitable 
feedback in online forums where peers discuss online questions. Surprisingly, Song and Hill (2007) 
do not isolate technology as one of the dimensions of online learning. 
 
3.12. The Person, process, context (PPC) model 
 
After 20 years of  s hared ex perience a nd de velopment i n t he SDL l iterature, H iemstra and B rockett 
(2012: 158–159) reconfigured their PRO model. The reason for the update was to “streamline some 
terminology and interrelationships among factors that over the years had become somewhat unclear” 
(Hiemstra & Brockett, 2012: 159). They particularly aimed to address the lack of context in the PRO 
model. T he revised model has  t hree el ements, nam ely per son ( who), pr ocess ( how) an d c ontext 
(where). ‘Person’ refers to “ the characteristics of  the i ndividual, such as  c reativity, c ritical reflection, 
enthusiasm, l ife ex perience, l ife s atisfaction, m otivation, pr evious ed ucation, r esilience, an d s elf-
concept” (Hiemstra &  B rockett, 2012 : 15 8). ‘Process’ refers t o “ the t eaching-learning t ransaction, 
including f acilitation, learning s kills, l earning s tyles, planning, or ganizing, and evaluating ab ilities, 
teaching s tyles, and technological s kills” ( Hiemstra & B rockett, 20 12: 1 58). ‘Context’ refers t o t he 
“environmental and s ocio-political c limate, s uch as  culture, power, l earning e nvironment, f inances, 
gender, l earning c limate, or ganizational policies, political m ilieu, r ace, an d s exual orientation” 
(Hiemstra & Brockett, 2012: 158). The PPC model is not unique to SDL, as similar models have been 
used f or many decades b y business c onsultants and was most lik ely derived from Leav itt’s (1965: 
1144) diamond framework, namely: 
 

• tasks – “the production of goods and services”; 
• actors – “refers chiefly to people …[and]…acts executed by people at some time or place”; 
• technology – “direct pr oblem solving i nventions l ike w ork-measurement t echniques or  

computers”; and 
• structure – “systems of communication,…authority (or other roles), and …work flow”. 

 
The r evised m odel by Hiemstra and B rockett (2012) allows for ne w i nsights into the c onstructs of  
SDL, especially a t the intersection be tween the three elements of people, process and context. For 
example, Hiemstra and Brockett (2012) suggest that the link between the socio-political environment 
and the individual learner holds much potential for future research. In this way, they “hope to clarify 
existing thinking about such learning, but to do so in ways that can help to delineate new directions for 
research and pr actice” ( Hiemstra &  B rockett, 2012:  159). M ore s ignificantly, however, t he r evised 
PPC m odel ( see H iemstra &  B rockett, 2012)  does not c onsider t he r ole of t echnology or  online 
learning, especially in terms of  place and time, or the availability of onl ine or  physical resources. I t 
does cater however for technological skills under ‘process’ but not for the delivery of instruction in an 
online environment. Neither does this model cater for the content of learning, i.e. the topic, subject, 
lesson or knowledge competencies that are being studied.  
 
3.13. Model of critical reflection through SDL  
 
Wang and Cranton (2012) established a l ink between Mezirow’s (1997) transformative learning and 
SDL through their revised model of critical reflection through SDL. This model illustrates the process 
of t ransformative l earning of t he l earner’s ex perience t riggered b y a disorienting di lemma. I n t heir 
model, Wang and Cranton (2012) refer to Mezirow’s (1991) levels of reflection. These levels indicate 
content reflection (what), p rocess reflection (how) and premise reflection (why). For Mezirow (1991: 
107–108), content reflection refers to “what we perceive, think, feel or  ac t upon ”, process reflection 
refers to “how one performs the(se) f unctions” and premise reflection refers to “becoming aware of 
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why we p erceive, t hink, f eel or  ac t as  w e d o”. T he abi lity t o r eflect on these l evels i ndicates self-
directed learning. With the changed perspectives, learners can transform both their own 
understanding and their s ocial situation (Wang & Cranton, 2012: 24). A lthough this model is 
contextual, Wang and Cranton (2012: 24) do not specifically refer to reflection based on context, i.e. 
where. I n es sence, however, t he m odel can accommodate the ot her c onstructs as  synthesised in 
Table 1. See Race (2006) for an elaboration of such a reflective model. 
 
3.14. Model of resident SDL 
 
Sawatsky et al. (2017: 3) derived a “broad theoretical model” of SDL from a grounded theory study of 
resident interns at a medical facility. Their model has five dimensions, namely person (who), process 
(how), c ontext ( where), m otivation ( why), and c hange o ver t ime ( when), and was der ived f rom t he 
models of Brockett and Hiemstra (1991), Candy (1991), Garrison (1997) and Hiemstra and Brockett 
(2012). T he per son el ement “ includes motivation, i ndividual c haracteristics an d c hange o ver t ime” 
(Sawatsky et al., 20 17: 5) . ‘Motivation’ and ‘time’ extend ac ross process and c ontext. T he ‘context’ 
element includes “external guidance, residency program structure, culture and barriers” (Sawatsky et 
al., 20 17: 6) . T he ‘process’ element comprises the S DL pr ocess pr acticed by  t he r esidents, i.e. 
“formulating l earning o bjectives, us ing r esources, applying k nowledge, e valuating l earning a nd 
uncovering knowledge gaps” (Sawatsky et al., 2017: 1). This process has much in keeping with the 
information acquisition process of Candy (2004). Time is an important component of Sawatsky et al.’s 
(2017) model, as residents indicated that they had developed over time, and that they required time 
for learning to take place. Motivation influences the context as well as the learning process. The value 
of Sawatsky et al.’s (2017) model is that it provided residents as well as for educators with a better 
understanding of  the SDL pr ocess. Sawatsky et al. (2017) did not  i nclude t he o nline and offline 
learning constructs of Candy (2004) and Song and Hill (2007). 
 
4. DISCUSSION 
 
A summary of the models that were reviewed is provided in Table 2 in the appendix. Table 1 provides 
a synthesis of these models based on the core constructs that were summarised in Table 2. Of the 
fourteen models that were reviewed and synthesised in Table 1: 
 

• ten represent similar constructs (see Pratt, 1988; Brockett & Hiemstra, 1991; Garrison, 1997; 
Knowles et al., 1998; Oswald, 2003; Stäuble, 2005; Song & Hill, 2007; Hiemstra & Brockett, 
2012; Wang & Cranton, 2012; Sawatsky et al., 2017); 

• two represent a process of SDL (see Candy, 2004; Grow, 1991); 
• one represents the domains of self-direction (Candy, 1991); and  
• one represents a model of control (Long, 1988a). 

 
Grow’s (1991) model represents the stages of SDL, Long’s (1988a), the tension between pedagogical 
and psychological control, and Candy’s (2004) model, a knowledge acquisition cycle in online 
learning. F or t he pur poses of  t his r eview, t hese last four models are not discussed further as  t hey 
represent only a partial aspect of a comprehensive model for SDL. 
 
Of t he t en s imilar models, six models (the PRO model, S DL i n online environments, P PC model, 
three-factor SDL model, the model of critical reflection through SDL, and the model of resident SDL) 
incorporate the common constructs of person (who), process (how) and context (where and when). 
These t hree c onstructs ( person, process and context) ar e us ed b y e ight of  t hese m odels an d as 
discussed in detail above. These three constructs, therefore, represent the core constructs of  SDL, 
without which a t heory or  model cannot be c alled SDL. The discussion below starts w ith additional 
insights into t he abo ve-mentioned three c onstructs a nd then m oves o n to t he other constructs that 
were synthesised. The detail of this synthesis is contained in Table 1. 
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The ‘person’ construct ( who) i s r epresented i n t he ten cited models, either a s per son, p ersonal, 
personality, individual, k nowing t he learner, learner ex perience, cognitive or  psychological c ontrol, 
personal autonomy or personal orientation. See Table 1 under the ‘person’ column for a summary of 
these factors. Knowles et al. (2015) use Jonassen and Grabowski’s (1993) study to identify a list of 
factors t hat c an b e taken into c onsideration when ev aluating a person’s or ientation to learning, i .e. 
cognition, personality an d pr ior k nowledge or  e ducation. D emographics, as w ell as  a num ber of  
related factors and variables that are currently evaluated under the SDLRS (Guglielmino, 1978), are 
also important for the ‘person’ construct.  
 
The majority of the models include the ‘process’ construct, except for the SSDL, the ‘dimensions of 
SDL’ and the ‘andragogy in practice’ models. The process construct (how) is referred to as a process 
that ex plores either ‘how s tudents engage w ith l earning’, ‘understanding h ow t o l earn’, ‘process 
orientation’ or ‘skill with the SDL process’ (see Table 1). There are many alternative perspectives in 
education in t erms o f the learning pr ocesses with w hich students eng age, such as  s elf-regulated 
learning (Pintrich, 1995), experiential learning (Kolb, 1984), or reflective practice (Schön, 1987). The 
challenge in the application of the integrated model developed for this study was to identify and select 
a par simonious s et of  f actors and variables t hat c omprise t he ‘process’ construct. T he ‘process’ 
construct therefore refers to how learning occurs. 
 
Initially, andragogy and SDL were criticised for their lack of applicability across contexts (Song & Hill, 
2007). I n 201 2, H iemstra and B rockett upd ated t heir model t o i nclude c ontext. S ix of  t he m odels 
include t he ‘context’ construct, nam ely t he P RO model, the 3 -factor SDL m odel, t he andr agogy in 
practice m odel, S DL i n online environments, the PPC model and t he m odel of  r esident SDL. T he 
terms t hat ar e us ed by these m odels to refer t o c ontext are ‘context’, ‘contextual c ontrol’, ‘social 
context’ or ‘situational differences’ as s ummarised i n T able 1.  P ratt ( 1988) w as t he f irst t o 
acknowledge that learners’ self-direction is context-dependent, a concept he refers to as situational. 
He emphasised that different approaches are needed depending on the situation, the learner’s needs, 
and t he educ ator’s des ire f or collaboration. D espite t his ac knowledgement of t he i mportance of  
context, he was concerned that “we still lack a clear picture of how and when educators decide to use 
– or not use – collaborative methods, and with what effect” (Pratt, 1988: 164). The ‘context’ construct 
can therefore be represented b y t he place (where) l earning oc curs; however, in pr actice it is  not 
possible to isolate place from the other contextual factor of time (when). 
 
Interestingly, nine of the models incorporate a ‘purpose’ (why) construct, whether it is referred to as 
‘goals’, ‘motivation’, ‘independent p ursuit’, ‘personal r esponsibility’, ‘premise’, ‘willingness t o di rect 
learning’ or ‘evaluating l earning’  (see Table 1 ). ‘Purpose’ represents t he learner’s ne ed t o k now 
(Knowles, H olton & S wanson, 20 05). F or K nowles et al. (2015: 80 ), ‘purpose’ and i ts r elated t erm 
‘goals’ fit into three general categories, namely individual, institutional and societal. The reason why 
‘purpose’ might not be included as a separate element in the PPC model is that it is included under 
the ‘person’ element. For Knowles et al. (1998: 81), “goals and purposes are conceptually separate 
from the core andragogical assumptions” and “it is vitally important that they be analysed alongside 
the core principles”. Considering how important purpose is to the concept of SDL and to education as 
a whole, it may justify being classified as a separate construct. ‘Purpose’ answers the question ‘why’ 
learning is important. 
 
The next most frequently used concept across seven of the models is that of ‘strategy’. ‘Strategy’ is 
related t o t he ap proach t hat l earners t ake i n m anaging t heir o wn learning. I n t erms of  t he existing 
models as  s ummarised in Table 1 , ‘strategy’ can be  referred to as  ‘dependence or independence’, 
‘stages of SDL’, ‘self-direction’’, self-management’, ‘planning for learning’, and also ‘strategies’. In the 
case of  S täuble (2005), ‘strategy’ includes t he pl anning f or l earning within w hich an ed ucator m ay 
engage. For Song and Hill (2007), ‘strategy’ refers to the learning strategies that learners follow. Song 
and H ill (2007) recognise t hat on line en vironments r equire di fferent l earning s trategies f rom t hose 
used in traditional classrooms. Knowles et. al (1998) recognises that different types of subject matter, 
different s ituations or  group learning a ll r equire d ifferent s trategies. T hese oc cur at  a micro l evel 
where local situations may foster greater self-directedness; for example, learners in an online 
environment may require a different approach than during face-to-face teaching, or at a macro level, 
different strategies ar e r equired t o c ater f or s ocietal influences. ‘Strategy’ in t he i ntegrated m odel 
refers to the approach or theories used for learning and was grouped under the ‘which’ construct (see 
Table 1). 
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‘Resources’ was used as a construct in the model of Song and Hill (2007) and by Oswald (2003: 26) 
under ‘context’ in terms of “those components of the learning environment over which the learner has 
control s uch as  r esources, peer s, and other ex ternal f actors”. S ong a nd Hill ( 2017) distinguish 
between human resources and information resources. Human resources comprise peers, instructors 
and ot her ex perts who assist an d influence the learners’ learning. I nformation r esources r efer t o 
accessing i nformation on line as  well as ev aluating t he q uality of  such sources. T his pl aces 
considerable emphasis on  the learners’ i nformation l iteracy skills, i.e. th eir ability t o locate a nd 
evaluate the validity and reliability of sources. The tools, technologies and apps that could enhance 
SDL in this way also needs to be considered under the ‘resource’ construct. In the integrated model, 
resources are the tools, information sources, funding, and social support with which learning occurs. 
 
Surprisingly, only t he andragogy in practice m odel, t he critical reflection model and the three-factor 
SDL model include the ‘content’ construct either as subject, knowledge, content reflection or skill (see 
Table 1). Knowles et al. (1998: 83) recognise that “not all subject matter can be taught or learned in 
the same way”. This is an interesting finding, considering that education in a specific discipline, field 
or subject is one of the primary purposes of education. It is currently well known that a person’s level 
of self-directedness depends on the subject or content. Pratt (1988) recognises the learner’s need for 
information b y providing t he r equired s upport, b ut does not take i nto account ‘instruction’ as a 
separate construct i n hi s m odel. Sawatsky et al. (2017) isolated t he ‘knowledge ac quisition’ cycle 
under their ‘process’ construct, but  did not separate the specific subject matter as the focus. In the 
integrated model, the subject refers to what is learned. 
 
‘Time’ is al so an i mportant c onstruct in SDL, as  l earners knowledge a nd ap proach as  well as  t heir 
related skills, abilities and c onfidence i n learning on their o wn c hange o ver t ime (Sawatsky et al., 
2017). Another temporal aspect recognised by Sawatsky et al. (2017) is the limit to the amount of time 
that learners have for SDL as a result of  competing demands. Learners need to develop a balance 
between practice and SDL. Song and Hill (2007) also considered time an important construct in online 
environments as  l earners ar e abl e t o d irect t heir l earning ef forts at  t imes t hat s uit t hem. T ime i s 
related to the when element. 
 
Some insights from the the previous representation of the core constructs or dimensions of SDL are 
that both educators and learners have varying degrees of control (or self-direction) in terms of any of 
the di mensions, and t hat they ar e i nter-related. F or ex ample, in a f ormal l earning en vironment, 
learners may not h ave m uch c ontrol over t he br oad educ ation pr ocesses, b ut they always have 
control over their own learning processes. In terms of context, learners’ choice of institution and major 
subjects limit them to t he kind of  l earning environment that they will enc ounter; yet, they have the 
freedom to choose how to respond to such environments. Likewise, educators may vary their strategy 
in teaching a particular course even if the content is kept constant. Available time and resources will 
further affect the pace and depth with which learners will engage with the learning material, and the 
educator needs to cater for such variances across institutions, degrees and contexts. 
 
As an extension to t he s ynthesis of these models, t he E lements of  C ircumstances by Aristotle (EN 
Aristotle, n.d., 1313a15–20) was used to particularise the constructs:  
 

the who, the what, around what place [where] or in which time [when] something 
happens, and sometimes with what, such as an instrument, for the sake of what [why], 
such as saving a life [which], and the how, such as gently or violently… And it seems that 
the m ost important circumstances are those just l isted, including the ‘why’ (Aristotle as  
cited in Sloan, 2010: 239-240). 
 

These elements are contemporarily known as the five W’s and H (see Wikipedia, “Five W’s”, n.d.) and 
are widely used in the field of learning, educational planning and  curriculum design (Revans, 1980; 
Schubert, 1 986; H arb, D urrant &  T erry, 1 993; K ing, 199 3; M arsick &  Mal tbia, 200 6; Mc Carthy & 
McCarthy, 200 6; R ace, 20 06; Lat tuca &  S tark, 2011 ). These el ements formed t he bas is of  l atter 
practices of casuistry in terms of case-based reasoning (Jonsen & Toulmin, 1988), by Race (2006) in 
his reflective framework, and by Mezirow (1991) as part of a reflective framework for transformative 
learning. Lastly, these elements are used by Wang and Cranton (2012: 24) in their model for critical 
reflection through SDL, and are therefore ideally suited as a framework for informing the theoretical 
constructs of SDL. 
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From this process, eight major constructs of SDL have been synthesised and classified according to 
Aristotle’s elements of c ircumstances (see Sloan, 2010: 240), namely person (who), process (how), 
context (place or where), purpose (why), content (what), resources (with), strategy (which) and time 
(when). T hese p arsimonious and  m utually ex clusive c onstructs al lowed for t he de velopment of  a n 
integrated model of  SDL that may assist in providing an improved understanding of  the conceptual 
constructs of  S DL. F rom such an i ntegrated m odel, one m ay i dentify g aps o r t opics f or further 
research; particularly research on identifying t he c ore f actors and v ariables t hat be long t o t hese 
constructs, as well as evaluating the theoretical relationships between them. For example, Knowles 
(1975: 18) definition can be represented in terms of these constructs:  
 

[A] process [how] in which individuals [who] take the initiative, with or without the help of 
others [with], in diagnosing their learning needs [what], formulating learning goals [why], 
identifying human and material resources for learning [with], choosing and implementing 
appropriate learning strategies [which], and evaluating learning outcomes [why].  
 

In this d efinition, it becomes eas y t o s pot p otential gaps s uch as  c ontext ( where and w hen) when 
evaluated in terms of these constructs. Related research such as the domains of invitational theory 
(people, places, processes, programmes and policies) by Purkey and Novak (1992) and the capability 
approach (see Wells, n.d.; Sen, 1987; Van der Walt, 2016) may shed further light on the application of 
such a m odel across c ontexts. Future research s hould evaluate the r elationships be tween t hese 
constructs and gr aphically depict an appr opriate conceptual model f or use by s cholars. I n ad dition, 
the philosophical roots of Aristotle’s theory of responsibility (see Cooper, 2013) in terms of voluntary 
and i nvoluntary ac tion an d A ristotle’s c oncomitant el ements of  c ircumstances (Aristotle, n .d. E N) 
should be explored as a possible foundation for this integrated SDL model. 
 
5. CONCLUSION 
 
A broad search of the l iterature has revealed numerous models that refer to the core constructs of  
SDL. Due to the proliferation of such models over the past 40 years, it has become difficult to choose 
an a ppropriate m odel t o apply in pr actice. T his appears t o h ave resulted in t he us e of t he m ost 
dominant model and not necessarily the most comprehensive or representative model. These models 
require consolidation and evaluation in terms of their common constructs and theoretical basis. The 
study o n which t his ar ticle r eports addressed the gap by  r eviewing fourteen of t he m ost frequently 
used models and synthesising the core constructs that are central to the principles of SDL. This was 
achieved by reconciling similar concepts across ten of the models and highlighting significant 
differences compared to the other four. In conclusion, this proposed integrated model categorises the 
core constructs about which there is general agreement in the SDL literature. Each of these 
constructs r equires further r esearch to identify t hose par ticular s ets of f actors and variables t hat 
belong to them. Further research is also required to explore the theoretical and philosophical roots of 
such a m odel. Future research should also examine the practical application of such an i ntegrative 
model in diverse contexts. 
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APPENDICES 
 
Table 2. Summary of SDL models and their constructs 
 

No. Model Citation Constructs 
1 Andragogy vs. 

pedagogy 
Pratt (1988) Teacher dimensions: s upport, d irection. Learner 

quadrants: dep endency, c onfidence ( knows w hat), 
competence (knows how), commitment (knows why) 

2 Contextual m odel f or 
SDL 

(Long, 
1988a) 

Psychological versus pedagogical control. Contextual, 
personality, social, situational 

3 Staged self-directed 
learning model (SSDL) 

(Grow, 1991) Teacher: aut hority ( coach), m otivator ( guide), f acilitator 
(participates), c onsultant ( delegator). F our learner 
stages: dependent, interested, involved and self-directed 

4 Domains of  s elf-
direction 

(Candy, 
1991) 

Personal a utonomy, willingness and ability to m anage 
one’s o verall learning endeavours, i ndependent p ursuit 
of l earning without f ormal i nstitutional s upport or  
affiliation, and learner control of instruction 

5 PRO model (Brockett & 
Hiemstra, 
1991: 25) 

Personal responsibility orientation (why), process 
orientation ( how), per sonal or ientation ( who), s elf-
direction (what), social context (where and when) 

6 Dimensions of SDL (Garrison, 
1997: 22) 

Self-management (task control) (how), self-monitoring 
(cognitive responsibility) (what), motivation (entering and 
task) (why) 

7 Andragogy in practice (Knowles, 
Holton &  
Swanson, 
1998) 

Goals and purposes for learning (individual, institutional, 
societal), i ndividual and s ituational d ifferences 
(individual, s ituational, s ubject matter), adul t principles 
(learners’ ne ed t o k now, s elf-concept, pr ior ex perience, 
readiness to learn, or ientation to learning, m otivation to 
learn) 

8 Three-factor SDL model (Oswald, 
2003) 

Learning situation (where), learner’s attributes (who), 
components of learning (how) 

9 SDL in digital age (Candy, 
2004) 

Engaging w ith online l earning; l ocating i nformation and 
resources; evaluating the quality of digital resources; 
assimilating i nformation; r econceptualising 
understandings; and networking 

10 Model of lifelong 
learning 

(Stäuble, 
2005) 

Knowing the learner (who), planning for learning (what), 
understanding how t o learn ( how), e valuating l earning 
(why) 

11 SDL i n on line 
environments 

(Song & H ill, 
2007) 

Personal ( who), pr ocess ( how), c ontext ( where and 
when), r esources ( with), s trategies ( which), m otivation 
(why) 

12 Person pr ocess c ontext 
(PPC) model 

(Hiemstra &  
Brockett, 
2012) 

Person (who), process (how), context (where and when), 
self-direction (why) 

13 Model of  c ritical 
reflection through SDL 

(Wang &  
Cranton, 
2012) 

Learner’s experience (who), disorienting dilemma (with), 
content (what), pr ocess ( how), premise ( why), c ritical 
reflection (which), learner changed (when) 

14 Model of resident SDL (Sawatsky et 
al., 2017) 

Person ( who), pr ocess ( how), context ( where), 
motivation (why), change over time (when) 

15 Elements of  
circumstance 

(Aristotle, 
Ethica 
Nicomachea, 
1313a15–20) 

“(1) t he Who, ( 2) t he What, ( 3) around what pl ace 
(Where) or (4) in which time something happens 
(When), and s ometimes ( 5) w ith what, s uch as  an 
instrument ( With), ( 6) for the s ake of  w hat ( Why), ( 7) 
such as saving a life (Which), and (8) the (How), such as 
gently or violently … A nd it s eems t hat t he m ost 
important c ircumstances ar e t hose j ust l isted, i ncluding 
the ‘Why’” (Aristotle as cited in Sloan, 2010: 240). 
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