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Citizenship, Active Citizenship, and Social Forums: Imperatives for Adult Educators
A Keynote Presentation to the Fifth International LLinE Conference, “Social Capital and Citizenship,” 7 June 2002.

Paul J. Ilsley, Professor of Adult Education and Educational Research, Northern Illinois University, U.S.A. and Visiting Professor, Faculty of Education, University of Helsinki, Finland 

The central purposes of this paper are twofold: first, how will people express civic responsibility during an age of globalism, corporatism, and worldwide adoption of technological culture? Second, what is the role of adult educators in creating appropriate and natural discourses of participation? Ultimately the hope is that choices will be illuminated regarding how adult educators make sense of the citizenship research and ultimately respond to it.

The Centrality of Citizenship

Citizenship is currently among the most fashionable and utilitarian topics in the field of education in general, and in adult education in particular, throughout Europe and elsewhere. Owing in good measure to various EU grants, as well as national and local educational priorities in policy making, Active Citizenship as a topic has arrived at the top of the charts, near record proportions. In fact, the topic is gaining momentum as one of the most popular hit topics since competency-based education. It is no accident. Whether at a local or national level, leaders wonder about trends of social participation. For example, what will membership in the EU mean for voting rates and voluntary action? For another, are populations in Western cultures abandoning such values as civic pride thereby thwarting notions of civil society in favor of more individual and pleasurable activities? 

To be sure, citizen participation and citizen action is not a new subject. Local and national leaders since the days of the Roman Empire have wondered about how best to create a civil society and what the role of the commons should be in creating and maintaining it. As any governmental leader knows, it is a significantly smoother rein when the people are actively engaged in civic responsibilities and voluntary activities. Each and every President of the United States, for example, makes declaration of and provision for the social goodwill impulses of the people. Of course there are significantly different reasons for their beliefs, ranging from improving democracy through expressions of the true spirit of patriotism and citizen participation, i.e., Thomas Jefferson, to absolving the government from paying for services, justifying budget cuts, and leaving many social services to charities, religious organizations, and the goodwill of communities, i.e., Ronald Reagan. 

Today governments all over the world, not just in Europe, know that volunteers can be and are professionally managed. As never before, it is possible to track volunteers, train them, certify them, place them and monitor them. Data banks are chock-full of statistics about volunteer participation. Trends of various kinds are analyzed and patterns detected, especially those that directly impact national economies. Volunteers are the backbone of many organizations, such as religious institutions, many cultural institutions, child-related organizations, and are important in areas such as health, welfare, and human services.

Are we witnessing a decline in citizen action? Alarmists, such as Putnam (2000), present research that proclaims a new ethos has emerged and problems await because of it.  Specifically, as the statistical patterns inform us, citizens are increasingly more interested in individual activities or opportunities that suit individual tastes than they are in participating in traditional voluntary places. To cite his metaphor, bowling alone, it refers to the fact that Western cultures are progressively more individualistic and a person’s life satisfiers are therefore placed increasingly within an individual context. Consequently, large organizations such as Boy Scouts and Red Cross are losing, in fact, begging for volunteers. What does this mean? To find the answers, researchers explore various reasons why social participation could be on the decline. (Putnam, 2000) Other writers and researchers follow in kind. (Ravitch, 2001) Data are available showing that the volunteer spirit is diminished from the patriotic and building days following the Second World War. This alarms governmental leaders, the business community and adult educators alike. These stakeholders know that without voluntary efforts, a much greater share of the burden to provide essential services will fall elsewhere. As well, volunteers lend a fresh voice and an alternative perspective to formal social service organizations and in that way keep them vital and fresh. This revitalizing effect would be sorely missed. To understand the trends, and possibly to stave off the decline in citizen action, legislation has been written, strategies have been adopted, and grant projects established in many countries.  Investigations into trends of citizen involvement are underway. The conclusion seems to be that citizens are simply not as active as they used to be. The call to arms has been heard. In what manner, as adult educators, are we to respond?

Reexamining Voluntary Action and Citizenship

We would be wise if our response was to take pause with the argument and to reflect on what it is to which we are reacting. At first glance, it appears that we face powerful and frightening societal value shifts that signify a social, perhaps global decline in citizen action. On further reflection, it appears that there are at least two missing points from the argument.  For one, might we consider that it may be the organizations, as opposed to the volunteers, that have changed, become unfriendly and less attractive? Over the past two decades huge volunteer organizations with literally hundreds of millions of dollars have become heavily bureaucratized, joined forces with corporate interests and leaders, formed trusts and foundations, and partner in business ventures with other foundations. The dress, look, feel, and wealth has changed many simple organizations to giant complex multi-national businesses and people simply understand that is antithetical to the kind of voluntary action they want. In the Red Cross for example, there are many officials with six figure salaries who never go near volunteers. It is not part of the reward structure to do so. To be sure, the work and mission of the International Red Cross is laudable and hopefully will continue well into the future. But with those kinds of resources, with that kind of leadership, with those kinds of associations with so many national leaders, celebrities, and with that kind of business plan, the Red Cross, as well as dozens of other organizations, appears to emulate Nokia, Motorola, and General Motors. Do the people know this? Of course they do. They know there is now a fine line between the governmental, private and volunteer sectors and that those three circles are closing in on one another. With good reason, people now believe there is no such thing as a not-for-profit organization. (Ilsley, 1990)

For another, may we so blithely exclude from analysis efforts and organizations that go against the status quo? Missing from the choices of citizen action are various kinds of social expression, but mainly fall into the ad hoc kind. (McIntyre-Mill, 2000) Is participation at a rally of 300,000 peace activists really an expression of “bowling alone?” Maybe not, since no one seems to be interested in bowling and no one is really alone when engaged in activities with such a large group. Million man marches should count. Demonstrations to establish a Palestinian state should count. Participation and time spent in social movements should count. Neighborhood activism should count. Many forms of citizen action are not easily subject to legislative initiatives or governmental definition. (Ilsley and Jones, 1989) Worker strikes should count. Peace vigils should count. Women’s rallies should count. Yet, none of these activities are included is the standard governmental dictionary of occupational titles or definitions of voluntary action. Culturally speaking, one cannot easily place on the resume participation in social movements. Consequently such activity is often disregarded altogether by policy makers and researchers. The reason is that such activities are rarely part of a government’s agenda, even in democratic cultures.  But they are indeed what democratic participation means, and the participants mean to be counted. 

Perhaps it is more basic to the situation to suggest that some forms of citizen action have declined while others have increased. On this everybody seems to agree. But whether this is for the social good, or for the bad, is a matter of interpretation. What counts as acts of citizenship hinges upon whether an activity supports the prevailing paradigm, or conception of civil society from which it arises. But there are various such paradigms and therefore an assortment of interpretations of what might constitute active citizenship. (Oommen, 1997) What this means for adult educators is not so much that we ought to take a unified stance of what active citizenship is but that we ought to find the right opportunities for people from all walks of life to be able to find expression and voice in our programs on their own terms. Were we to establish one single definition of civil society we risk drawing a line against those on the other side that would be difficult to erase. We ought to boldly assume our rightful place at the conversation tables of research and policy regarding citizenship. The hope is though that among our tools is the ability to detect the roots of the arguments presented and to encourage understanding among disparate parties. Faddish or not, adult educators have a deep and abiding interest in active citizenship. 

As professionals and practitioners we consider it an imperative to facilitate a whole life for ourselves and for those we serve. As scholars, we research trends and issues, psychological, sociological and even critical assumptions about citizenship with the hope that our understanding will be enriched for such purposes as informing decision-makers about educational policy. The subject arises for special reasons, including EU style standard making (Commission o f the European Communities, 1996), and the changes occurring around us in communications, information technology, realignment of governments, and threats of war. During this technological age of globalism and corporatism, the very definitions of civic responsibility, civil society, and active citizenship are transformed anew into measurable technical expressions. Transformations of this kind signify a blending of public, private, and governmental sectors, the work of stakeholders across the political spectrum, the professions and, of course, the commons. The dialog is underway. 

But just what do these concepts, all derivative of the term citizenship mean?  Terms such as “civic responsibility,” “social capital,” and “active citizenship” are not well-understood. Let us assume they do not mean the same thing to everybody nor that everybody knows what they mean, because they are examples of terms that can be interpreted.  Phenomenologically speaking, active citizenship, as one such term, takes form in various ways, with so many constituents, or parts, to consider. In the most general terms possible, a person’s meaning from social participation, attitudes lending to civic pride, knowledge about what to do to improve lives of family, the community and the society, and action for achieving desired ends constitutes what many people believe is active citizenship. (Giroux, 1987) But at the heart of each of these constituent parts there are choices of interpretation; certainly social knowledge, societal improvement, and citizen action do not hold the same meaning to all stakeholders. (Husserl, 1964) How a steel worker gains meaning from citizenship is probably quite different from how a farmer, a student, a tycoon, a police officer or an impoverished soul does. It is difficult to imagine the level of abstraction by which we would all agree what these terms mean.

Citizenship and Schools of Thought in Adult Education

Within adult education, a field noteworthy for its remarkable diversity of orientations, some seek quantifiable measures of social participation to reveal trends and issues, perhaps to make generalizations of a kind. Others eschew mere quantitative measurement alone and instead introduce quality measures of attitude, knowledge, and action to direct investigations and understandings. Most certainly, citizens’ levels of commitment vary. In other words, it is one thing to know that people are participating, and where, but it is quite another to discover what that participation means to someone. This can be summed up as a qualitative dimension. Though both hold rightful places, the quantitative and qualitative world views are paradigmatically different, with ontological, methodological, and epistemological variations. As adult educators, we too hold different world-views, different conceptions regarding the purposes of our field, different stakes in what the role of adult education might be on the subject of active citizenship, different ideas about the role of a government and its relationship with social institutions, and, therefore, different definitions of such terms as active citizenship and social capital. It is significant that adult education participants representing so many countries, points of view, and philosophies can come together to deliberate the essential nature of these phenomena. That such a diverse group can be assembled at one place at the same time is testimony to our belief in honoring varying paradigms.

In an attempt to delineate the range of thought within the field of adult education, let us briefly summarize varying philosophic orientations and the differing purpose-stances taken at this conference. Though categories abound, Elias and Merriam (1980) hold that the purposes of adult education can be summarized as Critical, Behavioral, Humanistic, Progressive, and Liberal. Accordingly, a well-regarded critical adult educator aligns purposes with justice and equality, primarily on confronting global crises of race, class, and gender, specifically tumultuous social ills, such as mass starvation, complex environmental pollution issues, growing disparities between the rich and the poor, and colonialism.  For such educators, the purpose requires “learning our way out” of deplorable social and global conditions. Under such a philosophy a citizen might be defined as an activist. 

A thoughtful adult educator adapting behaviorist purposes directs the mission to individual growth through the scientific management of curricula, pre-determined ends, and efficient and effective measurable gains in individual and group performance. For such educators, the mission is enhanced significantly with the advent of computer-based instruction and generalized curricula. A citizen might be defined as someone who finds freedom and expression from participation in civic events and conforming to a posited reward structure that recognizes the value of unpaid work. 

A humanist adult educator represents a stance that is quite apparent throughout the field today and on both sides of the Atlantic Ocean. A humanistic adult educator is considerably versed in the belief that one determines one’s own fate. Know thyself, as Aristotle reminds us, means understanding the breadth and depth of one’s own sense of work, value, family, morality, and action. The notion of “learning how to learn” emanates from a humanist perspective because from such a process a person confronts the very engines that power one’s own learning processes, necessitating a deep self-interrogation of ends and means. A citizen in this regard is a person who engages in social activities, and accumulates social capital, for the purpose of gaining the psychic benefits that accrue from giving to others, learning new ideas, and finding one’s mode of expression. 

The articulate progressive viewpoint has it that when our systems are viable so will its members. The well-practiced progressivist might be imbued with a democratic spirit, the need to build morale and a sense of teamwork in others, while ensuring that the system is maintained at peak performance. The emphasis is on learner-centered pragmatism, inductive problem solving, and discovery of a cumulative problematique. To a progressivist a citizen is a utilitarian who not only displays patriotism but has well-defined reasons for doing so. 

A liberal adult educator understands the time-honored traditions of what it means to be an educated person as an individual who is at home with ideas, aesthetics, and physical activity. Thus the purpose of liberal adult education is to promote the well-rounded individual, a person who understands the tradeoffs of moral choices, and has insights into pathways for intellectual growth. A citizen is a complete person, one who is able to articulate many perspectives, and who is familiar with the range of complexity regarding social issues. 

While these purposes-statements exhibit worthwhile characteristics, it is not possible to act at once with all of them in mind. The reason is that there are irreconcilable differences when it comes to understanding the nature of reality, the complex ways knowledge works, and the methods for learning about the world. Two approaches are collectivistic in nature, while the others rely on individualism to define what it means to be a citizen. One approach is social change-oriented while another establishes that preservation of the status quo is our duty. Some approaches in adult education are bottom up while others are top down. Some approaches are elitist, while others are entirely inclusive. While each of these schools of thought is appealing in so many ways, it is impossible to be faithful, perhaps, to more than one, or at least to one at a time.

Us vs. Them

Even within the relatively small and quiet field of adult education there are myriad points of view, and lines drawn around such issues as who should design the curriculum for citizenship, how it should be measured, what the role of the government should be, how much we should trust the government, and who should be at the table of conversation regarding what it means to be active. (O’Leary and Tiilikainen, 1998) Just who is on what side? Is it east against the west? Is it north against south? Is it company EU against the North American trading interests? Is it corporations against the common person? Of course for some, all of these distinctions may hold truth. It is possible to draw lines of demarcation nearly anywhere there are differences of race, class, gender and wealth. Within adult education at one time or another such lines are indeed drawn. We may find ourselves on opposite sides of nearly anybody, not only owing to the type of practice, e.g., literacy, human resource development, or critical pedagogy. Additionally, there are often explicit and implicit entry requirements for joining, e.g., being a true believer at a conference on critical women’s issues, owing a graduate level degree at a research conference. When people believe they belong inside the club and others do not, when there is a division of some sort along the lines of entry requirements, a type of elitism, is in evidence. Perhaps we are better off admitting that we are indeed at times elites. The question is what kind of elites are we, under what circumstances, and toward what ends? 

But the contrary is also at play—we are also inclusionists. What we mean when we use the word “we” may well be linked to a spirit of inclusion of voice, politics, and democratic forum making. We take care to invite all who should know. Still, the thorny issue of who to involve haunts our field, as it might any. Do we include all comers, replete with a spirit of true democracy? Or are there admissions requirements, such as implied versatility with the literature on citizenship?  As exhibited by the extraordinary representation of groups, politics, nationalities and sometimes even races and ethnic groups, most of our professional adult education conferences typically extend invitations to as many groups of people who might be able to gain from and contribute to the discussions. The most well- planned conferences even provide orientation sessions for the new members and for initiates to the field. So, certainly we operate with an ethic of inclusion. But we know it is not possible to include everybody.

Here we see that inclusion is a significant issue when it comes to the meaning of citizenship in general, for an essential characteristic of citizenship rests on the domain, the defining unit, from which the term takes meaning. We can be citizens of the world, a country, a city, village, etc., in every traditional sense of the term. In addition, during these times of instant communication the world is becoming smaller in very literal ways. It is now possible to be a transnational citizen, for example. Many people are committed to such a practice and live in other countries while remaining patriotic to their homelands. Perhaps transnationalism has existed for millennia, but it is much more noticeable now that it is so easy to do. Moreover, expressions of citizenship are increasing as well, and made more complex, by the fact that people of similar worldviews can associate in significant communities of meaning through the Internet. 

To return to discussions about adult education, it is easier than ever for adult educators to be connected to other adult educators in other countries, to share insights, problems and to join in with struggles. Adult educators are indeed united all over the world through sharing of principles of practice, missions of service to others, and the belief that learning is a pathway to social improvement. We all have the chance to participate in online social forums. (Niemi 1999, Niemi and Ruohotie 2002) There are many of them, perhaps thousands of related ones and hundreds of pertinent ones. The result from participating in such online forums can lead to a unification of sorts, a belief that adult learning, when allowed to flourish, is a force for equality, skill attainment, social improvement, for the betterment of all. The achievements of UNESCO, the International Council of Adult Education, the skillful writers of Confintia V are of growing significance to us because the word gets out so quickly. So, when it comes to stance or policy making within our own institutions, we know we have the backup and support of adult educators around the world. 

How is it possible to be at once elitist and inclusionistic?  Thoughtful elitism breeds notions of heightened conversation. When professionals gather to review, for example, rarified and innovative instances of instruction or programming to the betterment of participants something worthwhile is served. Similarly, when program personnel design a thoughtfully planned training session for students, it may be that the students’ purposes are primarily served. These examples of thoughtful elitism are facilitated by a sense of profession, a profound central mission, and cumulative practitioner-knowledge. To some extent adult educators may take pride in the fact that we embrace elitism as we do. We may also take pride in embracing diversity of roles, philosophies, nationalities and backgrounds. By providing a welcoming structure to people from all sectors, strata, and walks, and making room for all voices to be heard, the discussions are authenticated. This is not to say that our ways are perfect. More can be done to explicate the various meanings, tradeoffs, and costs of elitism and more can be done to welcome the voices of marginalized groups of people. But in adult education we seem to have struck a balance, at least with our own.

Promoting Public Discourse through Social Forums
What is the role of adult educators in creating appropriate and natural discourses? Perhaps it could be to export this exact same ethic of balance of elitism and inclusion. As the nature of citizenship evolves, so must adult education. As adult educators, we are not only witness to, but involved with institutional barriers that constrain and support the implementation of models for democratic deliberation. The premise is that public discourse, defined here as both formal and informal modes of expression, is the subject and the object, the ends and the means, for investigating, knowing, and ultimately living citizenship appropriate to the swirling forces of the 21st Century. Political conversation in a democracy must be thought through anew, in light of modern developments in rhetoric, philosophy of language, and of course the Europeanization and globalization of commercial, industrial, professional, and social enterprises. Such a forum must find its way not only into the community lives of ordinary citizens, but also into the great city-states of science, multi-national corporations, and professions. A healthy critique of public discourse or citizen forums does not deny the existence of expertise; rather it builds bridges of demystification among worlds of discourse by revealing the ways in which the politics of discourse implicates us all in the dynamics of world-making. Yet, as everyone knows, successful public forums are very rare and poorly understood when they do occur. The forum adequate to capture the rhetorical demands of democracy in a sophisticated secular age remains to be invented. When it comes to the role of adult education in active citizenship perhaps forum-making is at the top of the wish list.

It is important for us not only to deepen the level of thought about what forums are good for, but to do so in multidisciplinary fashion. The resulting promises are threefold: 1) the development of educational curricula and experiential criteria for developers and moderators of civic forums can made more substantive. 2) Cooperative investigation among social scientists representing a variety of disciplines may lead to more holistic visions and action. 3) The contexts of our investigations can more adequately take into account global trends and issues. Adult educators will be called upon to facilitate public conversations and debate on such morally new dilemmas as genetic engineering, recognition of increasing financial and informational disproportion, shifting class structures, widening gaps of access to information, participation, and policy conversation, to name but a few. The ability of educators of adults to answer the call with proper and alert readiness depends upon our understanding of forum-building, public discourse, and the potential to provide citizenship-meaning to the public.
Of the varying types of public forums, all of them are essentially comprised of the presumed identity of participants, the intended and unintended educational purposes, the nature of the consensus sought, and the nature of the discourse. But forums can be differentiated as well, owing to such factors as professionalization of meeting planning, weighty emphasis on efficiency, the nature of the agenda, and the sought after results. As Paulo Friere reminds us, and to an extent within the Nordic traditions of folk schools and study circles, sometimes the most effective forums are not presented with an agenda but rather rely on an easy flow of verbal contributions, questions and ideas, from participants. The result of such forums takes shape and color according to the issues presumed. But we live in an era of efficiency where the predetermined objectives and standard-making for such ends certification of elitism dominate the agenda. Structured and mapped out, this sturdy form of meeting has come to be expected by participants. Without an agenda, meeting goers risk wasting time. Nevertheless, there are occasions that call for a more democratic response, such as when defining controversial decisions or responding to societal problems. Let us differentiate further.

The presumed identity of forum participants. As discussed above it is one approach to craft an invitation list or to market a meeting so selected participants will attend. It is quite another to open the door to all who will enter. Of course, when we are able to identify the group of individuals who will attend we can also assume the nature of their educational purposes. The two factors are linked. Here the tradeoff between predetermining who the participants are and maintaining an open door policy is range of material. When we construct a guest list we are able to offer razor sharp focus on the nature of the material to be presented because we can presume a level of knowledge and better control an agenda in that cause. The open-door approach, by contrast is not nearly as tidy, but permits a range of perspectives to be introduced that would otherwise be lost.  Of course there are more ways of designing a participant’s list than these two types, but they generally fall in the middle of these extremes.
The type of consensus sought. If the purpose of a forum is to generate common understanding, certainly there are contrasting ways of achieving it. On one hand, in the sturdy well-regarded method of workshop construction, matters of consensus are predetermined by thoughtful elites as agendas are built and Power Point presentations are made. In many cases for participants it is a take it or leave it proposition. Either we carry back the information and make it our own, or we do not. The other extreme might offer a chance to vote on the agenda, to maneuver discussion items into conversation perhaps for common approval. The latter way of consensus-making is built on the spirit and will of the collective, especially once everyone has had a chance to speak his or her mind. There are many ways of seeking consensus, sometimes democratically, sometimes top-down, and there are many ways and in varying degrees participants comply with the consensus. The fact is, adult educators have more choices at hand than top-down elitism.
The nature of one’s participation within the forum setting. For a participant at a typical workshop type forum, participation is as difficult and risky as mere attendance. It is the presenter who is considered the main attraction and questions from members of an audience are merely meant for clarification, not necessarily for consensus building. A good workshop may well be entertaining as well, as though the information will be more palatable if participants have a good time. Planners watch attendance and consider it a positive sign when the audience remains seated from beginning to end. In a more democratic forum, participation means taking an active stance, should a person have one, and making contributions to the cumulative and on-going conversation. It is the participants who own the agenda and the nature of the participation reflects that fact. Ideally, though rules of order prevail, everyone gets her or his turn as issues as ideas are elaborated. The idea is that the whole is greater than the sum of the parts as everyone who so chooses takes a turn.  Of course this latter type is more risky than the former type because it is difficult to control such factors as timing, filibustering, grandstanding and marginalizing certain perspectives. But the former type does not commonly permit the kind of participant ownership that is apparent in the more inclusive kinds of forums. It is highly unlikely that a participant in a typical professional workshop will come away as a social activist, as expressions of social change are left in the realm of academics. But in a democratic forum, social change is on the mind of every participant.

The nature of the discourse.  Once again a competing issue is made apparent, this time owing to the nature of the discourse, the words chosen, and who speaks to whom. In modern day workshops the material presented is, ideally, timely, well-researched, and expertly presented. The level of professionalism extends to the nature of the discourse as well. A professional discourse is one that assumes that it is the presenter who knows the information, not the audience members, and the information should be passed down to participants for their own use. The arrangement of roles includes the presenter as keeper of the knowledge. In a popular forum, by contrast, it is not to be assumed that one holds an automatic position of superiority by virtue of their stock of knowledge. This means that on a given day anyone’s voice can count just as much as another one. It is the discourses of the professions vs. the language of the commons. The language of technical rationality vs. democratic conversation. (Habbermas, 1991)

An Action Agenda for Adult Educators
To summarize, the presumed identity of forum participants, the type of consensus sought, the nature of their participation, and the nature of the discourse serve to distinguish forum types. No presumption is offered here regarding which type of forum is better than the other. But it is clear that in modern times we have nearly abandoned the more inclusive and democratic type of social forum in favor of the more efficient and professionally-oriented kind. Adult educators are in a unique position to restore the idea of democratic conversation back into forum simply by acknowledging their use. There are times when consensus of the collective is useful, even critical, as we face issues of increasing moral complexity. Toward this end, placing trust in the expertise of professionals does not necessarily negate the power of consensus or of the collective will. Both democratic consensus and professional discourse co-exist, at times simultaneously. It is possible, maybe even complimentary, to achieve competence and conscientization at once. 

This paper explores the conceptual possibilities for redefining active citizenship and social capital during this technological age and the incumbent role of social forums in creating civic responsibility. During this technological age of globalism and corporatism, the very definitions of civic responsibility, social action, and civil society are now transformed into measurable technical expressions. Transformations of this kind signify a blending of public, private, and governmental sectors. As adult educators, we are not only witness to, but involved with institutional barriers that constrain and support the implementation of models for democratic deliberation. As the nature of citizenship evolves, so must adult education. Adult educators are well-suited to transcend boundaries of different social worlds. How can we use this positioning to facilitate understanding of the citizenship and social capital themes implicit in the American national and the European Union experiences? If we choose to accept it our missions can certainly be enlarged to facilitate a global discourse on what it means to be educated, what it means to deliver justice and how to make peace.  The following represents then an agenda for social action, designed to expand the role of adult education in a modern technological culture. To wit, the adult educator of tomorrow will:

1. Understand praxis, conscientization, and the socio-political purposes of education. In this regard, we will know that education involves the brokering of power and that elitism, though not intrinsically wrong, is not the only way of approaching educational programming. Especially when finding spaces for historically marginalized groups of people, adult educators will understand how a person gains voice, develops a consciousness about the politics of the world and learns to act.  
2. Practice participatory and anticipatory politics. The well-thinking adult educator will believe in the value of participation and will heed it when warranted despite practical concerns surrounding the central tendencies of technical rationality, such as efficiency, expertise, and standards. Standards have their place, but only to a point. As well, let us adopt as stance of becoming anticipatory, to take the long-range view of the world and of our times. In this way we can meet challenges proactively, and not merely reactively.
3. Advocate quality of life issues. What issues can unite all adult educators and in fact all people better than quality of life issues. Let us begin an international discourse on what a quality of life means and what our role is in obtaining it.
4. Create expanded social visions. As the futurists remind us, the world is becoming increasingly less familiar. New configurations of nations, new confluences of power and national and international conflicts dominate the landscape. It is highly desirable that we learn our way out of conflict toward prospects of peace and hope. But what we can hope for is predicated on our ability to envision a better world. This will take careful and deliberate discussion and invention of visions of the future that are better than the ones we have now. 

5. Research issues of citizenship anew with attention to human and social metaphors. Metaphors abound in the field of adult education but are borrowed from such areas as medicine, military and economic sources. To remind us of the medical metaphor we “diagnose” learning needs, offer “treatments” at “learning clinics” meanwhile “monitoring” progress. The military metaphor is perhaps even more daunting, as we “wage war” on illiteracy and “assault” it while strategically zeroing in on the “target population.” The newest of the metaphor groups is economic is nature. “Social capital” is the accumulation of wealth of experience and can be “traded” for position or community and individual gain. To the contrary, we are, of course, not diseased by nature and neither are our students. Nor are we the enemy. And certainly our experiences are not chosen for personal economic gain alone. They are personal, and not to be interpreted as factors of production. Let us abandon non-human metaphors and adopt a principle of clear and authentic language so that descriptions of the work we do, the experiences we live, and the gains we make are made on the basis of clear and honest communication, in the language of the commons.
6. Expand social forums and tools for citizenship and world-making. Finally, let us realize the potential for adult educators in offering social forums of both the liberal and democratic kinds. The choices for creating social forums abound and can be found in the time-honored Nordic traditions of the folk school and the study circles. With an expanded set of skills for providing forums, adult educators will be in a position to promote democracy, consensus, and bottom-up community values. 
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