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„Courses are narrative“ 
People always are coming with their own personal background, their own biographical things. The participants introduced themselves in a very personal way.

Introduction to the concept of Pierre Bourdieu
Red chips: 	titles, function
Blue chips:	knowledge
		competences about learning/teaching
Orange chips:	personal values
Yellow chips:	network experiences
		contacts
Green chips:	life experience (father, mother,…)

„We are all sitting in a casino and dealing with our capitals.“ as Bourdieu said. So how are we „gambling“ with those chips in relation of Grundtvig courses. What type of chips do we have? What chips are more worthy than others?

Discussion about the keynote
A few areas of conflict for course providers have been intensively discussed:

· Process or product
We say the process is the most important thing concerning learning, but we have to deal with products. What is happening – is it right that there is a movement towards products.

· Recognition of qualifications vs. validation of learning outcomes
The definition of validation is not clear and most of the times not the learning is validated but the pure outcome. It’s very much oriented towards vocational training and one may fear that this in the end will disadvantage learners in adult learning contexts. Grants for vulnerable and not mainstreaming target groups may be cut and money would be mostly allocated to he vocational training sector since they have a big lobby.
One may fear that basic European traditions of education “Bildung” are not considered in funded projects and that “good learning and teaching” is not in the focus anymore – and offered for a system that just consists of qualifications and assessment of competences.
This means a weakening of the adult learning sector and has nothing to do with „Bildung“, education and pedagogics.
In general one has to assume that recognition of informal acquired competences is a good idea. 
The problem arises when standards are coming in. In the introduction of central EU-publications[footnoteRef:1] one also considers the AE, and volunteering sector, but when it comes to outputs in the non-standardisable sector and non-mainstreaming target groups good examples for a validation are missing and one can clearly see that employability is the main goal. Thus the big players in vocational training are lobbying in their interest. This is a rather undemocratic process – policy making without having legitimation from the people and neglecting virtues like learning to learn, good quality education  [1:  CEDEFOP Publication on Validation of Informal Learning, ECOTEC Inventory, EUCEN Portal „Observal“] 


· Adult education as a merchandising/trading object
The OECD says they want to fit all competences into a system in order to help people being part of the labour market again so the main goal is employability. 

The big players (OECD, EU,world bank) have influenced our way of talking – we all use their terms without reflecting the effects on education. It’s important to become more critical. Europeans seem to be inactive, they don’t react – do we as professionals in the field of adult education want that philosophy of education – or do we want to stick to our „old“ values empowerment and emancipation?  Can we afford to be critical? 
All European papers (eg Europe 2020) are aiming at global competition. We should promote that our way of learning will lead to a sound Europe and would be a real and moreover worthy alternative. We should be able to explain that there is a different way of educating people.

Recommendable literature: Tom Schuller „The wider benefits of learning“ showing the effects of empowerment learning on the national budget since it means less crime, not being on the welfare etc. so we would have evidence. 

A world that is only driven by economic factors will be very poor at the end.
However, it is very difficult to find good arguments because “the other side” is arguing using the same words and expressions. One can have the feeling that despite the same wordings we speak a different language. Example:
Validation: Against what do we validate? The term is always used in regard to a validation for employability purposes but NEVER in the context of a validity of a general living practice and context (like good citizenship, family and cultural context).
This implies that the value of a “validation” has to be seen always in the context of employability and labour and not in the context of other societal life (which is, by the way, the prevailing informal learning context).

It is not easy to detect and to oppose the arguments of the other party: The words are disarming us, because nobody can disagree (e.g. LLL is always positive), the double character of the terms has to be made visible.
So, what can we do as AE professionals? – Do we really want to fulfil the expectations and nothing else without looking at our values?
There is the big threat that future funding is more and more related to these employability related issues and other AE themes would be shifted in the background.

Another for example the “professionalisation” in LLP can be seen in the horrible technocratic application forms. They became less and less user-friendly and cannot be handled by smaller AE providers anymore because it takes months to create an application. Now only very professional project developers (or respective units in public entities) can afford that.
So the small adult educators are already excluded at that level!

· Winners and losers of this system
Who are the winners – who are the losers?
The EQF might be a good idea to make all competences visible but it is too complicated, theoretical, too static and in many cases simply not usable in AE.
In the end, if the validation of informal learning means just recognition and accreditation of competences acquired in informal contexts based on employability standards the winners will be even only the well educated people - lower class learners may be even more disadvantaged.

Conclusions
· GINCO has to add a policy mission, defending adult education and its principles (empowerment, emancipation and not just employability!!!)
· Policy should be a topic at next year’s conference in Thessaloniki. It has to be very well prepared, since it’s highly relevant for promoting adult education. Maybe it could be done through a research cooperation with an university, so our conclusions will be evidence based.
· The intention of the economically driven educational policies which is hidden behind their terms has to be revealed and made obvious to professionals working in adult education. We should use the online questionnaire provided by the European Commission to argue for the strengthening of the AE sector and increased funding of education which is not only employability related.
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