Encountering Foucault in lifelong learning
Gert Biesta

“The only important problem is what happens ongheund.”
(Foucault 19914, p.83)

The chapters in this book stage a range of difteesrtounters with the work of
Michel Foucault. Through them we not only gain dtdreunderstanding of the
potential of Foucault's work. At the same time ti@pters shed a different light on
policies and practices of lifelong learning. Thesetherefore, a double encounter in
this book: we encounter Foucault in lifelong leagiand we encounter lifelong
learning through the eyes of Foucault. Both enaensnaire, of course, important.
Whereas the stated purpose of this book is to gaiaw and different understanding
of lifelong learning and, through this, to contfiéuto a re-conceptualisation of
lifelong learning, the book also functions as attef Foucault's ideas. It reveals
strengths and weaknesses of using Foucault to ssmagd understand educational
practices and processes and the wider strategteseahniques of governing in late-
modern, neo-liberal societies. For this final cleaghis raises two questions: What
has this book achieved in understanding and counakgihg lifelong learning
differently? And what does this tell us about tignsicance of Foucault's work for
this particular endeavour? To address these questiawill, in this final chapter,
focus on three issues: (1) the nature of Foucauldisalysis; (2) the question of
normativity; and (3) the opportunities for changre what follows | will first try to
characterise the main thrust of the chapters agthiasackground of Foucault's ideas
on governmentality and power. | will then focus what | see as one of the most
interesting dimensions of this book, viz., the des as to what follows from
Foucauldian analysis. | will first characterise htve different authors answer this
question. | will then discuss what | see as thecifipe‘'nature’ of Foucauldian
analysis, particularly with respect to the relasioip between power and knowledge.
This will provide the background for my reflectioos the strengths and weaknesses
of the contributions in this book which, finally,likbring me back to the question of
normativity in Foucauldian analysis and the quest@s to how such analysis can
support change.

The Governmentality of Lifelong L earning

What unites the chapters in this book is that thiéynalyse policies and practices of
lifelong learning with reference to the idea of vgonmentality.” ‘Governmentality’ —
a neologism introduced by Foucault to refer to gowvnental rationality’ (see Gordon
1999, p.1; Foucault 1991b) — refers “to the strregwof power by which conduct is
organised, and by which governance is aligned Wi¢hself-organising capacities of
individual subjects” (Olssen this volume, p.1[m&hat Foucault was after with the
idea of governmentality was an understanding oftpras of governing — and more
generally an understanding of the ‘exercise’ of ppw which was not based on the
idea of power as coercion or violence. Foucaultedgthat we should see power as a
relationship, but not simply as “a relationshipvietn partners,” but rather as “a way
in which certain actions modify others” (Foucaud82, p.219).

In effect, what defines a relationship of powerthat it is a mode of
action which does not act directly and immediatatyothers. Instead it



acts upon their actions: an action upon an actiangxisting actions or
on those which may arise in the present or thedufibid., p.220)

A relationship of violence “forces, it bends, itebks on the wheel, it destroys, or it
closes the door on all possibilities” (ibid.). Avper relationship, on the other hand,
“can only be articulated on the basis of two elemmemhich are indispensable,”

namely that the one over whom power is exercisesd tlfmroughly recognized and

maintained to the very end as a person who act'tlzat, “faced with a relationship

of power, a whole field of responses, reactionsults, and possible interventions
may open up” (ibid.). To govern, therefore, meatwsstructure the possible field of

action of others” (ibid., p.221) which, in turn, pires that power as a mode of action
upon the actions of others does not do away wegbdom but rather presupposes it.
“Power is exercised only over free subjects, argl msofar as they are free.” (ibid.)

This way of understanding power allows for a newdkof analysis of practices of
governing, an analysis which does not simply lobtha activities of those ‘in power’
and the ways in which they force others into paléic actions, but which rather
focuses on the ways in which power ‘circulatestrefationships and social networks
and on how the circulation of power is ttesult of what free subjects do to others
and to themselves, not its precondition. This is/ idoucault emphasised that the
analysis of power relations within a society “canbe reduced to the study of a series
of institutions, not even to the study of all thasstitutions which would merit the
name ‘political’” (ibid., p.224). The reason forighs that power relations “are rooted
in the system of social networks” (ibid.). This meahat we shouldn’t simply look
for those who ‘steer’ those networks; it is rathti®at a particular configuration puts
some in the steering position or gives the impos$hat some are ‘in control.” The
actual workings of power are thus quite messy. égchult put it: “The forms and the
specific situations of the government of men by anether in a given society are
multiple; they are superimposed, they cross, impber own limits, sometimes
cancel one another out, sometimes reinforce onéhanbd (ibid.) This is not to say
that the state is no longer important or no long@werful. But this is not because
power in some original form belongs to the statd, “because power relations have
come more and more under state control (althouighsthte control has not taken the
same form in pedagogical, judicial, economic, anifg systems)” (ibid.). This is
what Foucault referred to as thevernmentalizationf the state (see Foucault 1991b,
p.103; see also the contribution by Simons and tkedsin in this volume).

Whereas the analysis of power and of practicesowéming plays a crucial role in
Foucault’'s work, he has made it clear that ultiyatie is not power, but the subject,
which is the general theme of my research” (Fouca®82, p.209; see also Biesta
1998a). For Foucault, the point is not simply tadfian answer to the question how
power is exercised and what happens when indivsderért power over others and
over themselves. Foucault seeks to answer thesstiop® because he wants to
understand how particular subjectivities, particulays of being, are ‘produced’
through these processes and, also, how other $wiijes and identities are made
difficult or impossible. Whereas in his earlier bysas Foucault explored this through
the examination of disciplinary power and pastp@ler, governmentality, as Nicoll
and Fejes make clear in the introduction, combthestwo perspectives in the study
of the rationality of governing, thus foregroundig active contributions individuals
make to the circulation of power relationships aasle to make in order for particular



modes of governing to become possible. As Edwardsis chapter explains,
governing “does not so muatieterminepeople’s subjectivities, but rather elicits,
fosters, promotes and attributes [them]” (Edwatbis volume, p.5[ms]). Or, in the
words of Dean: “to analyze government is to analyjmese practices that try and
shape, sculpt, mobilize and work through the clgiacesires, aspirations, needs,
wants and lifestyles of individuals and groups” &0el999, p.12). This line of
thought is particularly prominent in the Foucauldianalysis of the governmental
rationality of neo-liberalism in which the selfdenfigured as an ‘entrepreneurial self’
or an ‘entrepreneur of the self.” The entrepreradgelf, as we can read in the chapter
by Simons and Masschelein, is not simply — or geshae should say: not only — a
free subject; the entrepreneurial self is algmaernablesubject, that is, a subject that
is of “strategic importance for advanced liberal vgmments” (Simons &
Masschelein, this volume, p.7[ms]).

Against this background it is now possible to chease the contributions in this
book in a more precise manner. What all the authotheir own way show is that
lifelong learning is not a ‘natural’ phenomenonttbrists outside of the circulation of
power and beyond the influence of neo-liberal gomerntality, but that it is rather
closely tied up with the neo-liberal governmenyalithe chapters show the different
ways in which the field of action of lifelong leang is structured. The point of
making this visible is not only to show “the stnuies of power by which conduct is
organised” (Olssen, this volume); it is also toe@the ways in which “governance is
aligned with the self-organising capacities of undiual subjects” (ibid.). The chapters
show, in other words, that the governmentality itdldng learning as it manifests
itself in contemporary neo-liberal societies, cétigh a particulakind of subjectivity
called the ‘lifelong learner.’ Lifelong learnerseamot onlycondemnedso we might
say, to a never-ending life of learning. Under theo-liberal governmentality of
lifelong learning, lifelong learners have also bmeoncreasinglyesponsibldor their
own learning. The chapters thus show how the resrdi governmentality of lifelong
learning has turned learning from a right into aydigee Biesta 2006). This reveals
that the neo-liberal governmentality of lifelongateing is bound up with particular
power relationships and particular ways of beimgl @ is in this ‘assemblage’ that we
can find what Simons and Masschelein refer to agavernmentalizatioof learning
itself.

The Consequences of Foucault

Whereas most of the chapters in this book follogirailar — though definitely not
identical — pattern in theianalysesof the governmentality of lifelong learning, the
conclusionsthey draw from their analyses are quite differédissen suggests, for
example, that a Foucauldian analysis should be Emgnted with anormative
argument which would allow us to ‘safeguard leagrfitom neoliberal appropriation.’
He argues for a democratic conception of lifeloagrhing and suggests that in order
to bring this about we need “a theory of learningttteaches how powers are formed,
harnessed and sustained, how compositions are Hitrsutg being, or avoided, how
encounters are influenced and how institutional emitective politics are negotiated
productively” (Olssen, this volume, p.9[ms]). Eddsrtakes a more ‘modest’
approach, highlighting the fact that “attempts twhifize lifelong learning in
particular ways” will never be ‘perfect’ since theyll always be subject “to diverse
and unexpected shifts and changes” (Edwards, thisme, p.10[ms]). But he also
calls for a more active decentering of the ‘regiaieruth’ of lifelong learning “in



order that we can look again at the meanings it Aad the work it does” (ibid.).
Simons and Masschelein take, in a sense, a moi@lagproach in that they argue
for the need to reject learning altogether — ‘ingeourselves from learning’ as they
call it. Their reason for this is that as long as ty to ‘improve’ learning itself we
remain caught up in the “current governmental regiof which learning is part
(Simons & Masschelein, this volume, p.10[ms]).

Whereas the aforementioned authors draw expligtications and recommendations
from their analyses, Olsson and Petersson seeefr&onr from doing so. They present
their analysis without drawing any conclusions friorand seem to want to leave it to
the reader to do this. Popkewitz is slightly moxgleit about the way in which his
analyses might be used in that he argues thattaribiging analysis as the one he
provides in his chapter might help to ‘unthink’ peular fixed oppositions and thus
might lead to different ways of thinking and beif@gjes takes a similar approach in
his attempt to historicize the figure of the lifietplearner, but draws more explicit
conclusions from his analysis by arguing that défe ‘configurations’ of the lifelong
learner all result in particular exclusions, somet even in the name of inclusion. He
summons his readers to “question the narrativelfeddng learning and [to] try to
understand what kinds of subjects are intendethagptoduct” (Fejes, this volume,
p.10[ms]). Fogde’s detailed analysis of the waysvinch contemporary job search
practices ‘regulate’ the subject in a particularywagain remains on the side of
analysis, without drawing any specific lessons. eLiEdwards, Zackrisson and
Assarsson emphasise the fact that the workings afep are never perfect.
Participants in adult education use such educatiomays that fit their own patterns
of life, which makes it difficult to understand Heeprocesses as a one-sided exertion
of power. They suggest that it is always possilile dct defiantly” (Zackrisson
&Assarsson, this volume, p.8[ms]). Their optimistmnclusion therefore is that “the
normalizing techniques of power not only producedent and predictable people
but also revolutionary and unpredictable [onedjidJ).

The more descriptive analysis provided by Andersomgther example of an author
whose analysis does not lead to any specific cemaris or recommendations, stands
in stark contracts to the way in which Berglundvasaconclusions from her research.
Like Simons and Masschelein she is acutely awartheffact that the ‘freedom of
choice’ that can be found in the neo-liberal goweentality of lifelong learning is
part and parcel of this governmentality and shahé&tefore not simply be seen as a
point from which resistance can emerge. As longudgects do not become aware of
the ways in which power/knowledge operates throtigise practices, they will be
fooled into believing “that this freedom of choiopens up all subject positions
equally” (Berglund, this volume, p.13[ms]). It thtreay mislead people to think that
any life choice may be an equally possible andrddssubject position” (ibid.).
Berglund thus seems to suggest that an understamdithe workings of the neo-
liberal governmentality of lifelong learning mighe a way to overcome or counter
some of its power-effects. This way of thinking catso be found in Ahl's
contribution as she argues that the kind of analifsat she has conducted makes it
possible to question what is considered to be nlbamd what is considered to be
deviant. In this way, Ahl suggests, it can supploetresistance of those who, from the
dominant or ‘normal’ perspective appear as a prablichol does something similar
in her analysis of e-learning, in that she preselifferent ways to understand e-
learning and its implications for disciplines angctivities. Her conclusion is that



e-learning in itself does not determine a particise.” Therefore, whether it will
lead to more discipline or more freedom crucial®ypends on the uptake. The analysis
itself can be seen as making readers — includiagethvho use e-learning — aware of
these different options. Solomon’s discussion, l#st one in the row, shares most
with those chapters which aim to analyse the naerdl governmentality without
articulating any specific lessons or drawing angcsjic conclusions.

When we look at the chapters in this way, thabysfocusing on the conclusions and
recommendations that the authors draw from theatyars, we can roughly discern
three different approaches. Some authors just preme analysis of policies and
practices of lifelong learning, highlighting, forxample, how such policies and
practices call forth particular subjectivities agreate particular subject positions, but
they leave it to their readers to draw any conolsifrom this. Others are more
explicit in their conclusions and suggest more essl explicitly that Foucauldian
analysis can help us to unveil the workings of poam that it is because of this can
such analysis can help individuals to be less deted by power. They emphasise, in
other words, the emancipatory potential of Foucalhird group of authors is more
reluctant to ‘translate’ their analyses into recoematations for action because they
seem to acknowledge that Foucauldian analysisrhpkcations for the very practice
of analysis itself as well. (This is what Nicoll lver chapter refers to as the ‘reflexive
difficulty’.) I am inclined to agree with the thirgroup of authors because in my view
Foucault has not only provided us with a differewy to analyse power and
governing; his work also implies a different undansliing of what the analysis of
power itself can achieve. This has everything towdth the way in which we
understand the relationship between power and ledgd. ‘After’ Foucault, so |
wish to suggest, we have to understand this relship in a fundamentally different
way than ‘before’ Foucault, and this has imporiamtlications for what Foucauldian
analysis can achieve and how it might be utilisedeffect change. In order to
appreciate what the difference is that makes tifisrdnce, | need to say a little more
about Foucault and (the) Enlightenment.

Stop Making Sense? The Question of Method

Many would argue that Foucault has helped us terstand the workings of power
in a new and different way. At one level this if, amurse, correct. But what
complicates the matter is that for Foucault a bettelerstanding of the workings of
power does not automatically put us in a positidrere we can free ourselves from
the impact of the workings of power. Foucault hgglieitly rejected the idea that we
can use knowledge to ‘combat’ power. He has rejettte Manichean foundations of
the Enlightenment in that he has challenged tha tdat power and knowledge are
separate ‘entities’ and that emancipation consmstbe ‘victory’ of knowledge over
power (see Pels 1992). For Foucault power and ledyd always come together —
something which is expressed in his notion of ‘pdlaeowledge’. This is why he has
argued that we should abandon “a whole traditicet @dlows us to imagine that
knowledge can only exist where the power relatiares suspended” (Foucault 1975,
p.27). This is not to say that change is no longessible or that knowledge has
become futile. But what it does signify is the afdhe ‘innocence’ of knowledge, the
end of the idea that knowledge is ‘pure’, ‘simpdeid uncontaminated by power and
thus can be used to reveal how power operatesabtiuacges us to acknowledge that
we are always operatingithin fields of power/knowledge — of power/knowledge
against power/knowledge, not of power against kedgé or knowledge against



power. What is ‘new,’ therefore, about Foucaultrelgsis of power — and hence
should be taken into consideration in any Foucanldinalysis — is that he does not
see this analysis as the way in which we can esaageovercome the workings of
power (see also Biesta 1998b).

Does this mean that for Foucault we live in an ioage from which no escape is
possible? Is it the case, as some of Foucaultiesihave argued, that his work has an
“anaesthetizing effect” because the “implacabledbgf it leaves “no possible room
for initiative” (Foucault 1991a, p.82)? These qiews only make sense as long as we
assume that it is possible to occupy a place citsidhe system from which we can
analyse and criticize the system. They only makseen other words, as long as we
assume that knowledge is ‘outside’ of or ‘beyondimer. But what Foucault has
urged us to do, is precisely to move beyond thssderoutside thinking. There is,
therefore, potential for action, change and criéign Foucault's ‘universe,” but it
requires an approach that is distinctively difféeréoem the modern Enlightenment
approach. According to Foucault it is true “that ha&ve to give up hope of ever
acceding to a point of view that could give us asc® any complete and definitive
knowledge of what may constitute our historicalitsh (Foucault 1984, p.47). But
this doesn’'t mean that there is nothing to do. Balicagrees with Enlightenment
thinkers such as Kant that criticism “consists élgzing and reflecting upon limits”
(Foucault 1984, p.45). But “if the Kantian questiwas that of knowing what limits
knowledge had to renounce transgressing, (...) thiealrquestion today has to be
turned back into a positive one: in what is givenus as universal, necessary,
obligatory, what place is occupied by whatever iisgslar, contingent, and the
product of arbitrary constraints? (Foucault 19845p

In some of his work Foucault has referred to thppraach as ‘eventalization’ (see
Foucault 1991a, p.76). Eventalization comes dowa foreach of self-evidence.” “It
means making visible a singularity at places whbege is a temptation to invoke a
historical constant, an immediate anthropologicait,t or an obviousness which
imposes itself uniformly on all.” (ibid.). Rathenan looking for a single explanation
of particular ‘facts’ or ‘events,’” eventalizationovks “by constructing around the
singular event ... a ‘polygon’ or rather a ‘polyheal of intelligibility, the number of
whose faces is not given in advance and can newepegy be taken as finite” (ibid.,
p.77). Eventalization thus means to complicate tanpluralize our understanding of
events, their elements, their relations and theimains of reference (see ibid.).
Looked at it in this way, eventalization does, #fere, not result in a ‘deeper’
understanding, an understanding of underlying ¢stmes’ or ‘causes’ and in this
respect eventalization does not generate the kirndhawledge that will set us free
from the workings of those structures or causes.Mwcault has been adamant that
this does not mean that such analysis is withdecefWhat eventalization doe®t
generate, so he has argued, is advice or guidadingsstructions as to what is to be
done. But what it can bring about is a situationmmich people “no longer know
what they do,’ so that the acts, gestures, disesushich up until then had seemed to
go without saying become problematic, difficult,ndarous” — and this effect is
entirely intentional (ibid., p.84). Foucauldian analysis therefore dderesult in a
deeper or more true understanding of how power sverit only tries to unsettle what
is taken for granted — nor does it aim to produsgpes for action. This kind of
analysis is therefore not meant to ‘solve’ problemsnot meant to gives ideas to
reformers to make the world a better one. In retato this, Foucault has emphasised



that this kind of knowledge is not meant for thecial workers’ or the ‘reformers’ but
rather for the subjects who act.

Critique doesn’'t have to be the premise of a dednathich concludes:
this then is what needs to be done. It should bmstrument for those
who fight, those who resist and refuse what is.usg should be in
processes of conflict and confrontation, essaysfunsal. It doesn’t have
to lay down the law for the law. It isn’t a stageppogramming. It is a
challenge directed to what is. (ibid., p.84)

What Foucault is arguing for is not only a differéstyle’ of critique but also a
different ‘audience’ for critique, not the ones witrg to solve problems and make
things better, but those who are struggling to madssible different ways of being
and doing — which lies behind Foucault’s claim tima sense “(t)he only important
problem is what happens on the ground” (Fouca@la9p.83). What this entails is a
“practical critique that takes the form of a possible traasgion” (Foucault 1984,
p.45; emph. added). The critical practice of traesgion is not meant to overcome
limits (not in the least because limits are notyoonbnstraining but always also
enabling; see Simmons 1995, p.69). Transgressitimerras the practical and
experimental "illumination of limits” (see Foucadl®77, pp. 33-38; Boyne, 1990).

Foucault’s rejection of the modern approach to gfrienment, where emancipation is
seen as the process in which we overcome the wgskof power through our
understanding of how power works, therefore dodsnmean the end of any critical
work. It rather opens up a new domain for criticwed a new critical ‘style’ or
practice called ‘transgression.” Transgression, esstdod as theexperimental
illumination of limits, can take the form of whathhve elsewhere called a counter-
practice (see Biesta 1998b). Counter-practicesldhmat be designed on the basis of
the assumption that they will be better. What niattaly is that counter-practices are
different. The critical ‘work’ of counter-practice®nsists in showing (or proving, as
Foucault would say) that the way things are, iy amle (limited) possibility. Yet this
tiny step is crucial, since it opens up the poéigibiof no longer being, doing, or
thinking what we are, do, or think” — and in pretysthis sense “it is seeking to give a
new impetus ... to the undefined work of freedoRdicault 1984, p.46).

Encountering Foucault in Lifelong L earning

As | have suggested above, there are roughly thess in which the authors in this
book approach Foucauldian analysis. Some just prese analysis of policies and
practice of lifelong learning without drawing anyarpcular conclusions or
formulating any specific recommendations. Otheesent their analysis as a way to
unveil the workings of power in the neo-liberal gavmentality of lifelong learning
and aim to use this understanding to indicate waysvhich the effects of the
workings of power can be resisted or overcome. fhire group, as | have argued,
shows more reluctance in formulating recommendatfonchange as they seem to be
aware of some of the reflexive difficulties thatldav from using Foucault. Against
the background of what | have said in the previgedion, | am now in a position to
comment on these three different usages of Fouraalimore precise manner. Before
| do so, | wish to emphasise that most chaptensalmeatly fall within just one of the
groups. In most cases authors rely on at leasfvibese approaches. My comments
are therefore not aimed at particular chapter$im ook, but focus on the different



approaches or strategies that can be discerneteirchapters. What they reveal,
however, are distinctly different ways to use Falicand conduct Foucauldian

analysis. My point is, however, that there are iters between some of the uses of
Foucault and what | see as the specific charatteéowcauldian analysis.

With regards to the first group | am inclined toy ghat they only use ‘half’ of
Foucault in their analyses. They use Foucault'setstdnding of power and the
product of subjectivities/subject-positions predoamtly as a theory to describe and
analyse policies and practices of lifelong learnMthat is lacking in this approach is
an awareness of the methodological aspects of btiliaa analysis. As a result, the
authors give the impression that their analyses havbe accepted as a true or
accurate account of what is going on in the fiefdliglong learning. Such an
approach not only lacks the reflexivity Foucauldaralysis would call for. Because
of the absence of specific recommendations it aésuains unclear where these
authors stand politically. It is, in other wordst tlear what the normative agenda of
these authors — if any — exactly is.

This is not the case with the contributions in $eeond group where it is quite clear
what the motivations for the engagement with Foldtan analysis are. Here, the
main impetus of Foucauldian analysis is to achmveinderstanding of the workings
of power that can help individuals to overcome sainthe impact of the workings of
power. Authors in this group thus clearly identifjth an emancipatory agenda. But
whereas the authors in this group are much morkcéxgbout their motivations and,
as a result of this, much more reflexive about libéhcontent and the method of their
analysis, the problem, as | see it, is that theyplioe a post-Foucauldian analysis
with a pre-Foucauldian methodology. This is a tengpstrategy, not in the least
because the Foucauldian analysis of the neo-libgoalernmentality of lifelong
learning makes a lot of sense and to a certaimegteen rings true and such insights
might help individuals to do things differently. &lproblem here, from a Foucauldian
perspective, is that it spurs individuals into acton the basis of what we might call a
new ‘self-evidence,” a new and better way to unded what is ‘really’ going on.
Such an approach lacks reflexivity as well, becauseneither able to problematise
the self-evidence that should lead to emancipasiod freedom, nor is it able to
acknowledge the extent to which such a strategyldvibself rely on the operation of
power, that is, on the structuring of the possfl#il of action of others on the basis
of a certain self-evidence.

This is where the third approach which | have dised in the contributions to this
book remains closer to Foucault, not only becalieg tombine Foucauldian theory —
a Foucauldian understanding of the workings of poaed the constitutions of
subjectivities and subject-positions — with a Fald@n methodology, but also
because in their analyses they aim to breach tifi@sdence of particular practices
and policies of lifelong learning without claimirig generate a deeper truth about
what actually is going on. Such an approach is without what we might call
‘emancipatory effect.’ But it is first of all imptant to see that this is a differdahd

of emancipation; not an emancipation that trieetoape power but rather one that
allows for a different power/knowledge constellatie a different way of being and
doing. It is, therefore, not emancipation in theditional’ sense as liberation from
power, but more something that is akin to what Roitchas so aptly referred to as the
undefined work of freedom. It is also importantsee that the emancipatory effect of



these kind of analyses is not based on the constnuaf a new self-evidence, but no
the transgression of existing self-evidence in ortte show that other subject-
positions are possible; subject-positions thas sense, are located outside of existing
and predominant discourses and, in a sense, caencaptured or articulated within
them. This is very well captured in Ahl's remarks the ‘unmotivated adult’ where
she shows that the person who does not want tg,stundl in this respect appears as
‘unmotivated’ an ‘official perspective, actuallydiao problem and hence has no need
for an explanatory theory or for a policy that deesnething about it. It is, as she
writes, “when someone wants someeiseto do something and this person does not,
that the problem arises” (Ahl, this book, p.8[ms]).

Conclusions

In this chapter | have aimed to provide a perspeain the contributions in this book.

| have argued that Foucauldian analysis shoul@niytbe characterised by a usage of
Foucault's theories of power and subijectivity, lshbuld also be informed by his
ideas on method and methodology because it is thate in my view, has made a
major intervention in modern philosophy. | have gegjed that some of the
contributions in this book predominantly focus avuEault’s theories. Others display
an awareness of methodological issues, particularkglation to the question as to
what can be ‘done’ with or on the basis of Foucamdnalysis. Whereas some of the
latter approaches give an answer to this questioough the adoption of a ‘pre-
Foucauldian’ framework — relying upon a modern usténding of emancipation and
Enlightenment — other contributions have been nesrecessful in combining a
Foucauldian approach at the level of both contaedtraethod. | wish to emphasises,
however, that most of chapters combine elementhexe three approaches, which
means the distinctions | have introduced run thinoihg chapters rather than that they
organise the chapters in clear groupings. My comseme, therefore, mainly
intended as a reading guide, but | leave it tordaglers to judge to what extent they
feel that the distinctions | have introduced argtu in their own encounter with
Foucault in lifelong learning.

The chapters in this book do indeed provide a diffeway to understand aspects of
the policies and practices of lifelong learningcimntemporary neo-liberal societies.
They also show the fruitfulness of a Foucauldiapraach, although | have argued
that a consistent use of Foucault in the encouwithr lifelong learning is more
difficult than it may seem, not in the least bee&®ucault urges us to resist our
‘modern’ inclinations to come up with better undanslings, solutions and plans for
action. What Foucault asks us to do is first ameérfeost to breach self-evidence as
this opens up opportunities for doing and beinded#intly. Many of the chapters in
this book are successful in questioning the satlence of lifelong learning even up
to the point where the self-evidence of learnirsglftis called into question. In this
respect the chapters help us to de-naturaliseevemtalize, as Foucault would call it
— lifelong learning.

Who is to benefit from all this? Again, Foucauligseus to resist the temptation to
assume that analysis should lead to suggestionsofmy and practice, to suggestions
for improvement and the solution of problems. Amewf the chapters in this book
show, what is a problem for policy makers is naalat problem ‘on the ground’ and
to make this visible can help those ‘on the groutediesist adopting the problem-
perspective of policy makers. This is not, as lehakgued, a strategy that allows them



to escape the workings of power. But it does prewagportunities for different ways
of doing and being and thus can provide supportrésisting or even refusing
particular subjectivities or subject-positionsislimportant to bear in mind, however,
that contrary to what seems to be the emphasisucatilt, it can also provide support
for the adoptionof particular subjectivities and subject-positioparticularly where
individuals come to the conclusion that the adaptd such positions might well be
beneficial to them. This requires judgement, andsiimportant to see that such
judgements cannot be made in the abstract or detet of theory; they have to be
made ‘on the ground’ as well. Whether we adoptepeat the subject-position of the
lifelong learning is therefore, at the end of tlagy,dopen to us. What the contributions
in this book have helped to make visible is tha&rehis at least this choice. In this
respect the chapters have made an important ‘ogeenithe policies and practices of
lifelong learning.
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