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Abstract
The present article is concerned with the paradigms of teacher education in the European Union and one of its member states. As one of its point of departure it briefly sketches three dimensions of modern society – its promises, institutionalization and risks. As another, classical positions in educational theory are chosen to present different perspectives on dilemmas of modernity and set the stage for the subsequent discussion of the paradigms of teacher education policy. In a brief historical account, basic positions in Danish teacher education are identified. Moving on to the European Union level, the next section is a tour de force of mostly European Commission educational documents, and it is shown that a dual, partly integrated paradigm of competence development and citizenship education catches the goals of European Union educational policy. The prevailing mode of educational governance is then analyzed; its alleged purposes and features are indicated, and a number of critical points are discussed, among them its relationship to democracy, its approach to education, its understanding of competences and its assumptions about learning outcomes. The conclusions of this discussion lead on to the issue of the nature of teacher expertise or the qualities which make for good teachers. Against this background the European principles for teacher competences are presented, and the educational thinking of the latest Danish teacher education reform is compared to them. It is shown, that the basic paradigms and a number of their dimensions are alike; but important inconsistencies are identified. 
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Introduction – three dimensions of modern society
In “The Civilizational Dimension of Modernity”, S. N. Eisenstadt points out two main dimensions of the concept of modernity and actually deals with a third one: 
Firstly, He sees modernity as a distinct type of civilization carrying a promise in the sense that it is based on a cultural and political program which has grown out of the Enlightenment and the great 18th century revolutions.  The visions of this program can be summarized as the emancipation from the fetters of traditional cultural and political authority; the possibility of undertaking a great variety of roles; reflexivity; the continuous expansion of the realm of personal and institutional freedom and activity; autonomous access and participation of members of society in the social and political order and its constitution; and the belief in the possibility of active formation of the society by conscious human activity (Eisenstadt, 2004, 50).

Secondly, the modern program entailed a radical transformation of the conceptions and premises of the political order combining orientations of rebellion and strong orientations to centre-formation and institution building.  One aspect of this was a strong connection between the construction of political boundaries and those of cultural collectivities. Another was the distinction between the bearers of the modern programme and “the others”. A third and just as important one was the potential contradictions between the basic premises of the cultural and political programmes of modernity and the major institutional developments of modern societies (Eisenstadt, 2004, 51-53).
Thirdly, the development and expansion of modernity were not peaceful but interwoven with internal and external conflicts rooted in the contradictions of capitalism, national or transnational tensions of the modern state and imperialist systems leading to demands for democratization, rebellion, and war. Among the risks and threats of the more or less autonomous forces of globalization Eisenstadt mentions the international scale of migration, social problems, political violence and delinquency. To this he adds the rather more quiet “disenchantment” and the strong control dimensions of a bureaucratized society (Eisenstadt, 2004, 59ff, 53).
These three dimensions of modern society: its promises, its institutionalization, and its risks and threats, constitute the backcloth of the development of the educational initiatives in Europe. However, the backcloth can be embroidered on by adding a few perspectives on the task of education from classical educational texts. 

The role of education in modern society

In the wake of the French revolution, I. Kant published “An answer to the question: What is enlightenment?”  His answer was: man’s exit from his self-inflicted immaturity. Have courage to use your intellect! He acknowledges that modern man in his position as a part of a bureaucratic “machine” may have to restrain himself, but as a member of the public and in particular as a knowledgeable person his reasoning must be unrestricted to the benefit of the public commonweal. And no epoch can be allowed to restrict the opportunities of the next to develop its understanding, to overcome its errors and to proceed in its enlightenment (Kant, 1784).
A little more than hundred years later E. Durkheim, faced with the full impact of the social changes of modern society, asked a different question. Concerned with what he saw as the problem of social cohesion, he believed that its solution rested on the development of a type of solidarity corresponding with the particular structure and dynamism of modern society. Since solidarity could no longer be exclusively based on similarity of habits, interpretations or values among members of a familiar social community, he looked for something else: a commitment to the unity of differences.  He saw education as the principal tool of this social integration process. The problem is, however, that social reproduction is dependent on a division of labour and roles and must educate accordingly. By necessity, the Kantian idea of perfectibility cannot apply in education. The inherent dilemma is left to education, which must educate a homo duplex. Its purpose is to develop in the individual a set of physical, intellectual and moral qualities required by society as a whole – e.g. regard for reason and the ideas and feelings constitutive of democracy – as well as by the particular situation it is meant for – hence it must be specialized in an array of categories. And since education is an unconditional social function it must be subjected to the influence of the state (Durkheim, 1956). 
The almost contemporary J. Dewey agrees with Durkheim’s basic assumption of the reproductive function of education. Human beings survive by forming learning communities, hence, society exists through a process of transmission of habits of doing, thinking and feeling or the “continuity of experience”, and he notes that when social complexity and social change reach a certain level, education must be formally institutionalized. Looking at the issue from the point of view of the learning individual he emphasizes – in almost present-day terms, but echoing to Kant – that 
with the advent of democracy and modern industrial conditions, it is impossible to foretell definitely just what civilization will be twenty years from now. Hence it is impossible to prepare the child for any precise set of conditions. To prepare him for the future life means to give him command of himself; it means so to train him that he will have the full and ready use of all his capacities; that his eye and ear and hand may be tools ready to command, that his judgment may be capable of grasping the conditions under which it has to work (Dewey, 1897). 
Since Dewey’s key concept of experience is basically defined as problem solving in a social context, education is conceived as an organized activity of learning through focused problem solving – with subjects as its aides (Dewey, 1966). 
As a reflection of these conditions, the “knowledge explosion” of the 1960’s gave rise to the concept of “learning to learn” indicating that learning has developed into a permanent activity, making the ability to learn a competence in itself. The concept of learning becomes reflexive in the sense that it is not longer sufficient to acquire a particular knowledge, but necessary to learn how to use knowledge; how to criticize it; or, when it becomes redundant, how to replace it by other knowledge. The capacity of “learning to learn” can be conceptualized at three different levels:  At an individual level, it includes basic skills such as the three “R”s, foreign language and ICT skills, but also analytical, problem solving and creative competences. At an inter-personal level, it includes communicative, cooperative and other social competences. And at a societal level, it entails knowledge of culture and democracy, competences to act accordingly in a wider societal context, and a positive attitude towards education and learning.  At the same time, however, ”learning to learn” as the perspective of educational reflexion tends to shift attention from society and culture to the individual, and from educational content to learning results. 
For Dewey, democracy in education was an important precondition for removing obstacles to full human and social development, but at the same time, the potential for democratic development is dependent on equally distributed opportunities and interests. Dewey indicated two kinds of limitations on democracy: First, the parliamentary nation state has not removed the inequalities imposed and reproduced by the powerful dynamics of capitalism “which split society into classes some of which are made merely tools for the higher culture of others”. Thus, though Dewey agrees that work competence is a prerequisite to general citizenship, he translates Durkheim’s educational dilemma of unity and difference to a distinction between ideal equity and actual inequity. Second, nation states are faced with “the reconciliation of national loyalty, of patriotism, with superior devotion to the things which unite men in common ends irrespective of national political boundaries” (Dewey, 1966, 95ff). Following Dewey’s and Kant’s cosmopolitan understanding of community and citizenship, U. Beck distinguishes not only between a national and a transnational perspective on the meaning of the society and on its unfulfilled promises, its risks and threats; he also distinguishes between a conception of community based on common “origins”, “culture” and “identity”, and a conception of community based on a common interest in solving the emerging problems of a common transnational community (Beck, 2005, chapter 2). This distinction appears to be highly relevant to education in the “risk” society.
Thus, the aggregate message of these interpreters of modernism is that competence development and the development of transnational citizenship must accompany each other, but also that serious impediments inherent in the social order itself must be overcome, if this is to be accomplished. It is no surprise, then, that the European Union’s educational initiatives are stretched out across the dual goals of competence development and the development of transnational citizenship.  In being this, they are reflecting the unfulfilled promises of modernity as well as its risks and threats. The question is whether the governance and the modus operandi of the educational institutions are appropriate to accomplish this task. This is the subject of the later sections of this chapter. First, however, we make a detour to Danish teacher education.

Historical cleavages in Danish teacher education
 
Two positions have been defining the spectrum of Danish teacher education from its institutionalization towards the end of the era of enlightenment and well into “second modernity” (Beck). In 1791, the first teacher training college was established in Copenhagen and staffed with intellectuals – not without criticism from conservative opinion leaders. And only a few years later, “vicarage” colleges were educating teachers for their future station in life as “sensible peasants amongst peasants”, well adapted to instil the knowledge and values necessary for peasant life. The two types of teacher training institutions reflected two clearly distinguishable educational positions: One of them was a paradigm emphasizing competence development – apart from Lutheran protestant religion the three “R”s and other secular subjects suited to educate the students’ mental outlook, but also useful subjects needed in mundane life. The other one was a conservative paradigm stressing the need for social cohesion and maintenance of the social order. The latter paradigm was to prevail for decades. 
Following the introduction of modern constitutionalism in 1849 and the advent of national identity, which had an extremely influential spokesman in the “communitarian” vicar and poet N. F. S. Grundtvig (whose name is borne by the European Union program of adult education), the national liberals advocated a strong link between teacher education and the rural local communities, teacher education went to market, and the state colleges were put under pressure. Over the next decades, however, the criticism against the laissez faire mode of teacher education increased. One factor behind this was professional and political concern with the level of qualification for a society which had entered the take-off phase of capitalism; another was the advance of modern ideas of individual development, equality and mobility supported by the progress of educational philosophy and psychology.  The modern school reforms at the turn of the century, which resulted in a “comprehensive” school system, called into question whether the present teacher education was sufficient for the subject teaching requirements at the secondary school level, but also whether the pedagogical sciences were sufficiently reflected in teacher education.  An ambitious “subject teacher” education was established in 1905, and new suggestions for an upgradable teacher education linked to the university based education for upper secondary school teaching were made. However, the well established ideological conflict between liberal de-centralists standing on the firm ground of local community development and social democratic reform centralists created a political stalemate, which made the development of teacher education a very slow process during the decades preceding World War Two. In 1941, during the German occupation of Denmark, a departmental order communicated an interesting set of goals for the comprehensive school:
…apart from disseminating knowledge, [the school] should be socially educative and form the character. It should strengthen the pupils’ sense of Christian and ethical values, instil reverence for humanity and nature, affection for home, people and country, respect for the opinion of others, a sense of community between peoples, and of fellowship with the other Nordic nations. 
Christian and national values meet concern for the transnational community of mankind.   
If social and moral integration had been the catchword of early school and teacher education, supplemented in the modern era by qualification, then democracy and innovation may be said to be the mantras of “second modernity”. Pedagogical progressivism and child psychology constituted a new basis – taking over, in part, from Grundtvigian liberal “communitarianism” – for maintaining a generic model of teacher education. Although there were political voices advocating for cooperation between teacher training colleges and universities to enable teacher qualification at and for different levels, the reform of 1966 kept teacher education at the teacher training colleges. Major changes were introduced, however. The education was expanded to four years after upper secondary school graduation. Pedagogy, psychology and didactics were strengthened, and the students must specialize in two (or three) teaching subjects.  During the following years a particular combination of child centered pedagogy and the ideology of democratic equality and participation became part of the furniture of Danish school and teacher education discourse.
From the 1990’s, the pedagogical and political paradigms of education seemed to change and become divergent. The emphasis on educating for democracy was upheld, albeit with a liberal-conservative twist and a renewed concern with culture. The latter was introduced as the counterpart to the new neo-liberal paradigm of “learning to learn” and cross curricular personal development marketed to meet alleged demands of a new age of “liberated” global competition in the “knowledge society”. The school and teacher education reforms of the early 1990’s reflected the neo-liberal paradigm in particular. Neo-liberal educational governance was introduced. New modes of differentiated, cross curricular and “project organized” teaching were built into the reforms with double reference to children’s different learning potentials and the requirements of modern social life, and general didactics was made a major subject in teacher education. 
However, following international comparative research indicating that the Danish school did not produce competitive results in major school subjects, the importance of knowledge and skills for further education became a third paradigm on the political agenda. As a consequence, central knowledge and skills requirements were introduced in teacher education. Subject didactics was strengthened and a period of individual school practice was introduced. A major project was introduced designated to develop “academic” qualifications and linked to school subjects as well as pedagogical theory and practice. After Denmark’s adoption of the Bologna process in 1999 it was defined as a “bachelor project”. The teachers’ union and the left wing parties wanted to support the status of educational sociology; they were pleased by a subject termed School and society. At the same time, however, Grundtvigians, conservatives and the Lutheran protestant church wanted to preserve the status of Christian religion; they were pleased with a new subject termed Knowledge of Christian religion and life enlightenment. Historical and political conflicts over the social function of teacher education were brought vividly into the transnational society of the 21st century.
Interwoven paradigms of education in the European Union and their development
The Treaty of Rome formally founding the European Economic Community in 1958 was an answer to a perceived risk or threat to European safety and security seeking to bind the European nation states together through a wide range of mostly economic means of cooperation. Functional integration based on intensification of transactions and mutual benefits through the establishment of transnational institutions and removal of obstacles to cooperation. For quite some time, educational cooperation was not a predominant part of this process, even if the “Janne-report” of 1973 (Janne, 1973) opened a door to this, because a number of nation states, among them the “new” 1973-members, Great Britain and Denmark, were unwilling to surrender national sovereignty in this area.  A. Nóvoa & W. de Jong-Lambert suggest that this reflects the fact that education has historically played an important role in the nation building processes since the 19th century by mobilizing the patriotism of the people (Nóvoa & de Jong-Lambert, 2003, 49). In 1976, an EC resolution not binding the member states issued a set of educational priorities: education for immigrant children, a closer relationship between educational systems, collection of documentation and statistics, closer cooperation on higher education, foreign language education, and equal opportunities (CEC, 2006, 69). Simultaneously, intergovernmental bodies such as the UNESCO had been expressing visions for a program of lifelong learning based on a broad set of humanistic social and cultural objectives. 
In the years following the economic crisis of the 1970’s, however, the risks and threats of a changing economic, technological, social and political environment such as decreasing growth and increasing unemployment seemed to challenge European educational policy, and the ideas of lifelong learning were taking an economic turn (Dehmel, 2006, 50ff). As a supplement to this tendency, though, the Resolution of May 1988 must be mentioned, the goal of which was “to encourage meaningful initiatives in all sectors of education aimed at strengthening the European dimension in education” (e.g. by giving greater emphasis to the European dimension in teachers' initial and in-service training!). The aims stated were to strengthen young people’s sense of European identity and civilizational values – “particularly the principles of democracy, social justice and human rights”; their participation in economic and social development; and their knowledge of the Community and its member states (European Council, 1988).
 
In the 1990’s, European Union educational initiatives seemed to put up on speed involving an emphasis on policies combining the economic rationale with social and cultural objectives. This integrated strategy is clearly stated in the preamble of Growth, competitiveness and employment: The challenge and ways forward into the 21st century: 
we are faced with the immense responsibility (…) of finding a new synthesis of the aims pursued by society (work as a factor of social integration, equality of opportunity) and the requirements of the economy (competitiveness and job creation) (…) Nothing would be more dangerous than for Europe to maintain structures and customs which foster resignation, refusal of commitment and passivity. Revival requires a society driven by citizens who are aware of their own responsibilities and imbued with a spirit of solidarity towards those with whom they form local and national communities – communities that are so rich in history and in their common feeling of belonging (CEC, 1993). 
The document goes on to state competitiveness and the fight against unemployment and exclusion as main targets. Educational competences of “learning to learn”, communication, cooperation and self evaluation are mentioned as tools.  This concern with education is taken further in Teaching and learning: towards the learning society stating the necessity of being able to understand complex social situations which change unpredictably and present “a risk of a rift in society between those who can interpret; those who can only use; and those who are pushed out of mainstream society and rely on social support: in short those who know and those who don’t know” (CEC, 1995, 9). 
The risks and threats are conspicuous.  In Learning for active citizenship: A significant challenge in building a Europe of knowledge, E. Cresson highlights the remedy and the promise: the development of human potential enabling all citizens to participate as fully as possible in cultural, economic, political and social life. 
I maintain, then, that turning a Europe of Knowledge into reality importantly includes promoting a broader idea of citizenship, which can strengthen the meaning and the experience of belonging to a shared social and cultural community. The active engagement of citizens is part of that broader concept of citizenship, and the aim is that people take the project of shaping the future into their own hands. (…) A deeper commitment lies behind these words - the affirmation of a coherent set of democratic values and social practices which together respect both our similarities and our differences. In a time of fundamental change, we need the solid foundation which those values provide, for they underlie our recognition of the social reality of a globalised world in which the significance of active citizenship extends far beyond local communities and national frontiers” (CEC, 1998, foreword). 
As N. Piattoeva remarks, the sensitive area of citizenship education, which formerly was firmly embedded in the sovereignty of the nation state, seems to be in a process of being elevated to the level of a supranational community, at least as a discourse (Piattoeva, 2009, 70). 
The meeting of the European Council in Lisbon 2000 set up the target that the European Union were to become the most competitive, dynamic and knowledge based economy in the world, with lifelong learning as a guiding principle. The Memorandum on lifelong learning (2000) juxtaposes the promotion of active citizenship and the promotion of employability. However, Dehmel contends that the primary focus is on the labour market dimensions of lifelong learning, while the aspects of social participation and personal development are treated as marginal. The ensuing communication from the Commission broadens the aim of improving knowledge, skills and competences by stating it within a personal, civic, social, and employment perspective (CEC, 2001, 9). The Detail work programme (“Education and training 2010”) specified three strategic objectives – quality and effectiveness; access for all; and openness of education and training systems to the wider world – and 13 targets subdivided into 43 key issues. Among the targets are: Improving education and training for teachers; developing skills for a knowledge society; active citizenship, equality and social cohesion; mobility and exchange; and European cooperation (CEC, 2002; Dehmel, 2006, 54ff). Key competences for a changing world defines the 
key competences necessary for personal fulfilment, active citizenship, social inclusion and employability in a knowledge society: Communication in the mother tongue; Communication in foreign languages; Mathematical competence and basic competences in science and technology; Digital competence; Learning to learn; Social and civic competences; Sense of initiative and entrepreneurship; Cultural awareness and expression (CEC, 2009, 3).
In sum, it appears to be a valid conclusion that the European Union educational policy can be conceptualized as a dual paradigm of competence and value development for competitiveness and employability in a “knowledge society” and for democratic citizenship and social cohesion in a society of risks and threats.  Whether nation states are prepared to adapt their educational programs to the program is another story. However, Dehmel questions in how far this program is operative or rhetorical, and asks if another agenda may be involved: a new mode of governance and a broader aim of transnational convergence (Dehmel, 2006, 57f). Therefore, the mode of governance of the institutions through which education is planned and practiced, will now be briefly discussed.
Educational governance
Accountability is ”an arrangement whereby ’an account must be given’ to some authority, as an indication of compliance with defined standards, and as demonstrated by improvement on baseline or performance measures” as determined by some form of assessment (Rhoten et al., 2003, 14). 
Accountability politics is concerned with who can be held responsible by whom for what and with which consequences over the full span from political decision makers to national and local administration, educational institutions, teachers and students. A number of background factors lie behind accountability politics; however, we limit ourselves to two aspects of it: a concern with the governance of public institutions, and a concern with the quality of achievement of education. 

The accountability mode of governance does not eliminate or even reduce government control, but it “relieves” the political system from the detailed governance of its many institutions and levels by changing it from the control of processes to the control of results. Through this, educational governance is readjusted to input governance through output control or governance by expectations. On the input side, objectives and targets express the political expectations for students’ learning results, while evaluations are used to control whether these expectations are met with.  Accountability politics specifies educational responsibilities at all levels of society: the political, the organizational and the personal level. All levels are held responsible for the students’ achievement. Principally, it is no longer possible for a teacher or a teaching team to argue that they have taught according to the curriculum and syllabus. They must be able to document that their students achieved results corresponding to the political expectations. Thus, the accountability strategy enables educational institutions to govern themselves on the premises of explicit expectations on the input side and an evaluation apparatus on the output side whose function is to provide transparent and comparable results. 
M. Young suggests that one of the goals behind educational governance on the basis of learning outcomes is the progressive idea of widening participation and social inclusion, which is also apparent in the European Union educational documents since the 1990’s. The failure of educational systems to achieve this can be assigned to their static and conservative nature as well as the fact that they have been divided along class lines or to their predominant middle class culture (Young, 2010, 7f). As far as quality of learning achievement is concerned, the introduction of national qualification frameworks, standards, aims and obligatory testing is defended on the grounds that they supposedly strengthen students’ academic achievement and subsequent educational careers and employability. Tests, comparisons and ranking on a national or transnational scale will enable all levels of the educational system to assess how everybody (individuals, institutions, systems) achieve. They may serve the function of an early warning system and help to identify students with learning difficulties or dysfunctional practices, institutions or systems. This will allow or urge learners, teachers and institutions to counteract learning losses by adjusting to the goals or increasing their efforts to reach them; and it will enable the political system to make strategic interventions. “Information is the life blood of all accountability mechanisms” (O’day, 2004, 18).

The manifold elements of the accountability strategy appeal to different parts of the political spectrum, because different groupings hold preferences for different elements. Hence, while it cannot be said that there is consensus about accountability politics as a whole, it is hard to reject, because its many aspects answer to different interests, which makes for a wide actual support of it: Statistical comparisons of test results seem attractive to those who hold that the educational system must be just and offer equal opportunities, in so far as tests are seen as neutral and can be presented in numbers in contrast to more or less subjective judgements. Holding public institutions responsible for their expenditure of tax money appeals to those who are concerned with costs and benefits. Freedom of choice of educational institutions speaks to neo-liberals who are ideologically engaged in promoting market choice of educational institutions and to those who wish to influence and decide on their own pathways or those of their children. The definition of precise aims and targets may find resonance with certain teachers, because they find security in working within explicit frames of expectations. And for politicians or top level bureaucrats, the sharing of the “burden of legitimacy” of educational decisions and priorities may well be seen as another advantage.

Criticisms

In a critical appraisal of European Union documents on education, Nóvoa & de Jong-Lambert point out an inherent tendency to individualization of the responsibility for progress in so far as education is conceived in psychological terms as “learning”. In a similar vein, the attention to active citizenship and “identity values” is interpreted by S. Moutsios as a tool for individual accumulation of social capital to ensure cohesion as a countermeasure against the social tension created by neo-liberal globalization.  Along with the predominant emphasis on generic competences such as learning to learn, social skills or entrepreneurship this individualization obscures the content dimension, i.e. the educational direction of educational programs thereby circumventing the political nature of education, which is in so far cut off from democratic discussion. Furthermore, this democratic deficit is understood as inherent in “knowledge societies” inasmuch as the power to define educational development is transferred to supranational institutions or international organisations or even private corporations. Finally, the prevailing neo-liberal “accountability” mode of educational governance uses the tools of comparisons, benchmarks, statistical indicators and a vaporous historical narrative of European consensus values in an indirect management of educational output guided by the idea of (trans)national convergence. This tends to solidify institutional regulation and to “liquidize” politics. Thus, the citizens’ political ground for contesting the legitimacy of political decisions is undermined (Nóvoa & de Jong-Lambert, 2003, 44ff; Moutsios, 2008, 503ff). 
Changing the focus from de-democratization to efficiency, M. Milana questions the fundamental assumptions of the predominant competence development policy arguing that it gives a simplistic account of the social problem it aims to solve. Four unwarranted assumptions are at play in this regulatory ideal: it assumes that 1) there is a general bottleneck in the labour market due to lack of skills and competences in the labour force; 2) the provision of education and training is the best way to break this bottleneck; 3) the existence of a perfect match between the skills provided by the education and training system and the specific skills recognized by the labour market; and 4) a perfect match between the levels of competences individuals possess and the jobs they can acquire. “No recognition is given to the possible mismatches between the generic requirements for a perfect match set by governments and the specific needs for learning and working opportunities expressed by individual citizens” (Milana, 2009, 19). Thus, she pinpoints the functionalist fallacy of presupposing that societal necessities exist and speak for themselves. Against this it must be contended that society always speaks through the needs, practices, judgements and interests of social actors. Hence educational policy is necessarily political, and it has never been an easy task to establish, through science, the links between societal development and education (Fuller & Rubinson, 1992).
These observations lead in two directions: One is the question of the persuasiveness of the integrated programs of governance by learning outcomes and qualification frameworks based on generic competences. The other is the question of how to define the right qualities of education and, hence, the qualities of the good teacher and the good teacher education.
The “test regime” has met with strong resistance from professional associations fearing that results will be publicized as ranking lists. Teachers may then be held responsible for learning results which reflect institutional factors and social conditions over which they exercise no control: Students’ social, cultural and educational backgrounds; dysfunctional families; labour market marginalization; or ethnic discrimination.
Another critical issue is what the effects of testing are on teaching. Such arguments are supported by educational research and experiences with test based accountability governance of American schools (Nichols & Berliner, 2007; Berliner & Nichols, 2005; Popham, 2004; Elmore, 2002; Perrin, 1998; 1999). 
At another level, Young criticizes the concept of “learning outcomes” for not only being ambiguous (learning outcomes are much more than test results) but a slogan wrenching power from educational institutions and leaving it to people outside them to prescribe competences which are then used to prescribe curricula. Young then goes on to criticize the prevailing regime of generic competences, which reduces the importance of subject content in curriculum and examination demands, and blurs the boundaries between subjects as well as between school and non-school knowledge. More is left to students’ choice, and the consequence is a transfer of responsibility from the teacher’s criteria of relevance to the student’s choice.  There is no evidence, however, that generic competences can be acquired, taught or assessed separately from specific domains with their specific contents, contexts and concepts. Some of them may be thought of as relevant abilities in dealing with content knowledge, but even if graduates may not remember or use much of their school or university curriculum in later life, “it is through those contents they gain access to concepts and ways of thinking that they are able to draw on as adults” (Young, 2010, 10).
 As pointed out by Durkheim, knowledge boundaries refer to the differentiation of social functions. There is no evidence that will not continue to be to be the basis for the development of new knowledge. There is a lack of evidence that specification of generic competences or qualification frameworks constructed on their basis (cf. QF-EHEA, 2005) will improve the quality of education or improve the match between educational competences and the qualification demands of the labour market. Furthermore, as pointed out by B. Bernstein, blurring the distinctions between subject domains, between theory and practice, or between curriculum and everyday experience – while they remain constitutive of modern social life – makes for an invisible pedagogy to the disadvantage of those which it professes to help. In sum, the triple governance paradigm of quality frameworks, generic competences and learning outcomes tend to replace “educational concepts concerned with intellectual development by economic concepts concerned with optimizing choice behaviour” (Young, 2010, 7). Thus, Young indicates (with P. Bourdieu) that a new variety of “symbolic violence” may have replaced the old one; and once again with the language and cultural experience of educational elites as its medium. Social reproduction in a sense; but not one which necessarily ensures human and social growth, competitiveness or active citizenship. 
As an alternative strategy echoing Dewey, Young suggests that the institutional character of education is taken seriously as a process and a relationship, the purpose of which “is to ensure that as many as possible of each cohort or age group are able to acquire the knowledge that takes them beyond their experience and which they would be unlikely to have access to at home, at work or in the community”. Of course such knowledge can no longer be static, rather it must be progressive and reflexive, and it will remain an educational challenge to “bring together the conceptual coherence of intellectual development with the contextual coherence that relates to the demands of the any occupation or sector” (Young, 2010, 5f, 9). This program would seem to have consequences for teacher education.
Some empirical evidence on teacher expertise 
One of the most powerful mantras of the last couple of decades has been from teaching to learning indicating a shift in the relationship between teacher and student concerning the distribution of activity. “Learning to learn” does entail a stronger attention to the acquisition of knowledge and competences, but it is a misunderstanding to think that it can do without attention to teaching. A revision of the mantra could be through teaching to learning because teaching is up to now the best known kind of social organization of the specific intent to stimulate and intensify learning opportunities and learning results. The organization of teaching and teachers’ competences are decisive for students’ optimal learning results. In the follow brief account, we ignore the complexity of the concept of learning results and the question of transferability of research results on teacher expertise across cultures.
The expert teacher possesses academic, didactic and pedagogical knowledge and competences in the subjects she or he teaches, but they must be brought together to achieve their full effect (Darling-Hammond, 2000;

 ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Wayne</Author><Year>2003</Year><RecNum>876</RecNum><Suffix>, s. 97</Suffix><record><rec-number>876</rec-number><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Wayne, Andrew J.</author><author>Youngs, Peter</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Teacher Characteristics and Student Achievement GAins: A Review</title><secondary-title>Review of Educational Research</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Review of Educational Research</full-title></periodical><pages>89-122</pages><volume>73</volume><number>1</number><dates><year>2003</year></dates><publisher>American Educational Research Association</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote> Wayne & Youngs, 2003, p. 97; Darling-Hammond & Youngs, 2002, p. 19). On the basis of extensive research, F. Weinert emphasizes the importance of the teacher’s personal mastery of the content which is passed on. In this context, however, content is not only to be understood in academic terms, but as an educational content referring to the aims in sight as well as the expected resources or difficulties of the learner (Weinert et al., 1990; Einsiedler, 1997; Darling-Hammond, 2000). The teacher’s subject and didactical competences are particularly important with respect to handling progression, but also for his or her ability to identify learning difficulties and to pass on the appropriate knowledge in the right situation to assist the learners’ progress. No single best method seems to exist. For teaching to be efficient, the teacher should master a wide array of teaching methods which can be applied in a differentiated manner to specific contents and in relationship to particular learners. German research shows that the teacher’s ability to sequence the teaching program in an engaging manner, to support the individual learner, to set up supportive aims in situations of learning difficulties, to extract essentials, to assist self directed learning and to set up exercises are all important teacher competences (Weinert et al., 1990). 

Teaching experience is important, but its importance seems to decline after a few years unless the teacher is part of a professionally developing environment. Teachers with a five year education consisting of a three year bachelor subject education, a master in pedagogy and a year of practice could be even more efficient than experienced teachers from the beginning of their careers (Darling-Hammond, 2000).

Teacher characteristics such as flexibility, adaptability and creativity have positive effects on learning results. It is also important that the teacher is enthusiastic, task oriented and able to make his or her criteria, aims and expectations visible to the learners. Finally, it is important that the teacher can manage the classroom: keep focus on the content, keep up standards for an open learning climate and intervene in the event of disturbances (Helmke & Weinert, 1997, 135; Terhart, 2001,  184). 

Teacher education in the European Union 

Following Durkheim, three different forms of knowledge are relevant to education: 1) Educational praxis knowledge as the form of knowledge developed by practitioners on the basis of experience; 2) educational reflexive knowledge or professional knowledge as a form of knowledge developed by the professions through reflections on how to improve praxis; and 3) research knowledge as a result of research praxis with its demands on methodology, theoretical anchoring and a precise application of concepts. These different forms of knowledge must not be considered as locked in a hierarchical relationship with each other; they are different but one is not superior to the other. Between scientific knowledge and praxis knowledge, professional knowledge is ‘wedged in’ as a specific form of knowledge. Professional knowledge is a form of knowledge which is gaining ground as an independent form of knowledge with the aim of guiding professional praxis (Rasmussen, 2008).

In teacher education, it seems particularly important to acknowledge these different forms of knowledge and the ways they are generated. Their strength lies in their dissimilarity. Each of the three forms of knowledge has different applications in different contexts. Science is expected to yield new valid knowledge of importance for teacher education, and teaching praxis. Professional knowledge is “instructive” for praxis in a more direct way. It seems naïve to think that scientific knowledge or any other knowledge is directly transferable to practitioners or to professional praxis. If scientific knowledge is going to play a role in teacher education and in professional praxis; and if professional knowledge is going to play a role in educational praxis these three forms of knowledge have to be taken into consideration by the teachers in teacher education and by the professional practitioners in their planning and accomplishment of their practices. 

The European Union considers it necessary that all teachers are graduates from higher education institutions that all teachers are supported to continue their professional development throughout their careers to the highest level, i.e. through all three cycles, and that teacher education is based on an academic and scientific basis which promotes evidence based practice. Within a framework of lifelong learning, teachers should have access to induction programs and mentoring.  European Union teacher and teacher student mobility is recommended.
Among the key competences of teachers, which are described in three categories – working with others, working with knowledge, and working with society – are knowledge of human growth and development as well as subject knowledge, and the ability to access, analyse, validate, reflect on and transmit knowledge. They should be able to continue to reflect on their practice in a systematic way; to undertake classroom-based research; to incorporate into their teaching the results of classroom and academic research; to evaluate the effectiveness of their teaching strategies and amend them accordingly; and to assess their own training needs. Laconically, it is added that the incentives, resources and support systems necessary to achieve this would need to be put in place. Teacher qualifications should be more transparent, and teacher education should enjoy higher esteem. In the societal competence area, key values are global responsibility and intercultural respect; important competences are: understanding diverse learner cultures and the factors determining cohesion and exclusion and the ability to work in multicultural communities and local partnerships with the labour market and other actors. (CEC, 2007; 2005).
The dual paradigm of competence and value development for a “knowledge society” and for citizenship and social cohesion is clearly present at the level of teacher education. The understanding of competences seems to mirror the idea of the reflective practitioner who is able to make use of research results and who has evaluation skills and knowledge of subjects and pedagogy and understanding of societal mechanisms relevant to education.  The understanding of citizenship seems focused on civic participation, cultural understanding and tolerance in a local and global perspective.  Are these developments identifiable in Danish national teacher education too?
Coda – Danish teacher education in a transnational context
Prior to the 2006 reform, it was once again questioned whether Danish teacher education could “deliver the goods”, i.e. supply a sufficient number of teachers with specialized knowledge of their actual teaching subjects and an ability to combine subject qualifications with didactic, pedagogical and practical teaching competences. The governmental concern with defining the allegedly important dimensions of teacher quality is reflected in the departmental order specifying the aims of teacher education: 

Through the education and in preparation for her professional work as a teacher in the school, the student should 1) acquire theoretical and practical competences to collect, analyze, order, select and communicate knowledge on the basis of the methods of the various subjects and in accordance with the professional aims of the education; 2) learn to plan, assess and evaluate, develop, practice and cooperate on teaching utilizing her theoretical and practical competencies and; 3) obtain didactical insight in the school subjects in a close interplay with the pedagogical subjects and school practice, qualifying her to found her teaching on the aims of the school as well as of the particular subjects; on important aspects of societal development; and on the individual pupil’s needs, potentials and learning conditions (Undervisningsministeriet, 2007, § 1).
The wider societal goal of these “instrumental” aims is stated briefly in the political comments to the reform: “The school holds a key responsibility that all young people are armed to get on in a democratic society. High quality in the school is crucial for Denmark’s development as a knowledge society” (Undervisningsministeriet, 2006, 6). Democratic society and “knowledge” society; a third goal of teacher education was introduced, however.
In the 2006 reform, the subject of School and society, which covered a range of issues such as the function of schooling in society, political and social interest behind school development; school and democracy; schools as organisations within political frameworks; pupils’ social and cultural backgrounds; and cooperation between schools, parents and other educational agencies, was eliminated despite the fact that it was better evaluated in the 2003 national evaluation than its companion subject, Knowledge of Christian religion and Life enlightenment – accountability politics or not. Another interesting aspect of its elimination is that part of the curricular content of School and society such as school and democracy, cultural aspects of school history, and the function of schooling was explicitly transferred to a new hybrid subject called Knowledge of Christian religion, life enlightenment and citizenship. Though a subject with sociological and political content was removed, the addition of citizenship to the elements of religion and culture brought the new subject into the arena of politics at once. In the political comments to the reform it is stated that

It must be ascertained, that all teachers’ education students acquire knowledge of basic democratic values and Danish “rule by the people” and become equipped to disseminate this knowledge in the school. 

[The new subject] aims to enable the future teacher to introduce the pupils to the meaning of being a citizen in Danish democracy and the international community. The subject aims to prepare the school pupils for democratic citizenship and for participation, co-responsibility, rights and duties in a society with freedom and rule by the people; in order that they acquire an understanding of the difference between politics, culture and religion and an awareness of different interpretations of citizenship and political participation and learn to live together in mutual respect for other people’s values (Undervisningsministeriet, 2006, 7 and 18)

In accordance with the European Union policy – and with Durkheim –  the legislative comments treat citizenship as a matter of engendering social solidarity. But while Durkheim modern society as such and the European Union documents are concerned with transnational society, one can hardly avoid noticing the linking of democracy to Danish political and cultural tradition in the legislative comments. However, at the same time the modern separation between politics, culture and religion is repeated. Varying ideas of what constitutes citizenship in modern society seem to compete, which is also visible in the aims that were subsequently stated in the departmental order:

It is the aim that the teacher students acquire competences to

a) assess the influence of Christian religion and other philosphies of life on the structure of values in a European and Danish cultural context; b) handle the educational goals of the school for the pupil as an individual as well as a Danish and world citizen; c) prepare the pupils of the school to participate in a society with equity, intellectual freedom and rule by the people; and d) develop the pupils’ critical faculties and abilities to make judgments and act when meeting with new challenges and teach them to live together respecting each other’s values and norms (Undervisningsministeriet, 2007, Bilag 1, 2.2).

The broad coalition of parties behind the 2006 reform agreed on a hybrid subject left with an obligation of bridging the gap between democracy and Danish cultural tradition in an ambiguous understanding of citizenship, thereby renewing one of the major historical schisms of teacher education policy. Following Beck and Dewey, this schism can be rephrased as a distinction between two conceptions of community; one based on an idea of a common cultural, religious, ethnic roots, history and identity; the other based on an idea of common public social action to overcome societal problems. Second, it is interesting that this citizenship obligation, regardless whether the “communitarian” or the democratic version is preferred, seems to be politically acknowledged as a “counterbalancing” educational paradigm accompanying the competence paradigm of educating for a democratic and/or “knowledge society” (Dorf, 2010). 
It can be safely concluded that the two European Union paradigms of competence development and citizenship education are distinguishable in Danish teacher education, but there are important differences. 
As we mentioned earlier, a bachelor project was introduced after Denmark’s adoption of the three-cycle Bologna system with the aim of raising academic standards. With the latest teacher education reform in 2006, certain steps have been taken to act on some of the criticism and research evidence arguing for revisions: The departmental orders for subject didactics and for the integration of theoretical studies with school practice have been strengthened, certain provisions for research “attachment” have been made, classroom management, learning progression and pupils with special needs has become focus areas, and special education has become a main subject. Internationalization is a “dimension” of the reform. 

However, a number of barriers are left: As the only Nordic teacher education, Danish teacher education is not research based, and it is not a master education. Its volume of pedagogical studies, in particular educational sociology, is rather limited, and evaluations of pedagogy indicate a certain element of theoretical dogmatism (Rasmussen, 2008); school practice does not take place at laboratory schools and not usually under supervision of teachers with a supervisor education, and there is still a long way to go before it can be compared with the research based reflexive practice of the French teacher education system. These factors seem to provide some of the explanations why teacher education in Denmark is not highly esteemed and has difficulties attracting students (Rasmussen & Dorf, 2010; Nordic Council of Ministers, 2009; 2010). Finally, because of its structural dissimilarities with most European teacher educations, its degree of internationalization is rather low in terms of student or teacher mobility.
While the societal background to the Danish concern with citizenship seems similar to that of the European Union, the Danish concept presents itself, in comparison with the European Union “integrated” concept of active citizenship education,  with a more cultural (national or religious) focus, even though democracy is emphasized. In the Danish pedagogical tradition since the 1960’s, democracy has largely been interpreted as applying the principle of dialogue;  during the present decade, it has sometimes carried undertones of a defensive measure against a perceived risk or threat to the national culture rather than a promise or vision of transnational and intercultural democratic development. This conclusion is hardly indicated here. Tolerance and equity and world citizenship are present as values, but at the same time educational sociology (School and society) was eliminated from the education, (and Danish teacher students have few possibilities for transnational study mobility). The link to employment as an important vehicle of inclusion is absent. Thus, the competence development paradigm and the citizenship paradigm are not fully brought together.  
Let us be practical optimists, however, and conclude this article with M. Foucault: 
the critique of what we are is at one and the same time the historical analysis of the limits that are imposed on us and an experiment with the possibility of going beyond them. (…) I do not know whether it must be said today that the critical task still entails faith in Enlightenment; I continue to think that this task requires work on our limits, that is, a patient labour giving form to our impatience for liberty (Foucault, 1984, 49f).
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Footnotes

� An extended version of this section is presented in Dorf (2010).


� We are indebted to M.Ed.Soc. Sara C. Czerny for her account of European Union documents from the perspective of citizenship in her master’s thesis Social integration between social inequality and democratic education.


� The construction of the EMETT core curriculum was in part based on an understanding similar to the one professed here by Michael Young.
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