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Teacher education programs prepare candidates for bilingual, English as a second language, or special ed-
ucation as separate professionals. This creates challenges when teaching bilingual children with disabilities.
There is a need to cross boundaries combining expertise and preparing teachers for children’s uniqueness. Re-
sponding to this need, the researchers organized a change laboratory with 14 professors and two State Depart-
ment of Education consultants. The study explored boundary expressions and their relationship to the larger
activity. It also looked at the learning that took place during boundary crossing efforts. Boundaries were identi-
fied around bilingual teacher preparation, cross-disciplinary programmatic, and paradigmatic aspects. While
boundary crossing at the intrapersonal level and at the interpersonal level were important, the need to engage
multiple institutions was centered. In addition, the discussion manifested that for inclusive bilingual education
teacher preparation, there was a need to go beyond the institutional level to reach to policy makers and address
the sociopolitical resistance against bilingual education. Throughout the study, participants engaged primarily
in the epistemic learning actions of analyzing and modeling. Through volitional actions, the participants real-
ized a renewed object for their activity. This study widens the understanding of possibilities for taking shared
educational responsibility through boundary crossing between professionals in preparation programs.
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Introduction ucation such as bilingual education (BE), English as a

second language (ESL) or teaching English to speak-

Teaching and learning with children who experience  ers of other languages (TESOL), and special education.
the intersection of multiple layers of difference requires ~ While these areas are distinct in many ways, they are all
knowledge and services involving multiple areas in ed- — impacted by deficit perspectives invading the education
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of bilingual children, and their disproportional represen-
tation in the high frequent disability categories [13].

This study consists of an exploration of pathways to
prepare teachers to work more comprehensively with bi-
lingual children, who are referred to as English language
learners or ELLs. As a result of lack of inclusive designs
but also a dearth of teacher preparation programs focus-
ing on this intersection, bilingual children with disabili-
ties are often forced to choose between their bilingual
and their disability learning identities [11]. To address
these issues, researchers explain, “a strong collaborative
model in which professionals with expertise in different
areas come together to solve a problem” is needed but
still lacking [7, p. vi].

Reporting on the efforts of a group of university
faculty to embark in boundary crossing across fields to
prepare teachers for inclusive bilingual education, this
study addresses two questions:

1) What boundaries surface discursively during in-
terdisciplinary work involving higher education profes-
sors and where are these boundaries located in relation
to the larger activity elements and levels at which the
efforts are nested?

2) What kinds of epistemic learning actions for pro-
ductive boundary crossing emerge in this context?

Theoretical Framework

This study draws from third-generation Cultural His-
torical Activity Theory [CHAT; 6], which is built on Vy-
gotsky’s artifact-mediated learning [16]. Artifacts, as well
as other elements such as division of labor, community, or
the activity rules are all part of a person’s activity system.
As people engage in collective activity, tensions surface and
participants enact agency, creating new ways of engaging
in collaborative activity, a process described as expansive
learning [4]. Expansive learning is characterized by seven
epistemic learning actions: (1) Questioning (criticizing or
rejecting existing practices or knowledge); (2) Analyzing
(exploring causes and explanations for its roots and devel-
opment—historical-genetic; or for its internal systematized
relations—actual-empirical); (3) Modeling the new solution
(a simplified model of a new idea offering a breakthrough
to tensions); (4) Examining the model; (5) Implementing
the model; (6) Reflecting on and evaluating the process;
and (7) consolidating into a stable new way of engaging in
practice [5, pp. 383—384]. These actions are often used in
cycles of collaborative work where there is a shared object
to make learning apparent [7]. For this study, the evolving
object was to prepare teachers to address the needs of bilin-
gual children with and without disabilities.

Defining Boundaries

Boundaries refer to discontinuities and separation
between the inside and outside of a community [14].
According to CHAT, boundaries are potential sources
for learning as participants who work together toward
a shared object engage in boundary crossing efforts [4].
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The transfer of knowledge across boundaries is complex
and requires developing common meanings and transforma-
tion of knowledge [14]. That is, knowledge sharing involves
collective creative actions leading to “incremental change
and the improvement of future outcomes of activities” [ 10,
p. 117]. In this experience, we use the concept of boundaries
as those temporal and spatial emerging locations of change,
which can trigger learning and development [9].

Studying Boundary Crossing

Studies looking at the process through which boundar-
ies appear showed that participants might indirectly express
boundaries through discursive means [8;9]. Expressions can
act as landmarks of boundaries in collaborative work across
systems [8]. Tt is important to also connect the discursive
landmarks of boundary expressions to the larger activity
through its elements to establish the connection [8].

Boundary crossing has been studied along four learning
mechanisms [1;2]: (1) Identification: (Re)defining the way
in which the intersecting practices are different from one
another; (2) Coordination: Means and procedures sought
to assist in different elements working together; (3) Re-
flection: Mutually describing the involved practices and
willingness to employ others’ perspectives; And (4) trans-
formation: Change materializes in the existing practices.
These different mechanisms could be studied together with
three levels of interaction: The institutional level (crossing
actions originated in from multiple organizations), the in-
terpersonal level (crossing actions between groups across
systems), and the intrapersonal level (crossing actions ini-
tiated by people in intersecting practices) [1, pp. 247—248].

Expansive Learning and Mechanisms
of Boundary Crossing

When the collaborative effort in expansive learning
aims to promote boundary crossing, then arising tensions
center on surfacing the boundaries and taking action to
cross them, creating new ways of working together. The
epistemic actions that describe learning during expan-
sive learning cycles [5] can hence be connected to those
used in defining boundary crossing learning mechanisms
[1], generating a hybrid analytical tool.

Asillustrated in fig. 1, the epistemic actions of question-
ing and analysis match the mechanism of identification in
boundary crossing as here the boundary is identified and
merely [re]defined. The learning action of modeling con-
nects with the mechanisms of coordination and reflection
where others’ perspectives are considered, and bidirectional
boundary crossing is facilitated. Lastly, the learning action
of examining and testing correspond to the mechanism of
transformation as new in-between practices are designed.

Methods

This study is rooted in the “boundary crossing change
laboratory” [CL; 8;9]. Boundary crossing CL focuses “on
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developing collaboration and communication between two
interlinked activities that are serving the same clients or
realize parts of a broader object” [15, p. 190]. In a sense, the
participants engage in collaborative work co-constructing
their shared object through boundary crossing. Learning
in this boundary crossing CL occurs through the collabo-
ration at the junction of different activity systems when
meaning making and transformation of practices take
place and participants address and cross existing boundar-
ies [1;4]. Researchers facilitate CL sessions through initial
ethnographic work used as mirror material [16] to surface
boundaries and promote the participants’ learning.

Participants and Context

The study took place in a university located in the
Northeast of the U.S. Angela, a faculty member at this
university, taught courses addressing bilingual educa-
tion in the department of special education and reading.
Angela invited Patricia, who works in a different univer-
sity, to facilitate the CL experience with her, and col-
lected the initial ethnographic data. After implementing
the first three sessions together, Angela continued the
process for three additional one-hour meetings.

Fourteen professors representing different relevant
fields participated in this research experience and two state
representatives joined the CL on Day 3. Fig. 2 shows the
university departments/programs and tab. shows partici-
pants’ pseudonyms, and their departments or positions.

1. Questionirg [ ed

stage)

7. Consolidating and
Generalizing the New
Practice

6. Reflecting on the
Process (follow up
stabilization)

5, Implementing the New
Madel [fallow up
resistance)

Transformation

A Examining and Testing
the Mew Maodel (follow
up adjustment and
ennchment )

Positionality

Angela was born and raised in Colombia and Patricia
in Spain, and both moved to the US as young adults and
learned English as a second language. Anu was born and
raised in Finland, speaks Finnish, and learned English
in school. Patricia and Anu identify as White, Angela
as Latina, and the three identify as non-disabled cisgen-
der females. Currently, Angela and Patricia’s research
revolve mostly around inclusive bilingual /bicultural
education. Anu focuses her research on organizational
studies and has extensive experience with change labo-
ratory methodologies. We found our experiences helpful
in interpreting this work, but also collaborated to moni-
tor our understandings.

Data Sources

Angela collected existing ethnographic data (i.e.,
83 minutes of video-taped interviews with five fac-
ulty members; documents from the State Depart-
ment of Education, demographics about bilingual
learners; and university program descriptions).

On Day 1 and after participants’ introductions, An-
gela and Patricia showed parts of the video as mirror ma-
terial to stimulate conversations. Consequently, they also
prepared and presented theoretical and practical tools to
assist the participants in analyzing existing boundaries
and engaging in boundary crossing. Data in the form of
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{ideas for boundary
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Reflection

(exchange for boundary
crossing—value and take up
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shared problem collaborative work
andfor group identity)
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208

Fig. 1. Hybrid analytical tool between the expansive learning cycle and boundary crossing mechanisms [adapted from 1; 3]
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discussions and conversations from the first three CL ses-  ticipants’ indirect ways of expressing boundaries [8]. We

sions (two hours each) were videotaped and transcribed.  created a chart with these landmarks and analyzed connec-

tions to the larger activity system elements [6]. We coded

the data with three identified forms of boundaries elicited

Data Analysis from the boundary expressions: Bilingual teacher prepara-

tion, cross-disciplinary programmatic, and paradigmatic. We

To analyze the data, we first identified discourse mark- ~ then connected these to three levels of boundary expres-
ers (landmarks) manifesting boundary expressions and par-  sions [1]: Institutional, interpersonal, and intrapersonal.

University Organization
Departments and Programs Represented in Boundary Crossing Change Laboratory

SCHOOL OF ARTS SCHOOL OF HEALTH AND

ANDSCIENCES || HUMAN SERVICES
|
Special Education Elementary World Languages Communication
& Reading Education and Literatures Disorders
S S — o ———————

TESOL/Bilingual
%

Special Education Components

Special Education/Elementary

Elementary/Bilingual Education

Boundary Crossing Change Laboratory Focus:
Special Education-Teaching Students with Disabilities/ELL or Bilingual Education

Fig. 2. University organization of departments/programs represented in the CL

Participants’ departments or positions

Participant Department or Position
Robert Department of Communication Disorders
Elise TESOL Graduate Program
Lorna TESOL Graduate Program
Harriet Department of Elementary Education
Lorena Department of Special Education and Reading
Rachel Department of Special Education and Reading
Leslie Department of Special Education and Reading
Ruby Department of Special Education and Reading
Diana Interim Dean
Berta Department of Special Education and Reading
Ben High School Teacher — Chair of English Learner

Department

Ryan Department of Special Education and Reading
Gilda State Department of Education =
Marta State Department of Education
Angela Department of Special Education and Reading
Patricia Bilingual /Bicultural Education
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We used the three codes of boundary expressions to
categorize the excerpts that addressed these different
boundaries and created “word clouds” (using Word Cloud
free software) to pinpoint the main boundary topics.

We then used Engestrom’s [5] expansive learning cy-
cle of epistemic actions, which were contextualized in Ak-
kerman and Bakker’s [2] learning mechanisms as shown
in fig. 1 to define the boundary crossing own epistemic
actions. The researchers analyzed the entire data together
following a “collaborative approach” [12, p. 398].

Findings

Multileveled Boundary Crossing Efforts

and Activity Elements

While the term boundary was not used directly by the
participants, they used several terms and sentences indi-
cating landmarks of boundary expressions. The analysis
of these landmarks suggested three main forms of bound-
aries that needed to be explored and crossed. First, there
were landmarks indicating “bilingual teacher preparation
boundaries”, which the participants discussed in relation to
candidates’ possibilities -or lack thereof- to obtain teaching
certifications for inclusive bilingual education, certifica-
tion requirements, and other aspects connected to bound-
aries between institutions. Second, there were landmarks
pointing to “cross-disciplinary programmatic boundaries”,
through which the participants discussed the need to work
across disciplinary organizational units within the institu-
tion. The last group of landmarks referred to “paradigmatic
boundaries” in relation to bilingual and inclusive education
in society, education, and the world.

Landmarks of Inclusive Bilingual Teacher

Preparation Boundary Expressions

The term “cross” (or “crossing”) was used on six oc-
casions by participants to point out boundaries in inclu-
sive bilingual education: Five of the instances addressed
bilingual teacher preparation boundaries, while one
addressed cross-disciplinary programmatic boundar-
ies. For example, Lorna used the term “cross-endorsed”
three times in one turn on Day 1 to indicate how inclu-
sive bilingual education certifications could be obtained
(boundary expressions appear in cursive),

Lorna: We now have the option of students at the el-
ementary ed[ucation] level doing the special ed[ucation]
and the elementary ed[ucation] dual program, and then
coming back and doing the master’s then to get cross-en-
dorsed in ESL and bilingual ed[ucation]. One would get
cross-endorsed in bilingual elementary, but you would
not get cross-endorsed in bilingual special ed[ucation]
because it doesn’t exist in the state [Day 1, Lorna]

Here, Lorna furthered a boundary situated beyond the
educational institution. In this case, the boundary is with
the State Department of Education, who sets the rules for
certification and decides what certifications can be “cross-
endorsed”, or added to other certifications. In this way,
these rules posed a boundary, which Lorna realized could
not be crossed by the participants themselves (i.e., intrap-
ersonal level) or by altering the rules within the universi-
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ty. Rather, it required faculty to work together (i.e., inter-
personal level) to involve representatives from the state.

On Day 2, Berta questioned the issue of cross-en-
dorsement that pointed to a boundary between the insti-
tution and the State Department of Education, and tried
to explain it with these words,

Berta: [W ]hy the special ed[ucation] person couldn’t
get cross-endorsed or add a certification on the bilin-
gual...presumably it must be because they don’t have a
content area major...the bilingual certification requires
content area knowledge as well [Day 2, Berta]

Berta explained the rules around what initial certifica-
tions can accept a cross-endorsement in bilingual education.
The issue at the center was the need to have a major in a
content area. Since teacher candidates in a program lead-
ing to teaching students with disabilities (discursively ex-
pressed here as special education) did not include a major in
a content area, there was no pathway for cross-endorsement
with the bilingual extension. These rules created a tension
for the participants because they put an obstacle in their ef-
forts to prepare teachers to address the needs of bilingual
children with and without disabilities simultaneously.

In addition, the term “limiting” was used once to express
boundaries in relation to bilingual teacher preparation. This
term was introduced on Day 3 by Gilda, one of the represen-
tatives from the State Department of Education,

Gilda: [T]o be certified as a bilingual teacher you must
demonstrate proficiency in whatever the underlying non-
English language is. If I'm a bilingual teacher and I have stu-
dents in my elementary school that speak [a number of lan-
guages...] and I'm only proficient in one language... So, there
is a built-in issue already that adds to the political culmina-
tion of what’s happening in the field...Special ed[ucation]
is no different. The problem is that right now the certifica-
tion is a comprehensive special ed[ucation] certification...
non-categorical. So...I could be hired to teach any special
ed[ucation] population. If you start categorizing and break-
ing down certifications into various discrete areas of train-
ing, you start limiting your pipeline [Gilda, Day 3]

This statement reflected how the representative ana-
lyzed the main specializations for teaching bilingual chil-
dren with disabilities (i.e., bilingual and special education)
as being “discrete” areas of training. She first raised the
problem of having to be proficient in the language to teach
bilingually (i.e., “to be certified as a bilingual teacher”), but
later, she situated the issue in English as a second language,
where children might be from different linguistic back-
grounds. This contrasts with bilingual education where all
children are learning the same two languages. While notic-
ing the political layer embedded in the resistance toward
bilingual education (i.e., “the political culmination of what’s
happening in the field”), Gilda connected what she felt was,
“a built-in issue” with the special education certification,
where teachers are prepared to address the needs of a wide
range of children with disabilities, even though these can
vary greatly. She described this certification as being non-
categorical at this moment, which she perceived as compa-
rable to the bilingual extension certification because of the
different languages that could be needed.

This excerpt hence was related to the outcome of the
larger activity (i.e., to prepare teachers for working with
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bilingual children with and without disabilities). The
representative also connected to the rules that govern
bilingual education in the state. Aspects of certification
can be interpreted as involving boundary crossing that
goes beyond the educational institutional level to en-
gage the State Department of Education, but it is also
infused with the intrapersonal boundary crossing deci-
sions prospective candidates would have to make.

Landmarks of Cross-Disciplinary

Programmatic Boundary Expressions

One instance where “crossing” was used as an expres-
sion of cross-disciplinary programmatic boundaries took
place on Day 2. Angela engaged in the following discus-
sion about expansion of, what she referred to as “our lo-
cal expertise”, that could expand the opportunities of
teacher candidates. She raised the possibility of bound-
ary crossing as follows,

Angela: Expansion of what we have, using what we
have, our local expertise to expand the opportunities for
teacher candidates

Berta: [B|ut also provide more in-depth learning for
our teacher candidates

Angela: And even for us, it would be acquiring ex-
pertise crossing our areas, some of us would be learning
about special ed[ucation], some of us will be learning
about bilingual ed[ucation] and TESOL, and others will
be learning about disorders

Harriet: All of us, we have this underlying social jus-
tice theme [at the university] ... To me that’s what binds
us all together. It’s our commitment to the kids in the
classroom, and each of us have seen [kids] who desper-
ately need well-trained special ed[ucation| teachers who
are also well trained in bilingual ed[ucation]...We come
with our different agendas, we come with our different
focuses, but...we do that dance...we’re walking down the
same path together

During this exchange, Angela used the term “cross-
ing” to indicate the boundaries between the different ar-
eas, or fields of study. She highlighted how each field has
a different “expertise” and how crossing areas of exper-
tise would be needed to prepare teachers for the inclu-
sive bilingual education classroom. She named the fields
of bilingual education, TESOL, and language disorders,
which were represented by the CL participants. The dif-
ferent fields have hence different artifacts and there is a
need to share these mostly at the interpersonal level. As
Angela highlighted the boundaries between fields, Har-
riet then reinforced the need to cross these boundaries.
She expressed how all the participants shared an “under-
lying social justice” commitment, and that while they all
had “different agendas” and “focuses”, they realize that
working together and crossing those boundaries was
needed to serve “the kids in the classroom”. In this way,
Harriet acknowledged the agency of the participants in
joining this boundary crossing CL, and the shared object
that brought them together. Harriet used the metaphors
“we do that dance” and “we’re walking down the same
path together”, both of which expressed the shared ob-
ject and commitment to cross boundaries for the sake of
education (“that’s why we are working together”).
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The term “barrier/s” was also used to directly refer
to cross-disciplinary programmatic boundaries. In one
instance when the term was used (Day 2), Patricia asked
participants, while showing the activity system triangu-
lar model, about the rules that had come up and these
Were some responses,

Angela: The university, you know, restrictions with
credits and do you want the undergraduate program or
the master’s program...?

Lorena: The cost of the students and the require-
ments

Patricia: And Robert yesterday mentioned also his
lack of faith in this process just because of the difficulty
working with interdisciplinary departments

Robert: The institutional barriers

This exchange started out discussing teacher certifi-
cation boundaries. It then shifted onto cross-disciplinary
programmatic boundaries as Robert, a professor of com-
munication disorders, used the word “barriers” in plural
to summarize aspects of the organization within the in-
stitution as establishing a boundary between what could
be allowed, or not, in relation to engaging in interdisci-
plinary work across departments. This aspect, connected
to the activity’s rules, highlighted how the boundary
could not be easily addressed out of intrapersonal (i.e.,
personal choice and perceived opportunities), or even
interpersonal efforts (i.e., sharing of artifacts across pro-
grams) but rather it was an institutional level boundary
(i.e., university cost and requirements) to their efforts.

Landmarks of Paradigmatic Boundary

Expressions

The term “barrier” was also used to express a para-
digmatic boundary on Day 3, when Leslie, a professor of
special education, explained,

Leslie: So, bilingualism is highly valued and I think
here we've got this kind of politics where people are re-
ally schizophrenic about the whole dual language issue,
and that’s a real barrier [ Day 3, Leslie]

With these words, Leslie pointed out how the socio-
political context in the U.S. in relation to bilingual edu-
cation placed what she described as “a real barrier” to
expanding possibilities for inclusive bilingual education
teacher preparation. We interpreted this as an expres-
sion of a paradigmatic boundary at the sociopolitical lev-
el. This barrier engaged aspects of rules that limit high
quality bilingual education program growth, and the ob-
ject or motif of the participants for being in the activity.

Boundary expressions manifested paradigmatic
boundaries in relation to differences between approach-
es within areas such as TESOL and bilingual education.
For instance,

Patricia: And another discussion is the difference be-
tween TESOL and bilingual because they are [...situated
as| two separate fields

Elise: [They are kind of separate here...Unless you
are bilingual and you have training in a subject area, in
math for example, you can’t get certified in bilingual

Patricia: So, you made a very good point. In order
to... have a bilingual certification, one of the require-
ments that all the programs have is to fluently speak the
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other language, because you have to be ready to teach
content in both languages

Here Patricia and Elise discussed differences be-
tween the fields of TESOL and bilingual education (i.e.,
the need to be fluently bilingual).

In a separate expression of boundaries, the need to
cross between teacher preparation programs and actual
practice in the classroom was highlighted. For example,
one of the state representatives explained,

Gilda: So, we've got to address that, we've got to seek
input from the field and I think once you do, you are go-
ing to hear very clearly that they want training that re-
ally addresses what they are facing in the classroom...
The debate at the reform level in education right now
is if it does not add value to teacher’s skills, more impor-
tantly, it doesn’t add value to their content knowledge
and content pedagogy because there is no research-based
connection...I actually want to say...communication dis-
orders is missing from there and it really needs to be an
integrated part of these programs [Day 3, Gilda]

This excerpt raised the issue of the lack of communica-
tion (i.e., boundary) between practice and theory and the
need for university teaching to be highly practical. In a sense,
this was a call for sharing artifacts across institutional spaces
(ie., institutional level). Furthermore, Gilda highlighted
that there was a need for programs such as “communication
disorders” to also be “an integrated part” of the different
teacher preparation programs. This is important but fields
connected to disabilities, such as communication disorders,
have historically kept separate from bilingual education.

Epistemic Learning Actions
for Boundary Crossing

This section addresses the second research question:
What kinds of epistemic learning actions for productive
boundary crossing emerge in this context? This part is
based on the hybrid analytical approach illustrated in
fig. 1. Given its importance, the epistemic actions and
boundary crossing mechanisms hybrid is used to explain
the learning during boundary crossing efforts in refer-
ence to the first type of boundaries that surfaced discur-
sively (bilingual teacher preparation).

Learning in Relation to Bilingual Teacher

Preparation Boundaries

The word-based analysis revealed that the most fre-
quent terms of all excerpts that were coded as addressing
bilingual teacher preparation boundaries manifested areas
of participants’ interests that prompted expansive learn-
ing. The word frequency visualization is shown in fig. 3.

The visualization exposed five terms that appeared
more than 20 times in these excerpts: “Special education”
(35 times), “State” (30 times), “teachers” (30 times), “cer-
tification” (28 times), and “students” (21 times). Hence,
the themes that manifested through this visualization
focused on certification requirements at the State level
while aiming to attend to teachers’ and students’ needs.

There were two main epistemic actions from fig. 1 that
referred to teacher preparation during the CL. These were
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analyzing, which involves identification and (re)defining
of intersecting practices, and modeling, which involves
coordination (seeking means and procedures for diverse
practices to cooperate efficiently in distributed work) or
reflection (engaging in perspective making and taking).
The analysis showed how the progressively deeper explo-
ration of aspects of the boundary redirected the shared
object from aiming for a new program possibly leading to
multiple teaching certifications, to a practical approach
where the intended outcome was teacher candidates
learning about, and serving, bilingual children. The learn-
ing trajectory that took place during the meetings in the
context of teacher preparation boundary crossing mani-
fested through the participants’ actions. Several volitional
actions, which are illustrated next, aimed at modeling a
solution to the issue through coordination and reflection.
On Day 1, participants primarily engaged in analyzing
the programs they had where teacher candidates could al-
ready cross boundaries. The participants learned from one
another that they already had an undergraduate program
that allowed them to obtain a degree, along with elementary
special education certifications (i.e., the “collaborative” pro-
gram). However, adding the bilingual certification to that
program was situated as a complex issue (i.e., undergradu-
ates might not have enough time to take all the courses).
Angela followed up on this conversation explaining what
one of the State representatives had said during an initial
conversation with her. As she spoke, the analysis and begin-
ning of modeling took place as a form of an epistemic action
on the part of the professor from the reading program,
Angela: T talked to Gilda on the phone..and her
main concern is the literacy part, it’s reading. She said
[that] at the undergraduate level, [it was] impossible for
a teacher candidate...to have the three certifications, the
special ed[ucation], the elementary ed[ucation] and the

faculty development grant

various expertise area
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bilingual ed[ucation]..In her opinion..students don’t
have enough time and credits

Rachel: And graduate with the bachelor’s, you know? If
we could make the program such [...] that they graduate with
both the bachelor’s and the master’s, I...think that would be
better because they would be taking so many courses

In this excerpt, Rachel enacted the epistemic action of
“modeling” in response to the State representative’s con-
cerns expressed to Angela prior to the CL, by presenting a
possible way to address the issue of the many courses the
candidates would need to graduate with three certifica-
tions (analysis-identification): A joined collaboration for
a bachelor’s and master’s degree program.

On Day 2, similar boundary-related aspects around
certification were brought back. The participants took
additional volitional actions pointing to the need to
cross the boundary between the university, the schools,
and the Department of Education to find out if there in-
deed was a need for bilingual teachers with expertise on
teaching students with disabilities,

Ruby: [ A]re administrators [in schools] looking for this?

Elise: That’s the question, exactly. Do we want to
have teachers who are separately certified in bilingual
and special education, or do we want to have a merged
certificat[ion program]? And, if we want to have a
merged certificat[ion], then it totally makes sense to
have this interdisciplinary program

Here, Ruby and Elise used “identification” as they
suggested the need to cross and (re)define the bound-
ary separating university and school personnel. The
epistemic action of identification helped the participants
think about what could be more beneficial: A merged
certification program at the undergraduate or graduate
levels, or both. This was an important shift that changed
the direction of the activity. Initially, the group was fo-
cused on enacting across-fields boundary crossing mere-
ly through the addition of certifications or taking cours-
es separately and obtaining approval from the State.

As the conversation continued, more ideas were gen-
erated. For instance, Ruby, the Chair of the Special Edu-
cation and Reading Department, indicated that maybe
a graduate program (master’s degree) made most sense,

Ruby: I'm just seeing it at the master’s level because,
just like kids needing the foundation, a learner bridge,
teachers need to have a foundation in teaching, and I
think they get that in their pre-service programs, that’s
why I think this is a higher level [Ruby, Day 2].

With these words, Ruby situated learning to teach
as a process that takes years and that might even require
longer than the duration of an undergraduate program.

Furthermore, Robert, from the Communication Disorders
Department, also, in a modeling effort, explained that instead
of creating a program leading to a teaching certification, they
could create a program that grants a “certificate”. A certificate-
granting program focuses on providing pedagogical knowl-
edge but is less regulated by the Department of Education.

At this point, Ruth during Day 2, went back to the idea
of a master’s degree and raised the possibility to obtain
funds through a grant, “[for] the master’s type of program...
there might be grant money available”. With this proposal,
she engaged as part of the collective work in constructing a
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possible model of the new idea, which had been entertained
earlier in the CL, but adding the need to obtain grant sup-
port. This contribution added a level of analysis (epistemic
action) and through reflection (epistemic action of identi-
fication), participants tried to convince others about how
efficient a certificate program could be to work with people
in school districts (crossing boundaries).

While participants generated multiple programmatic
ideas on Day 2, the group kept going back to the need to
really find out from schools and administrators about what
they needed. Ideas to do this included Ruby’s suggestion
to “get some data from the State”, and Robert’s idea to
“send out a survey” to school administrators. Both agreed
on the survey being “what we need to pitch it to the next
level” [Ruth, Day 2]. These different actions pointed to
efforts to cooperate within and outside the university ef-
fectively, rather than just creating a program which might
not meet the needs in schools.

While the faculty generated several options to cross
boundaries, the issue of rules continued to be present. Since
the State collected data on schools and set the rules for cer-
tification, the representatives were perceived as an impor-
tant partner with whom they needed to cross boundaries.
The faculty questioned having to follow their rules,

Ruby: [W]e can'’t sit back and keep waiting for the
state to decide what they are going to make in terms of
certification rules. We are supposed to be the thinkers!

Harriet: I would like to present to the state that
there’s a body of people down here doing really excellent
work...Yes, we want your input, but we also have things
to tell you that we do well

With these words, the participants expressed the
need to take action to change things to accomplish their
object (i.e., better preparing teacher candidates for in-
clusive bilingual education). The statement “we want
your input, but we also have things to tell you that we
do well”, showed their identification of a boundary along
with the need to cross it and work together.

The ideas generated on Day 2 were reanalyzed as the
state representatives joined the group on Day 3. Bound-
aries was reestablished, but also renegotiated as they
together explored possibilities. The efforts described
within the teacher preparation boundaries, can be recog-
nized as a form of learning where multiple perspectives
and new ideas were developed.

Discussion and Implications

The data showed that three main boundaries were
discussed during the initial three sessions of this CL
in inclusive bilingual education (i.e., bilingual teacher
preparation, cross-disciplinary programmatic aspects,
and paradigmatic related boundaries). These boundaries
surfaced while discussing the rules and artifacts of the
shared activity of the participants.

In terms of the levels, while boundary crossing at the
intrapersonal level, and at the interpersonal level were
important, the need to engage multiple institutions (i.e.,
schools and university) was centered. In addition, the dis-
cussion manifested that there was a need to go beyond the
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institutional level to reach to policy makers and address
the sociopolitical resistance against bilingual education.
The second research question investigated the kinds
of epistemic learning actions for boundary crossing that
emerged. In the context of bilingual teacher preparation
boundaries, the participants engaged primarily in ana-
lyzing their existing comprehensive programs. However,
they also embraced modeling new options. Through vo-
litional actions, the participants realized that their object
was to engage in inter-disciplinary work, but they could
not do that unless they created a “merged” program.
Research supports this need to create merged programs
where courses and clinical experiences in classrooms focus
on the intersection of bilingualism and disabilities, rather
than providing candidates with separate experiences [11].
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IIporpaMMbl TIOJTOTOBKU yYUTEJIEll TOTOBST CIEUAIICTOB JUGO [UIsl OUIMHTBATILHOTO 00pazoBaHust (aH-
IIMHCKII KaK BTOPOIT A3BIK), JIHO0 JUIS CIEIMATILHOTO 00Pa3oBaHust — JTO JIBA OTACTbHBIX HATIPABICHUS TIe-
narornyeckoil crerpanuzaiy. CooTBeTCTBEHHO, KOV BO3HUKACT HEOOXOAUMOCTD 06yanb OWTMHTBATTBHBIX
nereit ¢ OB3, 910 craHOBUTCS TPYIHOI 3aaueii Auist yuntesst. B HacTosiiee BpeMst CylIecTByeT 00beKTHBHAsS
HO0TPeGHOCTD B IIPEOI0JIEHUH STUX MPAHUIL] CHIEIUATIU3AIMH, B 00beMHEHN I 00J1aCTel TTe[arornuecKoi aKcIep-
THU3bI ¥ B TAKOM TIOJIFOTOBKE YYUTEIEl, KOTOpast I03BOJIsiia Obl UM YYUTHIBATh YHUKAILHOCTD KasK[0TO peOeHKa.
B orBet Ha Takoli 3a11poc rpyIna uccseoBaresieil opraHusosasa taboparopuio usmenenuii (change laboratory)
coBMecTHO ¢ 14 podeccopamu u 2 koncyJbranTamu u3 [ocyapeTBeHHoro enapraMenTa obpasosarust. B xoze
PaboThI TaGOPATOPUH H3YYaIaCh BHIPAKEHHOCTh TPAHMUIL M XapaKTeP UX B3AUMOCBSI3H C JIEITEJILHOCTBIO B Goiee
pokoM riare. Takke B hokyce BHUMAHMS GBI ITPOIIECC HAYYEHNSI, COIY TCTBYIONIMET YCHIIHSIM TI0 TIPEOJI0Jie-
HUIO TpaHull, ['paHuibl ObLIK BbIjIeJIeHbI BOKPYT 00JIaCTel, CBI3aHHBIX C MOATOTOBKON yuuTeseil iyist OUImHT-
BaJIbHOTI'O IIPENo/laBaHusd, a TaKKe C KPOCC-AUCTHUIIIMHAPHBIMU ITPOTPAaMMHBIMU U ITaPA/IMTMATUYECKUMU aClIeK-
Tamu. HecMOTpst Ha B&XKHOCTB [TPEOIOJIEH YIS TPAHUI] HA BHY TPHJIMYHOCTHOM M MESKJIMYHOCTHOM YPOBHSIX, ObLiIa
HPUIETBHO ONpezieieHa HeoOXOMMOCTb BOBJIEYDb B TIPOIECC PA3INYHble OPraHU3al[ii 1 HHCTUTYTHL. B Xoz1e
JIMCKYCCUU YY9aCTHUKAME TaKyKe ObLJIO sICHO ¢(hOPMYITHPOBAHO, YTO TIOATOTOBKA YUHUTEJIEH /UIsI MHKIIO3UBHOTO
GUJIMHTBATLHOTO 0OPA30BAHIsT CTAHET BO3MOYKHA TOJIBKO B TOM CJIYYae, eCJIN YIACTCST BBITH 32 PAMKH HHCTUTY-
IIMOHAJIBHOTO BSaI/IMOI[eI‘/)ICTBI/Iﬂ " HaJIAIUTb KOHTAKT C TEMU, KTO OIIpeaCIACT O6H_[eCTBeHHyIO IIOBECTKY, ‘lTO6bI
TIIEPEJIOMUTDH CYHIECTBYIOIIEE COLMOITOJINTUYECKOE COIIPOTUBJIEHUE B OTHOIIEHWI 6I/IJII/IHI’B3JH)HOFO O6y‘ieﬁl/l$l.
Ha nporsixenyn Beeil paboThl 1aGOPaTOPHU YYaCTHUKY OCYIIECTBIISUIN [I03HABATELHbIE IEUCTBYS, CBSI3aHHBIE
MPENMYIIECTBEHHO C aHATM30M M MOJIETUPOBaHIEeM. Yepe3 CBOM MPOM3BOJIbHBIE IEHCTBHS YIACTHUKI CMOTJIT
OTKPBITH 11s cebst (T. €. 0CO3HATh) OOHOBJIEHHBII 0OBEKT JiesiTenbHOCTH. [lanHast paboTa MOo3BOJISIET JIydlIiie T10-
HSITh, KAKM 00Pa3oM MOKHO JIEJIUTD APYT € APYTOM OTBETCTBEHHOCTH B 0GPA30BAHMM, MCTIOIB3YSI B KAUeCTBE
UHCTPYMEHTA TIPEOIOJIEHUE TPAHUI] MEKILY CIICI[UATICTAME U3 CMEKHBIX 00JIaCTel.

Knrouesvte cnosa: IIpeojioJieHne rpaiHuil, MHKJIIO3NUBHOE OWJIMHTBAIbHOE O6paSOBaHI/Ie, negarormnye-
CKOe O6p3.30B3.HI/Ie, BbICIIIEE O6paBOBaHI/Ie.
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[OsxHOTO KOoHHexTnkyTa, ox pykoBogctBoM Ankenst Jlomec-Bemackee m Maiikia Andano, 2013.
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