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Abstract: This narrative inquiry uses pedagogic discourse theory and organization theory to 
frame pre-service teacher education and in-service professional development initiatives in a 
school district facing tensions related to the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. Implications 
for similar future initiatives are considered.  
Keywords: narrative inquiry; pre-service teacher education; in-service teacher education; 
elementary education. 
 
El potencial transformador de ampliadores de fronteras: una investigación narrativa 
sobre formación docente y desarrollo profesional en el contexto influenciado por la 
ley NCLB. 
Resumen: Esta investigación narrativa utiliza la teoría del discurso pedagógico y teoría de 
la organización para comprender la formación docente de pregrado y en servicio de  las 
iniciativas de desarrollo profesional en un distrito escolar influenciado por las tensiones 
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relacionadas con la ley NCLB de 2001. Se consideran las implicaciones para futuras 
iniciativas similares.  
Palabras clave: investigación narrativa; formación docente de pregrado; ormación 
docente en servicio; educación primaria 
 
O potencial transformador das chaves de fronteira: a investigação narrativa sobre a 
formação de professores e desenvolvimento profissional no contexto influenciado 
por NCLB. 
Resumo: Esta pesquisa usa a teoria narrativa do discurso pedagógico e a teoria da 
organização para compreender a formação docente a nível de graduação e em serviço das 
iniciativas de desenvolvimento profissional em um distrito escolar influenciados por 
tensões relacionadas com NCLB 2001. O trabalho considera as implicações para iniciativas 
semelhantes no futuro. 
Palavras-chave: pesquisa narrativa; formação docente;  formação docente em serviço; 
educação básica. 

Introduction1 

The literature on teacher education in the United States historically has noted tensions 
between teacher education programs and the realities faced by teachers in K-12 schools. Many have 
noted the theory-practice gap that exists in teacher preparation programs, the disconnect between 
coursework and field experience, and the often conflicting views held by teacher education faculty 
and partnering school districts as to what constitutes good teaching and skilled practice (Darling-
Hammond, 2006; Zeichner, 2010). These tensions have been exacerbated by districts’ and schools’ 
overarching concern with test scores in response to the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 
(Brown, 2010; NCLB, 2002). 

While the intent of NCLB has been to close the achievement gap, a presumably unintended 
consequence has been to increase the mismatch between teacher education and the public schools 
attended by arguably some of the nation’s most disadvantaged students—children from 
impoverished communities where English is not the primary language. 

In such a context, this narrative stories the tension between our work as teacher educators 
and the real pressures and messages that teachers with whom we work receive about what and how 
to teach based on prescriptions made in response to NCLB. As we reflect on our work with teachers 
in the context of NCLB, we consider our choices, challenges, apparent successes, and ways to 
improve similar future efforts. We close by examining potential positive changes in the landscape of 
schools and teacher education, as external forces other than NCLB come into view. 

                                                
1We thank the editors and the anonymous reviewers for their helpful comments on an earlier draft. 
Above all, we thank the dedicated District teachers who have worked so collaboratively with us. We look 
forward to continuing to span boundaries with them. 
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Literature Review 

Framing the Inquiry as Pedagogic Discourse 

In Brian Barrett’s (2009) article entitled No Child Left Behind and the Assault on Teachers’ 
Professional Practices and Identities, he uses Basil Bernstein’s (2000) conceptualization of pedagogic 
discourse to frame NCLB within the historical context of US education reform. With NCLB, the US 
for the first time has implemented a performance model of education reform, which emphasizes 
standards, accountability, and marketization—through, for example, charters and other schools of 
choice, such as magnet schools. While in earlier reform efforts in the US, teachers and other actors 
in the pedagogic recontextualizing field (PRF) had an appreciable degree of autonomy, the new 
performance model of reform, that is NCLB, significantly constrains the PRF, taking away the status 
and agency of those within it. Instead the state and its agents, acting in the official recontextualizing 
field (ORF), make all key decisions, including what to teach (standards-based curriculum), how to 
teach it (teacher-centered, sometimes scripted pedagogies), and how much time to spend teaching it 
(pacing guides). In earlier reform efforts, e.g., in response to A Nation at Risk (United States 
National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983) teachers, operating in the PRF, made more 
of those key decisions. Not only have teachers lost much of their agency under the 
NCLB/performance model, their compliance with prescribed curriculum, methods, and pace are 
subject to monitoring by ORF agents, for example, during walk-throughs by site or district 
administrators (Pease-Alvarez & Samway, 2008). 

Framing the Inquiry as Boundary Spanning 

The concept of an organization structure that exists in an environment (Aldrich & Herker, 
1977) can be informative when considering how districts and schools respond to the tensions that 
accompany NCLB. At one extreme, referred to as the natural selection model, dominant 
environmental forces constrain organizational behavior; at the other—the strategic choice or 
resource dependence model, organizational administrators play an active role in shaping outcomes. 
A middle range exists between those two extremes. 

Interpreted through the lens of organization structure, schools, districts, and offices of 
education at the county and state levels are organizations, and particularly in “low-performing” 
settings, NCLB is currently a prominent feature of the environment. So-called low performing 
districts and schools often seem to fit the natural selection model, in that dominant NCLB-related 
forces constrain their behavior as organizations. On the other end of the continuum, higher 
performing schools and districts often act with greater levels of autonomy, more in keeping with the 
strategic choice model. 

Continuing within the concept of organization structure, a boundary simply allows for a 
distinction to be drawn between one organization and another. Within a given organization, there 
are boundary roles that link the organizational structure to environmental elements. One of the 
functions of those in boundary roles is to process information that comes to the organization from 
the environment (Aldrich & Herker, 1977). Researchers studying school-university partnerships 
(Stevens, 1999) and professional development schools (Many, Fisher, Ogletree, & Taylor, 2012) have 
explored the concept of boundary spanning, often characterizing school and university personnel 
who engage in such work as being in boundary spanning roles, in that they operate to an extent in 
both the school and university organizations. District- and site-level administrators are in boundary 
roles, and some may choose to act as boundary spanners. Whether in the context of NCLB and/or 
that of school-university partnership, teachers also can span boundaries. 
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Environmental Constraints: NCLB-related Tensions in Teachers’ Practice 

Other researchers also have noted tensions in teachers’ practice that stem from NCLB-
related phenomena. For example, faced with the extreme pressure of sanctions if their pupils do not 
perform well enough on standardized tests to meet NCLB-mandated Adequate Yearly Progress 
(AYP) criteria, teachers report emphasizing material that they believe will be tested and teaching to 
the test, including teaching test-taking skills and modeling the format in which test items will appear. 
Both the teach-to-the-test phenomenon and a more skills-based curriculum are more prevalent in 
schools and districts attended by students of color and those from low-income backgrounds 
(Darling-Hammond, 2007). Indeed, the schooling scenario under NCLB starkly exemplifies what 
Haberman (2003) for many years has referred to as the pedagogy of poverty and what Anyon (1981) 
found over 30 years ago in working-class schools. Linked with the teaching-to-the-test phenomenon 
is the tendency to narrow the curriculum, which results in English language arts and math displacing 
instructional time that in the past featured science, social studies, art, music, and so forth (Au, 2007). 
A presumably unintended consequence of NCLB’s high-stakes accountability system is the practice 
at the district and site level of encouraging teachers to focus their instructional efforts on students 
that test just below proficient rather than on those who are far below basic (Desimone, 2013). The 
perverse rationale for that practice is that, because the percent of a school’s students testing at 
proficient determines whether or not it has met its accountability goal, helping students who already 
are close to the achievement target is the most efficient path to raising the percent proficient, even at 
the expense of those in greater need of help. 

Perhaps in part due to this phenomenon National Assessment of Educational Progress 
(NAEP) data from students who have been educated in the age of NCLB do not show any 
significant progress toward narrowing the achievement gap (Nichols, Glass, & Berliner, 2012). 
Rather than eliminating the achievement gap and inequities in learning opportunities for low-income 
and cultural and linguistic minority students, as evidenced by the practices noted above, inequitable 
learning outcomes and opportunities too often are perpetuated or exacerbated by responses to 
NCLB-related tensions. Moreover, a decline in instructional quality during the age of NCLB has 
been noted (Valli & Buese, 2007). 

Pockets of Resistance 

In spite of or perhaps in response to the tension and curtailed teacher autonomy that have 
pervaded schools in the context of NCLB, some practitioners have chosen a path of resistance. 
Unlike the instructional programs that teachers often are mandated to implement under NCLB, their 
resistance has not been a one-size-fits-all manifestation. While some teachers have adhered closely to 
their school’s prescribed curriculum, others’ fidelity of implementation has varied, and some have 
entirely abandoned it. Interestingly, in each of those three approaches—to comply, chart a middle 
course through accommodation, or fully resist—teachers have based their decisions on their 
perception of students’ learning needs (Pease-Alvarez & Samway, 2008). Other researchers have 
found that teachers’ professional principles are the roots of their resistance to district-mandated 
instructional policies (Achinstein & Ogawa, 2006). 

Our Inquiry 

Methods 

We explore those issues through a continuing narrative inquiry (Connelly & Clandinin, 1990) 
related to our pre-service and in-service teacher educator experiences with a district in Program 
Improvement, according to NCLB (2002) criteria. Our inquiry focuses on two main questions:  
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1. What are the key choices, challenges, and apparent successes, if any, that occur in 
our pre-service teacher preparation and in-service professional development 
efforts with a particular school district? 

2. What can we learn from our experience in those two areas that might lead to 
greater mutual benefit in our future pre-service and in-service efforts? 

By focusing our narrative inquiry on those two questions, we engage in one of the things 
that we teach our candidates in the teacher preparation program, namely, how to conduct a cycle of 
inquiry, consisting of planning, action, assessment, reflection, and subsequent planning (Olsen & 
Jaramillo, 1999). 
Data Collection 

Data sources are comprised of our field records (for example, field notes, including 
notes from informal interviews; teacher candidate and student work samples; supervisors’ 
observation notes; notes from informal interviews; and the like), which we have collected 
through participant observation. Teachers who participated in the professional development 
initiative under study completed surveys including both Likert-scale and open-ended items, with 
a subsample completing follow-up structured interviews. Of the 32 participating teachers, 17 
completed both the initial and follow-up surveys, a response rate of about 53 percent. 
Data Analysis 

We have categorized and coded open-ended survey responses and established inter-rater 
reliability at 90 percent. We have categorized and coded all other data and shared our impressions of 
them with other inquiry participants, to learn from their perspectives on our initial interpretations, 
which we will continue to refine throughout this ongoing inquiry (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007). 
Limitations 

We caution against attempting to generalize from our experiences as narrated below; we 
did not conduct our efforts intending to arrive at generalizable or scalable outcomes. Our stories 
include anecdotal data from idiosyncratic events. We recognize the limitations of our sample, 
both in terms of size and potential bias, both from our simultaneous roles as researchers and 
instructors/supervisors/professional developers, which disequilibrated our relationship with the 
participants, and because it is more likely that teachers who used the strategies from our PD 
workshops would respond to our follow-up surveys than those who did not. Given those 
limitations, we make no attempt to generalize our findings or assume that our sample of 
respondents reflects the views of the total population of participants. Nevertheless, we imagine 
that readers who are engaged in work like ours in a similar context may find aspects of our 
experiences that inform theirs. 

Teacher Education Program Context 

This inquiry explores our work as teacher educators at one of the San Francisco Bay area’s 
California State University campuses, which we refer to as CSU. The CSU service area contains 
many school districts with demographic profiles that include students that NCLB has intended to 
help, for example, those from economically impoverished households and/or homes in which 
English is not the primary language (NCLB, 2002). Given that the CSU vision and mission include 
enhancing educational quality for culturally diverse students, such as those outside of the 
socioeconomic and linguistic mainstream, the CSU multiple subject credential program (MSCP) 
seeks to place teacher candidates in schools with diverse student bodies. Because CSU also values 
equity and access to quality education, the MSCP ensures that candidates spend at least one of their 
two practicum semesters in a Title I school. Moreover, CSU is accredited by the National Council 
for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE), which requires that candidates work with diverse 
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student populations (NCATE, 2013). Others have noted the importance in fieldwork of having 
candidates work with English language learners (Ladson-Billings, 1999; Lucas, Villegas, & Freedson-
Gonzalez, 2008). 

Many of the Title I schools in the CSU service area are at risk of NCLB-related sanctions 
because of low test scores. In response to that pressure, as noted above, it is not atypical for districts 
to adopt prescribed, standards-aligned curricula and implement strict pacing guides, which are 
intended to systematically move teachers and their students through the required curriculum before 
testing (Barrett, 2009). Indeed, those practices were put in place by many of the districts in the CSU 
service area. One of those districts, which we will refer to pseudonymously as the District, has a 
working relationship with the MSCP that pre-dates NCLB. Since the passage of NCLB, the District 
has continued to partner with CSU and engage specifically with the MSCP and its faculty on teacher 
preparation and professional development initiatives. In relating this narrative inquiry (Connelly & 
Clandinin, 1990), we reflect on the progression of those initiatives over the last several years, 
considering choices, challenges, successes, key components, and next steps, while acknowledging the 
enveloping tension related to NCLB. 

District Context 

If one drives on the freeway or surface streets in almost any direction away from the 
downtown area of the city in which CSU is located, one encounters strip malls with multilingual 
signage, detached homes, and some apartment buildings lining flat, wide streets. Such is the setting 
of the District, which serves K-8 students. Considered large (1501+ ADA) as an elementary district 
(Weston, 2010), it includes charter, magnet, and neighborhood schools of various sizes and grade 
configurations—elementary, middle, and K-8. In the 2011-2012 academic year, Latino students 
accounted for about 60 percent of the District’s enrollment, 30 percent of which was Asian, with the 
remaining 10 percent consisting of students identified as Filipino, African American, White, or some 
other ethnicity. Over three-fourths of the District’s students qualified for free or reduced-price 
meals, and over half were designated as English Learners (ELs). In English language arts, almost 
four-fifths of the District’s students tested at or above proficient on the statewide, standardized test, 
and a comparable proportion tested at that level in math. However, because the African American, 
Filipino, Latino, Socioeconomically Disadvantaged, English Learners, and Students with Disabilities 
subgroups did not meet NCLB-related adequate yearly progress (AYP) criteria in English language 
arts or math—that is, only the Asian and White subgroups did—the District did not meet its AYP 
criteria and is in Program Improvement (PI) (California Department of Education, 2013). 

In response to the pressure to meet NCLB AYP targets, the District has made some choices 
that also have been made in other similar districts. For example, the District has adopted a 
prescribed, standards-aligned literacy curriculum and implements strict pacing guides for English 
language arts and math. Teacher-centered pedagogies predominate, and the District’s identification 
of “power standards,” which have been identified based on the number of released test items related 
to a given standard, further serves to narrow the curriculum and enable the phenomenon of teaching 
to the test (Darling-Hammond, 2007). Pressure to raise test scores has spawned the practice at the 
district and, to varying degrees, site levels of encouraging teachers to focus instructional efforts on 
students just below the proficient level, even if it means paying less attention to struggling students. 

Choosing to Accommodate: Compromising on Curriculum and Pedagogy 

As a result of the District’s curricular and pedagogical responses to NCLB-related tensions, 
the MSCP faced a choice somewhere between the extremes of (1) curricular recalcitrance, that is, 
refusing to address the mismatch between the respective institutions’ enacted visions of teaching and 
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learning and (2) adjusting the MSCP curriculum to focus on preparing candidates solely to use 
pacing guides and prescribed curriculum materials. While certain MSCP faculty maintained the 
stance of not partnering with institutions that were not willing to engage in workshop teaching in 
literacy (Calkins, 1994; Forseth, 2002) or take the time needed to teach for deep conceptual 
understanding in math, others—ourselves included—chose to pursue a course of compromise. 
While not endorsing the District’s curricular and pedagogical choices, we tried to accommodate the 
NCLB-impacted realities of partner teachers, who serve as mentors to MSCP teacher candidates 
and/or have participated in our professional development initiative. 

In the following sections we share stories of our teacher preparation and professional 
development efforts with the District, focusing on challenges and apparent successes. Related to 
those pre-service and in-service initiatives, we consider the approaches that the partners have taken, 
at times succumbing to, mitigating, or resisting the tensions associated with the NCLB-impacted 
context in which our work is situated.  

Example 1: Pre-service Teacher Preparation 

Challenges 
The teacher candidate’s field placement is perhaps the context in which the tension between 

the NCLB-influenced District’s schools and the CSU multiple subject credential program (MSCP) is 
most acute. From the candidates’ earliest experiences in their placement classrooms, they frequently 
comment to CSU instructors and field supervisors that their mentor teachers often do not teach in 
the ways that the candidates have been learning about in their methods courses in the MSCP. For 
example, in their language arts methods class, candidates learn to conduct read-alouds with 
children’s books and facilitate reading and writing workshops. On the other hand, in candidates’ 
placement classrooms, they typically observe their mentor teaching reading with decodable books 
and relying heavily on worksheets that focus on isolated aspects of language. Candidates are asked to 
use those same curriculum materials for their practice teaching. The level of tension and mismatch 
that a given candidate experiences tends to vary directly with her or his mentor’s fidelity of 
implementation of the District’s pacing guide and prescribed curriculum. 
Apparent Successes 

Candidates who are placed with a mentor who is a more recent graduate (within the last 5-7 
years) of the MSCP perceive less of a mismatch between their field experience and what they learn 
in their methods courses. Because these mentors have experienced a very similar MSCP curriculum, 
they have a vision of teaching and learning that tends to closely resemble that of their candidates. 
Moreover, the mentors who are recent MSCP graduates already have a relationship with some of the 
field supervisors. That relational knowing (Gallego, Hollingsworth, & Whitenack, 2001) facilitates 
more open communication among the mentor, the candidate, and the supervisor, which can 
enhance the learning of all three. 

For example, one of the narrators of this inquiry recently served as the supervisor of a 
candidate who was placed in the Gr. 1 classroom of a mentor who several years earlier had been a 
student in the supervisor’s course on meeting the needs of English learners. While this mentor 
adheres to the District’s prescribed curriculum, she also regularly engages her students in Writer’s 
Workshop (Calkins, 1994). One of the candidate’s lessons that the supervisor observed was on the 
short i. As the core of the lesson, the candidate used the prescribed ELA curriculum, which featured 
a decodable, contrived poem about a penguin and an igloo. During their post-observation 
conference, the supervisor, the candidate, and the mentor talked about how the students might have 
been more engaged by a read-aloud of The Itsy, Bitsy Spider (Trapani, 1993), a children’s book with a 
coherent, familiar narrative and in which the short i sound occurs repeatedly and naturally. The 
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candidate taught a follow-up lesson using The Itsy, Bitsy Spider, which the supervisor also used for a 
demonstration lesson in a course on English learners, bringing an example from the field into the 
university classroom. Finally, in a subsequent semester, the mentor, by then working with another 
candidate, suggested using a read-aloud of a children’s book as the foundation for the candidate’s 
lesson on oa words that make the long o sound. The candidate searched the local public library and 
selected Scapegoat (Hale, 2011), a grade-appropriate children’s book that highlights the targeted oa 
words. Reflecting on the lesson for an assignment in the supervisor’s practicum course, the 
candidate wrote:  

I believe that using a real text (vs. a decodable book) was the key to the success of 
this lesson. The students enjoyed reading Scapegoat. The humor, plot, characters, and 
rhyme pulled students in. The vocabulary was appropriate for the academic level of 
the class and for the many ELLs. (Excerpt from a teacher candidate’s paper, in 
which she reflects on a lesson that she has taught in her Gr. 1 placement classroom.) 

In sum, the candidate, the mentor, and the university instructor/supervisor all enhanced their 
respective practice through their shared experience in the mentor’s field placement classroom. 

Similar to the above vignette, another mentor in the District is also a CSU graduate who 
engages her Gr. 2 students in Writer’s Workshop. Her principal, with whom one of the narrators has 
worked on another professional development initiative between the District and CSU, wants all of 
the school’s teachers to have professional development in Writer’s Workshop so that they can 
implement it throughout the school next year. That is another case of a teacher, if not transgressing 
(hooks, 1994), resisting the District’s NCLB-influenced norms of teacher-centered instruction using 
a prescribed curriculum, by choosing to use a more authentic, student-centered approach. It also 
highlights the role of a supportive principal, one who is willing to allow a teacher to make 
pedagogical explorations outside of the institutionally established boundaries (Barth, 1990). 
Through the Lenses of Pedagogic Discourse and Boundary Spanning 

 We now consider aspects of the above vignettes that apparently contributed to boundary 
spanning activities that strengthened the agency of those acting in the pedagogical reconceptualizing 
field. Because the mentor graduated from the MSCP, she understood what the candidates were 
learning in their program and was able to help them mediate the tension in the mismatch between 
the curriculum of the MSCP and the NCLB-influenced reality of the District. Although the mentor 
complied in using the district-adopted curriculum, her Gr. 1 students also regularly participated in 
Writer’s Workshop. Although that is not a school or district-wide practice, the mentor’s principal 
supported her efforts, and the District at least indirectly acknowledged them by recently recognizing 
the mentor as its Teacher of the Year. Both the principal’s support and the District’s recognition 
constitute boundary spanning by administrators that strengthened the agency of the teacher, who 
was acting in the pedagogical reconceptualizing field. 

Example 2: In-service Professional Development 

Challenges 
In spite of what often appeared to be a mismatch between CSU courses and the District’s 

curriculum and instruction, the District’s administration asked us to provide professional 
development (PD) in mathematics with an emphasis on developing English learners’ content-
specific academic language. Supported by a small, private grant—the District had no PD funds after 
the 2008 economic crisis—we began to collaborate with District personnel to plan the PD. NCLB-
related tensions and our modest budget quickly surfaced as factors that shaped what could be 
accomplished. District leaders expressed concern that if teachers missed class to participate in PD 
prior to spring testing, their students would not receive the necessary instruction on all of the topics 
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covered on the standardized tests. As a consequence, we scheduled the PD for late in the school 
year, after testing, effectively eliminating the possibility that the PD would impact student learning 
before testing, and precluding our ability to align the content with topics teachers were currently 
teaching. Our budget allowed for one single full-day workshop for teachers in each of three grade-
level bands, Grades 3-4, 5-6, and 7-8 respectively. There was no budget for follow-up lesson 
planning, classroom observations, or coaching. While abundant research attests to the importance of 
sustained PD (at least 30 hours) with structured follow-up (Guskey & Yoon, 2009), this project 
lacked both of those elements. We again faced a choice: Engage with the District to provide much-
needed PD, or retreat, recognizing that a one-day workshop had little chance of making a 
discernable impact on student learning. 

We chose to proceed, embracing an uncomfortable compromise, yet believing that all parties 
would learn. For each grade-level band, we choose one key topic: fractions for Grades 3-4, rational 
numbers (fractions, decimals and percents) for Grades 5-6, and linear functions for Grades 7-8. To 
help teachers balance the competing demands of content coverage versus conceptual understanding, 
we modeled two kinds of lessons. The first, called “lead-in lessons” because they served to introduce 
specific pages in the district-adopted textbook, provided brief, highly engaging lessons using 
manipulatives. The second, called “referent lessons,” were longer, problem-solving lessons and 
designed to explore foundational concepts to the topic under study. 

To develop students’ academic language related to mathematics, we selected language 
strategies (Echevarría, Vogt, & Short, 2010; Vogt & Echevarría, 2008) that could be linked easily to 
mathematics content and embedded in the direct-instruction lesson format mandated by the district. 
The strategies included (1) related content and language objectives, (2) teaching vocabulary in 
context, (3) pair shares, and (4) structured sentence frames. Those pedagogical strategies focused on 
helping teachers model and explicitly teach language structures and provided students with 
opportunities to develop and practice using academic content language. 
Apparent Successes and Additional Challenges 

Although the design of our professional development (PD) was suboptimal, as explained 
above, there were some apparent successes. Teachers who participated in our PD workshops 
reported using the presented strategies and lessons in their own classrooms. Moreover, participating 
teachers expressed confidence in using the strategies and in the potential of the strategies to benefit 
student learning. Teachers’ survey responses further indicated that they felt that embedding language 
development into mathematics instruction would enhance student learning. As one teacher noted, 
“It’s one of the few ways I’m able to successfully integrate math and language. It’s a scaffold for me 
and them.” 

However, as the year progressed, additional challenges related to NCLB emerged. Teachers 
struggled to implement the strategies and keep up with their pacing guides. As one teacher reflected, 
“Although the strategies presented were outstanding, I feel if I utilized every strategy, I would fall 
behind the pacing guide.”  That tension to maintain the curricular schedule increased with grade 
level, leading one middle school teacher to remark in exasperation, “The pacing guide went out the 
window when the kids arrived not knowing how to subtract.” 

Teachers’ responses also revealed that the more closely aligned our demonstration lessons 
were with teachers’ prescribed curriculum, the more likely they were to use the lesson, reflecting 
Hill’s (2007) conclusion that professional development should be linked to schools’ instructional 
goals and curriculum. In response to prompts on their ability to use the strategies and stay on 
schedule with their pacing guides, teachers expressed frustration with the required speed of 
instruction. However, they reacted differently. A few ignored the pacing guide; many attempted to 
compromise with it, exercising their judgment as to whether a concept required more time; and 
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some kept pace with it by moving through the curriculum in spite of evidence that their students did 
not understand. The teacher respondents who implemented strategies and lessons from the 
workshops reflected a continuum from compliance, accommodation or compromise, to principled 
resistance (Achinstein & Ogawa, 2006) as they attempted to integrate the workshop strategies into 
the schedule dictated by their pacing guide. 

Besides the apparent successes and additional challenges reported in the responses from PD-
participating teachers, upon reflection, we note other benefits related to the PD initiative. Preparing 
for the workshops forced us to face the same NCLB-related tension that our candidates and their 
mentors face in the field. We, too, struggled to design conceptually strong lessons using a textbook 
that was overly focused on procedural computation and a pacing guide that did not allow enough 
time to delve deeply into any topic. This experience informs our practice with pre-service candidates, 
in essence helping us span boundaries between the university and the schools. Another benefit of 
the PD is that many of the participating teachers now mentor our candidates. Their ability as 
mentors to integrate mathematics content and language development better enables them to model 
for candidates attempting to use those same integrated strategies (Waxman, Tellez, & Walberg, 
2006). Finally, the long-standing relationship between the District and CSU was strengthened. By 
deepening our working relationship with the District, we are in a better position to work together on 
future initiatives that might benefit students, teachers, and teacher candidates.  
Through the Lenses of Pedagogic Discourse and Boundary Spanning 

We now consider how the actions of boundary spanners in the above PD example may have 
impacted the agency of those acting in the pedagogical reconceptualizing field. By scheduling the PD 
workshops for late in the school year, the PD planners—namely, a small cadre of district 
administrators and ourselves—hampered the ability of participating teachers to provide more 
conceptually oriented, student-centered math instruction throughout the year. While that scheduling 
did not weaken the agency of the teachers in the pedagogical reconceptualizing field, it failed to take 
advantage of an opportunity to strengthen teachers’ agency. To the extent that teachers used the 
more conceptually oriented, student-centered strategies from the PD, those same PD planners also 
served to strengthen teachers’ agency in the pedagogical reconceptualizing field. Moreover, the fact 
that some of the teachers also serve as mentors to CSU candidates amplifies their agency. 

Necessary Conditions To Enhance Mutual Benefits 

We now reflect on the key choices, challenges, and apparent successes of our preservice 
teacher preparation and in-service professional development initiatives with the District to consider 
our second inquiry question: how to make our future joint efforts more mutually beneficial, even 
amidst the potentially continuing tension of NCLB. At the preservice level, we need to further close 
the gap between teaching strategies learned in methods classes and those commonly used in 
placement classes. In the first example, university supervisor/instructors worked together with 
mentor teachers to develop ways to use the prescribed curriculum as a resource, not the sole source, 
and augmenting with more student-centered strategies, such as reading and writing workshops. That 
kind of collaboration will occur best in the context of a formalized, funded partnership initiative 
between CSU and the District. Such a partnership initiative also will strengthen any professional 
development initiatives that CSU and the District undertake. Future initiatives need to reflect 
agreement between CSU and the District that the professional development should be sustained and 
include classroom follow-up (Guskey & Yoon, 2009; Yoon, Duncan, Lee, Scarloss, & Shapley, 
2007). 
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Discussion and Implications 

We locate the above-storied District and CSU agents’ actions related to NCLB 
manifestations on a compliance-accommodation-resistance continuum. For example, the use of 
conceptually oriented or student-centered pedagogies, such as Writer’s Workshop, resists the 
NCLB-related pressure to use teacher-centered pedagogies and prescribed curriculum. Both CSU 
teacher educators and District teachers practiced those forms of resistance. Accommodation 
occurred when prescribed curriculum was adapted and used in instruction that was more 
conceptually oriented and student-centered. Perhaps the starkest example of compliance was the 
scheduling of the PD to occur after the standardized testing window had closed.  

When looked at through the lens of Bernstein’s (2000) notion of pedagogic discourse, 
District and CSU agents’ actions to accommodate and, especially, resist NCLB-related 
manifestations, such as the curriculum pacing guides and decodable texts, place decisions about key 
contested components of the performance model of pedagogic discourse back into the pedagogic 
recontextualizing field—the realm of teachers, teacher educators, and administrators supportive of 
their work. In particular, District and CSU agents that spanned traditional boundaries between 
teacher education and classroom instruction—the supervisors, mentor teacher, and PD participants 
from both institutions—took actions that resisted NCLB-related manifestations. At least in our 
continuing inquiry, boundary spanners have increased the decision-making power of those in the 
pedagogic recontextualizing field. 

While boundary spanners in our experience and others’ (e.g., Barrett, 2009) have reclaimed 
some curricular and pedagogical autonomy from the state and its agents in the official 
recontextualizing field, work remains in order to change the performance-model discourse about 
assessment and accountability. Until further notice, standardized test results remain, at least in the 
performance-model discourse, the potent currency in valuing students’ learning. To alter that 
discourse, for actors in the pedagogic recontextualizing field to reclaim decisions related to 
assessment and accountability, we teacher educators, teachers, and supportive administrators—“the 
guards of the system,” to borrow from Zinn (1980/1999, p. 649)—need to develop alternative ways 
of assessing student success and persuasively disseminating results to stakeholders and policymakers.  

The advent of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS, 2012) could help to facilitate such 
changes in curriculum, pedagogy, and assessment; and in so doing, increase the potential power of 
boundary spanners. The CCSS demand a more integrated approach to instruction by explicitly 
addressing literacy across subject areas. The mathematical practices outlined in the standards will 
require students to more deeply engage in the discipline, with a focus on a connected and coherent 
understanding of mathematical ideas. It seems likely that assessment related to the CCSS, once 
released, similarly will necessitate a less compartmentalized, deeper curriculum and less teacher-
centered pedagogy at the classroom level. In teacher education programs, the CCSS could motivate 
greater use of approaches that integrate language and literacy development in all subject areas. All of 
the above could ameliorate some of the NCLB-related tensions that have overshadowed educational 
efforts, particularly in schools that serve low-income students and English learners. 

Increased collaboration between teacher education programs and the schools and districts in 
their respective service areas also could enhance the role of boundary spanners and further 
ameliorate NCLB-related tensions, and momentum seems to be gathering for an increase in such 
partnership activities. For example, a number of teacher education programs are implementing the 
co-teaching model (Nevin, Thousand, and Villa, 2009). Additionally, influential reports and 
researchers have called for making teacher education more clinically based (CAEP, 2013; NCATE, 
2010; Zeichner, 2010). Co-teaching, clinically based teacher education, and related efforts could 
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allow teacher education to build upon past and ongoing partnership models, such as professional 
development schools (Teitel, 2003). Such efforts would follow Linda Darling-Hammond’s (2006) 
contention that “the enterprise of teacher education must venture out further and further from the 
university and engage ever more closely with schools in a mutual transformation agenda, with all of 
the struggle and messiness that implies” (p. 3). We close this chapter of our narrative inquiry noting 
hopefully those potential shifts in teacher education and K-12 realities that could alleviate some of 
the tensions brought on by NCLB and better enable us to pursue such a mutual transformation 
agenda, with the goal of enhancing educational opportunities and outcomes for all members of 
partnership learning communities—providers and pupils—particularly students with the greatest 
needs. 

References 

Achinstein, B., & Ogawa, R. T. (2006). (In)fidelity: What the resistance of new teachers reveals about 
professional principles and prescriptive educational policies. Harvard Educational Review, 76(1), 
30-63, 130. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.libaccess.sjlibrary.org/docview/212261339?accountid=10361  

Aldrich, H., & Herker, D. (1977). Boundary spanning roles and organization structure. Academy of 
Management Review, 2(2), 217-230. doi:10.5465/AMR.1977.4409044  

Anyon, J. (1981). Social class and school knowledge. Curriculum Inquiry, 11, 3-42. 
doi:10.2307/1179509  

Au, W. (2007). High-stakes testing and curricular control: A qualitative metasynthesis. Educational 
Researcher, 36(5), 258-267. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org.libaccess.sjlibrary.org/stable/30137912  

Barrett, B. D. (2009). No child left behind and the assault on teachers' professional practices and 
identities. Teaching and Teacher Education, 25(8), 1018-1025. doi:10.1016/j.tate.2009.03.021  

Barth, R. S. (1990). Improving schools from within: Teachers, parents, and principals can make the difference (1st 
ed.). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.  

Bernstein, B. (2000). Pedagogy, symbolic control, and identity: Theory, research, critique (Rev. ed.). London: 
Taylor and Francis.  

Bogdan, R. C., & Biklen, S. K. (2007). Qualitative research for education: An introduction to theory and 
methods (5th ed.). Boston: Pearson/Allyn and Bacon.  

Brown, C. P. (2010). Children of reform: The impact of high-stakes education reform on preservice 
teachers. Journal of Teacher Education, 61(5), 477-491. doi:10.1177/0022487109352905  

CAEP Commission on Standards and Performance Reporting. (2013). Draft recommendations for the 
CAEP board. Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP). Retrieved from 
http://caepnet.files.wordpress.com/2013/02/draft_standards3.pdf 

California Department of Education. Data quest. Retrieved from http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/  
Calkins, L. M. (1994). The art of teaching writing (2nd ed.). Portsmouth, N.H.: Heinemann.  
Common Core State Standards Initiative (CCSS). (2012). Implementing the Common Core State 

Standards. Retrieved from http://www.corestandards.org/  
Connelly, F. M., & Clandinin, D. J. (1990). Stories of experience and narrative inquiry. Educational 

Researcher, 19(5), 2-14. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org.libaccess.sjlibrary.org/stable/1176100  

Darling-Hammond, L. (2006). Constructing 21st-century teacher education. Journal of Teacher 
Education, 57(3), 300-314. doi:10.1177/0022487105285962  



Boundary Spanners in Teacher Education 13 
 
Darling-Hammond, L. (2007). Third annual Brown lecture in education research: The flat earth and 

education: How America's commitment to equity will determine our future. Educational 
Researcher, 36(6), 318-334. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org.libaccess.sjlibrary.org/stable/30133808  

Desimone, L. M. (2013). Reform before NCLB. Phi Delta Kappan, 94(8), 59-61. Retrieved from 
http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=eft&AN=87545550&site=ehost-
live  

Echevarría, J., Vogt, M., & Short, D. (2010). The SIOP model for teaching mathematics to English language 
learners. Boston: Pearson Education, Inc. 

Forseth, C. A. (2002). --and with a light touch: learning about reading, writing, and teaching with first graders 
(2nd ed.). Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.  

Gallego, M. A., Hollingsworth, S., & Whitenack, D. A. (2001). Relational knowing in the reform of 
educational cultures. Teachers College Record, 103(2), 240-266. doi:10.1111/0161-4681.00115  

Guskey, T. R., & Yoon, K. S. (2009). What works in professional development? Phi Delta Kappan, 
90(7), 495-500. 

Haberman, M. (2003). The pedagogy of poverty versus good teaching. In A. Lieberman (Ed.), The 
Jossey-Bass reader on teaching (pp. 239-250). New York: John Wiley & Sons.  

Hale, D. (2011). Scapegoat: The story of a goat named oat and a chewed-up coat. New York: Bloomsbury 
Children's Books.  

Hill, H. (2007). Learning in the teaching workforce. Future of Children, 17(1), 111-128. 
hooks, b. (1994). Teaching to transgress: Education as the practice of freedom. New York: Routledge.  
Ladson-Billings, G. J. (1999). Preparing teachers for diverse student populations: A critical race 

theory perspective. Review of Research in Education, 24, 211-247. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org.libaccess.sjlibrary.org/stable/1167271  

Lucas, T., Villegas, A., & Freedson-Gonzalez, M. (2008). Linguistically responsive teacher education: 
Preparing classroom teachers to teach English language learners. Journal of Teacher Education, 
59(4), 361-373. doi:10.1177/0022487108322110 

Many, J. E., Fisher, T. R., Ogletree, S., & Taylor, D. (2012). Crisscrossing the university and public 
school contexts as professional development school boundary spanners. Issues in Teacher 
Education, 21(3), 83-102. Retrieved from 
http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=eft&AN=86232233&site=ehost-
live  

National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE). Unit standards in effect 2008. 
Retrieved May 2013, from 
http://www.ncate.org/Standards/NCATEUnitStandards/UnitStandardsinEffect2008/tabid
/476/Default.aspx  

National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE). (2010). Transforming teacher 
education through clinical practice: A national strategy to prepare effective teachers: Report of the blue ribbon 
panel on clinical preparation and partnerships for improved student learning. 

Nevin, A. I., Thousand, J. S., & Villa, R. A. (2009). Collaborative teaching for teacher educators—
What does the research say? Teaching and Teacher Education, 25(4), 569-574. 

Nichols, S. L., Glass, G. V., & Berliner, D. C. (2012). High-stakes testing and student achievement: 
Updated analyses with NAEP data. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 20(20). Retrieved from 
http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/article/view/1048 

No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001. pub.L.no. 107-110, 115 stat. 1425, 20 U.S.C. §§6301 et 
seq. (2002).  



Education Policy Analysis Archives  Vol. 21 No. 57     SPECIAL ISSUE  14 
 
Olsen, L., Jaramillo, A. (1999). Turning the tides of exclusion: A guide for educators and advocates for immigrant 

students. Oakland, Calif.: California Tomorrow.  
Pease-Alvarez, L., & Samway, K. D. (2008). Negotiating a top-down reading program mandate: The 

experiences of one school. Language Arts, 86(1), 32-41. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com.libaccess.sjlibrary.org/docview/196870258?accountid=10361  

Stevens, D. D. (1999). The ideal, real and surreal in school–university partnerships: Reflections of a 
boundary spanner. Teaching and Teacher Education, 15(3), 287-299. doi:10.1016/S0742-
051X(98)00017-1  

Teitel, L. (2003). The professional development schools handbook: Starting, sustaining, and assessing partnerships 
that improve student learning. Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Corwin Press. 

Trapani, I. (1993). The itsy bitsy spider. New York: Whispering Coyote Press.  
United States National Commission on Excellence in Education. (1983). A nation at risk: The 

imperative for educational reform : A report to the nation and the secretary of education, United States 
Department of Education. Washington, D.C.: The Commission. Retrieved from http:// 
purl.access.gpo.gov/GPO/LPS3244  

Valli, L., & Buese, D. (2007). The changing roles of teachers in an era of high-stakes accountability. 
American Educational Research Journal, 44(3), 519-558. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org.libaccess.sjlibrary.org/stable/30069427  

Vogt, M. E., & Echevarría, J. (2008). Ninety-nine ideas and activities for teaching English learners with the 
SIOP model. Boston: Pearson/Allyn and Bacon. 

Waxman, H. C., Téllez, K., & Walberg, H. J. (2006). Future directions for improving teacher quality 
for English language learners. In K. Téllez & H. C. Waxman (Eds.), Preparing quality educators 
for English language learners: research, policies, and practices (pp. 189-195). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence 
Erlbaum Associates. 

Weston, M. (2010). Funding California public schools: The revenue limit system. Public Policy Institute of 
California. Retrieved from http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/report/R_310MWR.pdf 

Yoon, K. S., Duncan, T., Lee, S. W. Y., Scarloss, B., & Shapley, K. L. (2007). Reviewing the evidence on 
how teacher professional development affects student achievement (Issues & Answers Report, REL 
2007–No. 033). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education 
Sciences, National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance, Regional 
Educational Laboratory Southwest. Retrieved from http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs 

Zeichner, K. (2010). Rethinking the connections between campus courses and field experiences in 
college- and university-based teacher education. Journal of Teacher Education, 61(1-2), 89-99. 
doi:10.1177/0022487109347671  

Zinn, H. (1980/2001). A people's history of the United States (First Perennial Classics ed.). New York: 
Perennial/HarperCollins. 



Boundary Spanners in Teacher Education 15 
 
 

About the Authors 

David A. Whitenack 
San José State University, San José, CA USA 
Email: david.whitenack@sjsu.edu  
 
David Whitenack is Associate Professor in the Department of Elementary Education at San José 
State University, where he teaches courses on meeting the needs of English language learners and 
supervises teacher candidates. His current research focuses on creating Web-based representations 
of elementary school teaching practice that integrates English language and literacy development in 
subject-area lessons. 
 
Patricia E. Swanson 
San José State University, San José, CA USA 
Email: patricia.swanson@sjsu.edu  
 
Patricia Swanson is an Associate Professor in the Department of Elementary Education at San José 
State University where she teaches mathematics methods. Her research focuses on enhancing access 
to learning mathematics in academically and linguistically diverse classrooms. 

About the Guest Co-Editors 

Pia Lindquist Wong  
California State University, Sacramento 
Email: wongp@csus.edu  
 
Pia Lindquist Wong, Ph.D., is the Chair of the Department of Teaching Credentials at California 
State University, Sacramento (CSUS).  Her research focuses on urban professional development 
schools, teacher practices in the context of urban school reform and democratic education, and 
comparative and international education. She teaches courses on critical pedagogy, multicultural and 
bilingual education, and educational research. From 2000 until 2008, she was the Project Director 
for the Equity Network, an urban school reform and teacher preparation partnership that included 
12 professional development schools, 5 districts, 2 teachers’ associations and Sacramento Area 
Congregations Together and was supported in part by grants from the U.S. Department of 
Education and the California Post-Secondary Education Commission. She is a member of the 
Committee on Accreditation for the CA Commission on Teacher Credentialing and currently serves 
as co-chair of the Teacher Advisory Panel, convened by the CTC. Dr. Wong has collaborated with 
Brazilian scholars on school reform in Brazil and has served as a consultant to the Secretariats of 
Education in the states of Minas Gerais and Paraná. She co-edited (with Ronald Glass) Prioritizing 
urban children, their teachers, and schools through professional development schools (2009), co-authored Education 
and Democracy: Paulo Freire, Education Reform and Social Movements(1998) with Maria Pilar O’Cadiz and 
Carlos Alberto Torres, and published other articles in journals such as Comparative Education 
Review, Teacher Education Quarterly, and Journal of Educational Policy. Dr. Wong received a B.A. with 
Honors in Latin American Studies and an M.A. in City Planning from 



Education Policy Analysis Archives  Vol. 21 No. 57     SPECIAL ISSUE  16 
 
the University of California, Berkeley, and a Ph.D. in International Development Education 
from Stanford University.  She is married to Bruce Griesenbeck, a transportation planner, and they 
are the proud parents of Riley Hui (16 years) and Emily Ming (14 years). 
 
Elaine Chin 
Dean, Lurie College of Education 
San Jose State University 
Email: elaine.chin@sjsu.edu  
 
Elaine Chin began her appointment as Dean of the Connie L. Lurie College of Education at San 
José State University on June 1, 2009.  Prior to that, she was the Associate Dean of the Lurie College 
of Education from August 2007 to May 2009.   She has held a number of administrative and faculty 
positions, including Department Chair and Associate Director of Teacher Education and in the 
College of Education at Cal Poly, San Luis Obispo and faculty in the School of Education at The 
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor.  She is a former high school English and Journalism teacher. 
She has been active in research on alternative teacher certification programs, policies governing 
teacher licensure, socialization into the professions, and the development of professional expertise 
by novices in the fields of journalism, medicine, chemistry and K-12 teaching.  Her publications 
include articles and book chapters in Educational Researcher, Written Communication, The Journal of 
Learning Sciences and The International Handbook of Educational Policy. She holds a Ph.D. in Education 
from Stanford University, an M.A.T. in English Education from The University of Chicago, and an 
A.B. with Honors in English from The University of Chicago. 
 

SPECIAL ISSUE 
Preparing Teachers: Highly Qualified to Do What? 

education policy analysis archives 
Volume 21  Number 57       July 1st , 2013 ISSN 1068-2341 

 

 Readers are free to copy, display, and distribute this article, as long as the work is 
attributed to the author(s) and Education Policy Analysis Archives, it is distributed for non-
commercial purposes only, and no alteration or transformation is made in the work. More 
details of this Creative Commons license are available at 
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/3.0/. All other uses must be approved by the 
author(s) or EPAA. EPAA is published by the Mary Lou Fulton Institute and Graduate School 
of Education at Arizona State University Articles are indexed in CIRC (Clasificación Integrada de 
Revistas Científicas, Spain), DIALNET (Spain), Directory of Open Access Journals, EBSCO 
Education Research Complete, ERIC, Education Full Text (H.W. Wilson), QUALIS A2 (Brazil), 
SCImago Journal Rank; SCOPUS, SOCOLAR (China). 
Please contribute commentaries at http://epaa.info/wordpress/ and send errata notes to 
Gustavo E. Fischman fischman@asu.edu  
 
Join EPAA’s Facebook community at https://www.facebook.com/EPAAAAPE and Twitter 
feed @epaa_aape. 

 



Boundary Spanners in Teacher Education 17 
 

education policy analysis archives 
editorial board  

Editor Gustavo E. Fischman (Arizona State University) Audrey Amrein-Beardsley (Arizona State University) Rick 
Mintrop, (University of California, Berkeley) Jeanne M. Powers (Arizona State University) 

 
Jessica Allen University of Colorado, Boulder Christopher Lubienski University of Illinois, Urbana-

Champaign 
Gary Anderson New York University  Sarah Lubienski University of Illinois, Urbana-

Champaign 
Michael W. Apple University of Wisconsin, Madison  Samuel R. Lucas  University of California, Berkeley  
Angela Arzubiaga Arizona State University Maria Martinez-Coslo University of Texas, Arlington  
David C. Berliner  Arizona State University  William Mathis University of Colorado, Boulder 
Robert Bickel  Marshall University  Tristan McCowan  Institute of Education, London  
Henry Braun Boston College  Heinrich Mintrop University of California, Berkeley  
Eric Camburn  University of Wisconsin, Madison  Michele S. Moses University of Colorado, Boulder 
Wendy C. Chi* University of Colorado, Boulder Julianne Moss  University of Melbourne  
Casey Cobb  University of Connecticut  Sharon Nichols  University of Texas, San Antonio  
Arnold Danzig  Arizona State University  Noga O'Connor University of Iowa  
Antonia Darder  University of Illinois, Urbana-

Champaign 
João Paraskveva  University of Massachusetts, 

Dartmouth  
Linda Darling-Hammond Stanford University  Laurence Parker University of Illinois, Urbana-

Champaign 
Chad d'Entremont Strategies for Children Susan L. Robertson Bristol University 

John Diamond Harvard University  John Rogers University of California, Los Angeles 
Tara Donahue Learning Point Associates  A. G. Rud Purdue University 
Sherman Dorn University of South Florida  Felicia C. Sanders The Pennsylvania State University 
Christopher Joseph Frey Bowling Green State 

University  
Janelle Scott University of California, Berkeley  

Melissa Lynn Freeman* Adams State College Kimberly Scott Arizona State University  
Amy Garrett Dikkers University of Minnesota  Dorothy Shipps  Baruch College/CUNY  
Gene V Glass  Arizona State University  Maria Teresa Tatto Michigan State University  
Ronald Glass University of California, Santa Cruz  Larisa Warhol University of Connecticut  
Harvey Goldstein Bristol University  Cally Waite  Social Science Research Council  
Jacob P. K. Gross  Indiana University  John Weathers University of Colorado, Colorado 

Springs  
Eric M. Haas  WestEd  Kevin Welner University of Colorado, Boulder 
Kimberly Joy Howard* University of Southern 

California 
Ed Wiley  University of Colorado, Boulder 

Aimee Howley  Ohio University  Terrence G. Wiley Arizona State University  
Craig Howley  Ohio University  John Willinsky  Stanford University  
Steve Klees  University of Maryland  Kyo Yamashiro  University of California, Los Angeles 

Jaekyung Lee  SUNY Buffalo  * Members of the New Scholars Board 
 

 

 



Education Policy Analysis Archives  Vol. 21 No. 57     SPECIAL ISSUE  18 
 

archivos analíticos de políticas educativas 
consejo editorial 

Editor:  Gustavo E. Fischman (Arizona State University) 
Editores. Asociados Alejandro Canales (UNAM) y Jesús Romero Morante  (Universidad de Cantabria) 

 
Armando Alcántara Santuario Instituto de 

Investigaciones sobre la Universidad y la Educación, 
UNAM  México 

Fanni Muñoz  Pontificia Universidad Católica de Perú 

Claudio Almonacid  Universidad Metropolitana de 
Ciencias de la Educación, Chile 

Imanol Ordorika   Instituto de Investigaciones 
Economicas – UNAM, México 

Pilar Arnaiz Sánchez Universidad de Murcia, España Maria Cristina Parra Sandoval Universidad de Zulia, 
Venezuela 

Xavier Besalú  Costa Universitat de Girona, España Miguel A. Pereyra Universidad de Granada, España   
Jose Joaquin Brunner  Universidad Diego Portales, 

Chile 
Monica Pini Universidad Nacional de San Martín, 

Argentina 
Damián Canales Sánchez  Instituto Nacional para la 

Evaluación de la Educación, México 
Paula Razquin UNESCO, Francia   

María Caridad García  Universidad Católica del Norte, 
Chile 

Ignacio Rivas Flores Universidad de Málaga, España      

Raimundo Cuesta Fernández  IES Fray Luis de León, 
España 

Daniel Schugurensky Arizona State University 

Marco Antonio Delgado Fuentes Universidad 
Iberoamericana, México 

Orlando Pulido Chaves Universidad Pedagógica 
Nacional, Colombia 

Inés Dussel  FLACSO, Argentina José Gregorio Rodríguez Universidad Nacional de 
Colombia   

Rafael Feito Alonso Universidad Complutense de 
Madrid, España 

Miriam Rodríguez Vargas Universidad Autónoma de 
Tamaulipas, México 

Pedro Flores Crespo Universidad Iberoamericana, 
México 

Mario Rueda Beltrán Instituto de Investigaciones sobre 
la Universidad y la Educación, UNAM  México   

Verónica García Martínez Universidad Juárez 
Autónoma de Tabasco, México 

José Luis San Fabián Maroto Universidad de Oviedo, 
España 

Francisco F. García Pérez Universidad de Sevilla, 
España 

Yengny Marisol Silva Laya Universidad 
Iberoamericana, México 

Edna Luna Serrano  Universidad Autónoma de Baja 
California, México 

Aida Terrón Bañuelos Universidad de Oviedo, España 

Alma Maldonado  Departamento de Investigaciones 
Educativas, Centro de Investigación y de Estudios 
Avanzados, México 

Jurjo Torres Santomé Universidad de la Coruña, 
España   

Alejandro Márquez Jiménez Instituto de 
Investigaciones sobre la Universidad y la Educación, 
UNAM  México 

Antoni Verger Planells University of Amsterdam, 
Holanda   

José Felipe Martínez Fernández  University of 
California Los Angeles, USA 

Mario Yapu Universidad Para la Investigación 
Estratégica, Bolivia   

 

 



Boundary Spanners in Teacher Education 19 
 

arquivos analíticos de políticas educativas 
conselho editorial 

Editor:  Gustavo E. Fischman (Arizona State University) 
Editores Associados: Rosa Maria Bueno Fisher e Luis A. Gandin  

(Universidade Federal do Rio Grande do Sul) 
 

Dalila Andrade de Oliveira Universidade Federal de 
Minas Gerais, Brasil 

Jefferson Mainardes Universidade Estadual de Ponta 
Grossa, Brasil 

Paulo Carrano Universidade Federal Fluminense, Brasil Luciano Mendes de Faria Filho Universidade Federal 
de Minas Gerais, Brasil 

Alicia Maria Catalano de Bonamino Pontificia 
Universidade Católica-Rio, Brasil 

Lia Raquel Moreira Oliveira Universidade do Minho, 
Portugal 

Fabiana de Amorim Marcello Universidade Luterana 
do Brasil, Canoas, Brasil 

Belmira Oliveira Bueno Universidade de São Paulo, 
Brasil 

Alexandre Fernandez Vaz Universidade Federal de 
Santa Catarina, Brasil 

António Teodoro Universidade Lusófona, Portugal 

Gaudêncio Frigotto Universidade do Estado do Rio de 
Janeiro, Brasil 

Pia L. Wong California State University Sacramento, 
U.S.A 

Alfredo M Gomes Universidade Federal de 
Pernambuco, Brasil 

Sandra Regina Sales Universidade Federal Rural do Rio 
de Janeiro, Brasil 

Petronilha Beatriz Gonçalves e Silva Universidade 
Federal de São Carlos, Brasil 

Elba Siqueira Sá Barreto Fundação Carlos Chagas, 
Brasil 

Nadja Herman Pontificia Universidade Católica –Rio 
Grande do Sul, Brasil 

Manuela Terrasêca Universidade do Porto, Portugal 

José Machado Pais Instituto de Ciências Sociais da 
Universidade de Lisboa, Portugal 

Robert Verhine Universidade Federal da Bahia, Brasil 

Wenceslao Machado de Oliveira Jr. Universidade 
Estadual de Campinas, Brasil 

Antônio A. S. Zuin Universidade Federal de São Carlos, 
Brasil 

  
 

  
 
 


