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The American Association of School Librarians and researchers in the field have identi-
fied the instructional partner role as critical to the future of school librarianship. Educa-
tors of school librarians must help prepare preservice candidates to serve effectively
in this role. This research report describes a content analysis study conducted in three
sections of LS5443: Librarians as Instructional Partners, an online graduate course. The
purpose of the study was to investigate course features, assignments, tools, and resourc-
es that made the greatest change in candidates’ understandings of the competencies
needed to enact instructional partnerships. The findings suggest dispositions, communi-
cation skills, and collaborative practices, including the use of technology tools required
to collaborate with three or more classmates, influenced study participants’ previously-
held understandings of instructional partnerships.
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Introduction

n Empowering Learners: Guidelines

for School Library Programs (AASL,
2009), the American Association of School
Librarians (AASL) outlines five roles for
the school librarian: leader, instructional
partner, information specialist, teacher,
and program administrator. Kachel et al.
(2011) summarized the research findings
of the School Library Impact Studies (Li-
brary Research Service, 2011) and identi-
fied a positive correlation between class-
room-library collaboration for instruction
and increased student achievement in fif-
teen out of the twenty-one studies they re-
viewed. More specifically, planning with
teachers, coteaching, teaching ICT (infor-
mation and communication technologies),
and providing in-services to teachers are
among the library predictors of students’
academic achievement on standardized

tests, particularly in reading and language
arts (Achterman, 2008, p. 62—65).

As instructional partners, the work
of school librarians is integrated into
the academic program of the school, in-
creasing their potential to affect student
achievement significantly. However,
when school librarians are asked whom
they serve, “most would answer students,
yet the primary clientele in terms of pow-
er, impact, and effect would be teachers”
(Haycock, 2010, p. 3). Further evidence
of a lack of attention to the instructional
partner role has been cited in professional
development activities for school librar-
ians. In a study of 2010-2011 school
librarian conference offerings, Cahill,
Moreillon, and McKee (2011) found that
the fewest number of sessions involved
presenters who shared their experiences
in the instructional partner role. Where
will preservice school librarians learn and
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initially practice this role if not in the uni-
versity classroom?

Study Context, Problem,
and Purposes

As suggested by the course title, the
goal of [.S5443: Librarians as Instruc-
tional Partners is to develop preservice
school librarians’ understandings and
competencies related to practicing instruc-
tional partnerships. This course is taught
completely online; the three course sec-
tions under study were taught in the reg-
ular 15-week semester in fall 2010 and
spring 2011. The course is not self-paced,
but is designed for candidates to interact
with one another through biweekly online
discussions and multiple collaborative as-
signments. It is designed with a construc-
tivist learning framework in which can-
didates take responsibility for their own
learning by building on their prior expe-
riences, interacting with course materials
and one another, and developing skills as
instructional partners through collabora-
tive project-based assignments.

LS5443 is most often one of the last
courses candidates take before participat-
ing in their practicum field-work experi-
ences. As a faculty practicum supervisor,
the researcher/instructor reviews candi-
dates’ goals and objectives for their practi-
cum placements, which occur in both
elementary and secondary schools. The
researcher noticed a consistent absence
of coplanning, coteaching, and coassess-
ing K-12 students’ learning outcomes in
candidates’ practicum objectives. When
asked about this break with best practices,
candidates reported that the librarians in
whose schools they would be serving did
not engage in collaborative planning, did
not practice the instructional partner role,
or had done so in the past and the instruc-
tion was already predetermined when the
candidate arrived to conduct the practi-
cum.

Research in education has suggested
that classroom teachers, regardless of

teacher preparation program interventions,
teach the way they were taught as K-12
students (Lasley, 1980; Pajares, 1992). A
corollary would be that school librarians
may also teach the way they were taught by
their own K-12 librarians, or the way they
observe their site supervisors’ teaching,
or not teaching, in their practicum. This
study proposes to identify some effective
ways to shore up candidates’ value for and
experience of instructional partnerships in
the university classroom that could result
in their long-term commitment to practic-
ing this vital role.

The purposes of this study are to im-
prove the course under investigation and
other courses taught by the researcher and
to suggest ways school librarian educators
can best prepare preservice candidates for
serving in the instructional partnership
role when they enter into practice. Hay-
cock (1995) has pointed out that research
has revealed much of the “what” and the
“why” of issues related to the practice of
school librarianship but little of the “how.”
The goal of this study is to suggest “how”
these preservice school librarians learned
to become effective instructional part-
ners and leaders through online graduate
coursework.

Literature Review

Developing instructional partnerships
is one way school librarians enact a leader-
ship role in their schools (Haycock, 2010;
McGregor, 2003; Todd, 2011; Zmuda &
Harada, 2008). Research in school librari-
anship confirms that school administrators
correlate a successful educational program
with an active, collaborative, and resource-
ful library program (Lance, Rodney, &
Schwarz, 2010; Levitov, 2009). Success
as a leader in schools today is most often
defined in terms of student achievement.
School librarians who effectively practice
the instructional partnership role have a
greater potential to positively affect K-12
student learning and have the opportuni-
ty to serve as leaders and change agents
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in their schools (Moreillon, 2007, 2012;
Moreillon & Ballard, 2012; Todd, 2011).

Candidates’ final course reflections
supplied the data for this study. Focused
cognitively on the “big idea” of the course,
instructional partnerships, and engaging
in asynchronous discussions—the regu-
lar practices of this community of prac-
tice (Wenger, 1998)—study participants
were primed for reflection (Prawat, 1998).
Communication theory suggests that
knowledge is created through conversa-
tion (Lankes, 2010; Pask, 1975). In their
postings, candidates demonstrated indi-
vidual and collective meaning-making re-
lated to course content (Gilbert & Moore,
1998; Swan, 2001; Yukawa, 2010). Online
communication is effective for synthesiz-
ing learning (Rice & Gattiker, 2001) and
promotes socio-emotional components in
which discussants exchange empathetic
messages and engage in self-disclosure
(Fulton, Botticelli, & Bradley, 2011). The
asynchronous nature of the online discus-
sion in which candidates participated over
a period of five days provided them the
opportunity to reflect through writing and
offered them sufficient time to extend their
thinking in their responses to classmates.

Self-reflection supports metacognition.
Through self-reflection, learners can ef-
fectively determine what they learned,
how they learned it, and how they inte-
grated it into their prior knowledge or how
it changed their schema. In short, they de-
velop the skills and behaviors associated
with metacognition. Learners who are able
to employ metacognitive skills are more
confident about what they know and are
more successful at independent learning
(Coffield, Mosely, Hall, & Ecclestone,
2004; Marzano, 1998).

LS5443 course content is founded on
research related to standards-based teach-
ing. Standards prescribe “what” should
be taught and assessed (Heck, Banilower,
Weiss, & Rosenberg, 2008; Stiggins &
DuFour, 2009; Tomlinson, 2000). Build-
ing instruction around standards and spe-
cific learning objectives results in a guar-

anteed, viable curriculum that supports
student achievement (Marzano, 2007).
LS5443 course objectives are based on
the Texas State Board of Educator Cer-
tification (SBEC) standards, which are
aligned with the ALA Core Competences
of Librarianship (ALA, 2009) and ALA-
AASL Standards for Initial Preparation of
School Librarians (ALA-AASL, 2010). A
standards alignment chart is linked from
the course modules wiki homepage (http://
1s5443.pbworks.com). Each course as-
signment is aligned with SBEC standards
and is described on the course modules
wiki Assignments Summary page (http://
tinyurl.com/Is5443-assignments).

In their collaborative partnerships, can-
didates in this course practice dispositions
they need or will need to be successful in
their current or future roles as collaborat-
ing school librarians. Preservice classroom
teacher research has identified specific dis-
positions or attitudes (Arnstine, 1967) or
“habits of mind” (Katz & Raths, 1985) that
improve educators’ practice of teaching.
Bush and Jones (2010) conducted a Delphi
study in which they queried board mem-
bers of nationally-recognized journals for
school librarians regarding the profession-
al dispositions they felt will be essential
to the future practice of school librarian-
ship. The top five dispositions identified in
their study results are the focus of LS5443:
critical thinking, creative thinking or prob-
lem solving, teaching, collaborating, and
leading. In addition, the candidates in this
study were familiar with the “dispositions
in action” for 21st-century (K-12) learners
identified by AASL (2007) such as initia-
tive, confidence, persistence, flexibility,
and openness to new ideas.

The American Library Association Of-
fice for Accreditation is currently focusing
program assessment on student learning
outcomes as measured in terms of skills
gained and attitudes changed as a result
of candidates engaging in graduate-level
library science coursework (ALA, 2011).
This effort attests to the fact that the uni-
versity classroom is a laboratory for the
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practice of librarianship outside of the
classroom. In this context, what is learned
is the direct result of what learners “do”
during their coursework (Jeng, 2011).

In a climate of increased accountability
via external measures, faculty can reclaim
the real purpose of assessment data—to
improve instructional practice. The study
of one’s own teaching and the integration
of findings into faculty teaching practices
are necessary to improve teaching and
provide service to the profession (Boyer,
1997; Shulman, 2000). This study had a
goal of confirming or disconfirming the
researcher/instructor’s observations and
anecdotal beliefs with evidence from par-
ticipants’ reflections to note themes and
patterns. These will be useful to the re-
searcher in further developing instruction-
al interventions for this and other courses
for preservice school librarians and may
influence the practices of other educators
of school librarians.

Participants and Course Context

A total of 61 graduate students, here-
in called candidates, participated in this
study. Thirty-eight, or 62.3%, of the can-
didates were practicing or former class-
room teachers (one candidate who was
serving as an educator in a science cen-
ter but did not hold a classroom teaching
credential was included in this category).
Twenty were serving as school librarians
on emergency certification and had class-
room teacher certification, and three were
serving as college-level library staff for a
total of 23, or 37.7%, in the librarian cate-
gory. (Data from non-school library study
participants are noted in the data tables.)
Candidates engaged with partners, small
groups, or the whole class to interact with
course material. Except for the initial self-
portrait assignment, candidates completed
all other projects collaboratively.

Candidates conducted their collab-
orative work on wikis to document their
communication and negotiations. The
wiki history and the discussion tab feature

were the predominant tools for measuring
candidates’ collaborative engagement in
projects. Teams that choose to use other
communication tools such as Skype, chat,
Twitter, and other social networking ven-
ues also documented those activities with
logs linked to their wikis. In all of the col-
laborative projects, at least two criteria
or 20% of the final score addressed the
frequency and quality of partners’ col-
laboration. Both process and product were
stressed and assessed.

Research Questions

The research questions for this study
parallel the final reflection questions for
the course. To interrogate the data effec-
tively, the researcher reordered the candi-
dates’ final reflection questions to reflect
the data analysis process, which began by
searching for the specific course features,
assignments, tools, and resources identi-
fied by candidates.

1. What in particular about this course
caused candidates to change their think-
ing related to classroom-library instruc-
tional partnerships?

2. What did candidates understand differ-
ently about instructional partnerships as
a result of participating in this course?

3. How did candidates describe how they
came to this new understanding?

Candidates were asked to: “Be as spe-
cific as you can be. If appropriate, please
refer to a specific assignment, reading,
technology tool, or other course content
that influenced your thinking.” Candidates
were also instructed to compose their re-
sponse to these three questions in the form
of an elevator speech of up to 150 words.
A number of candidates composed an el-
evator speech for each of the three ques-
tions rather than one speech for all three.

Candidates used their final reflection
postings as prompts to engage one another
indiscussion about their individual and col-
lective learning outcomes from the course.
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In addition to posting their own responses,
candidates were required to respond to at
least two other classmates’ postings, which
was the requirement for threaded discus-
sion postings throughout the semester. The
final reflection postings and discussion pro-
vided the data for this study. In total, these
data consist of 315 postings, an average of
5.2 postings per candidate.

The final reflection was only worth ten
points, 1.6% of the total course grade.
While end-of-course grades are one out-
come data point, the data used for this
study were gleaned from candidates’ self-
reflections in which they practiced meta-
cognitive skills. Although these may be
considered “indirect” measures, there is
no other way to determine what a learner
perceives as support for her or his growth
other than to ask and accept the response
as valid. While self-reporting may not al-
ways yield valid data (Brown & Green,
2001) and may cause respondents to give
the socially-desirable response (Hopkins,
1998), the routine nature of the discus-
sion format, the low risk of negative con-
sequences, and the candidates’ lack of
awareness that their reflections would be
analyzed in this study increased the reli-
ability of their responses.

Method

Study data were analyzed through the
collection and comparison among candi-
dates’ responses to the three final reflec-
tion questions. Hand coding was used to
find common topics and themes. The re-
searcher interrogated the final reflection
data in several ways. First, initial postings
were organized by specific features of the
course, specific assignments or tools, and/
or resources that candidates reported influ-
enced their development as instructional
partners. Using a content analysis ap-
proach, the final reflection data were then
coded and analyzed using a constant com-
parative method (Glaser & Strauss, 1967)
to determine common themes in how par-
ticipants came to and described their new

understandings of the instructional partner
role.

In addition, the researcher reviewed the
initial program features cited by candi-
dates in terms of two participant groups:
candidates who were serving in school
libraries on emergency certification and
candidates who were currently or formerly
practicing classroom teachers. After the
researcher completed the initial coding of
these data, she shared coding samples with
a researcher at another university who ver-
ified the validity of the process and direc-
tions taken to further interrogate the data.

The researcher then analyzed responses
to the initial postings and noted themes
that emerged from these data. By looking
more closely at specific examples, the re-
searcher applied conversation theory and
attempted to represent the perspectives of
the candidates as they constructed knowl-
edge and arrived at agreements based on
their responses to one another. To do so,
the researcher coded the responses to the
initial postings that generated the most
conversation among candidates.

Throughout the analysis process, the
researcher maintained a stance that both
acknowledged her impact on the data and
honored the emergent nature of the data
(Rossman & Rallis, 1998). As the instruc-
tor administering the final reflection, her
role could have influenced participants’ re-
sponses. This study was based on existing
data and permission to use these data was
granted by the university’s institutional re-
view board rather than from participants,
eliminating another possible reason par-
ticipants might exaggerate their responses.
By posing open-ended questions, the re-
searcher attempted to minimize her impact
on the candidates’ responses. It should be
noted that the researcher did not partici-
pate directly in any online discussions dur-
ing the semester. Instead, she summarized
feedback in twice-a-week announcements,
whole-class emails, or responded privately
to individual candidates. She did not pro-
vide any type of feedback related to the
final reflection.
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Table 1. Course Features and Assignments.

Category CT SL N %

Various Partners 16 14 30 49.2
Multiple Assignments 16 8 24 39.3
Collaborative Lesson Plan 15 7 22 36.1
Wikis and Collaborative Online Tools 11 8 19 31.1
Marketing and Advocacy Project 6 1 7 11.5
Portrait of a Collaborator 2 2 6.6
Persuasive Presentation 2 8 4 6.6

CT = Currently Practicing or Former Classroom Teachers

SL = Currently Practicing School Librarians

Findings

In their initial postings, candidates
identified partner work, specific assign-
ments, and Web 2.0 collaborative tools
that supported their growth as instruc-
tional partners. The requirement to work
collaboratively with at least three and in
most cases four different classmates over
the course of the semester was the most
frequently identified support for develop-
ing the instructional partnership role. Ta-
ble 1 shows the number of candidates who
mentioned specific course features and/
or assignments in their initial postings. If
posts included more than one of these cat-
egories, the researcher made no attempt to
determine if one topic was more impactful
than another. Instead, she recorded more
than one response for that posting.

Working with various collaborative
partners was mentioned most frequently in
candidates’ elevator speeches; nearly half

commented on this course requirement.
Table 2 shows the various descriptors can-
didates who cited working with various
partners used to describe their new un-
derstandings of instructional partnerships.
The descriptors indicate what candidates
understood differently regarding what was
needed to enact this role effectively.

Although candidates were asked to pin-
point specific assignments that influenced
their understanding of the practice of in-
structional partnerships, Table 3 shows
that 39.3% mentioned multiple collabora-
tive projects, rather than one in particular.
The descriptors are the understandings
they gained in the process of working on
partner or small group projects.

Table 4 shows that more than one third
of the candidates cited the three-part col-
laborative lesson planning project as hav-
ing the greatest impact on their develop-
ment as instructional partners. Almost
half of these candidates described their

Table 2. Various Partners.

Category CT SL N %

Flexibility, trust, openness, risk-taking, willingness to change 10 6 16 26.2
School librarian’s responsibility to reach out 1 5 6 9.8
Partnership of equals, a common goal 3 2 5 8.2
Not always successful but always a learning experience 2 1 3 4.9
Total 16 14 30 49.2

CT = Currently Practicing or Former Classroom Teachers

SL = Currently Practicing School Librarians
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Table 3. Multiple Assignments.

Category

CcT SL N %

Improvements in instructional practices from two heads, job-embedded 13 6% 19 31.1

professional development
Developing coteaching relationships for advocacy
Total

16 8 24 393

CT = Currently Practicing or Former Classroom Teachers
SL = Currently Practicing School Librarians
*Two responses from practicing college library staff

understanding in terms of the difference
between cooperation and collaboration;
four times as many classroom teachers
as school librarians noted this difference.
Forty percent of the candidates who iden-
tified the collaborative lesson plan assign-
ment as having the most impact also noted
the benefits of coplanning for K-12 stu-
dents as well as for educators.

Technology tools integration was a
strong component of this course. Table
5 shows that wikis and other technology
tools for collaborative work were identi-
fied by nearly one third of candidates as
having had an impact on their develop-
ment as instructional partners. Candidates
described electronic tools in terms of con-
fidence-building and possessing expertise
to bring to the classroom-library collabo-
ration table.

In their initial postings, candidates also
noted a variety of course resources as spe-
cific support for building their expertise

in this role. Candidates cited coteaching
and evidence-based practice PowerPoint
presentations, a course textbook Collab-
orative Strategies for Teaching Reading
Comprehension.: Maximizing Your Impact
(Moreillon, 2007), and a chapter about
collaboration and leadership by McGregor
(2003). They specifically remarked on the
fact that these resources showed them Zow
to coplan and coteach and the importance
of measuring and sharing K-12 student
learning outcomes. Candidates also noted
the use of collaborative planning forms,
classroom-library collaboration testimo-
nials, synchronous online group office
hour chats, and asynchronous discussion
board postings by currently practicing
school librarian classmates as resources
that changed their understandings of the
instructional partner role.

The researcher analyzed candidates’
responses to the top four posts in each of
the three sections under study. In one sec-

Table 4. Collaborative Lesson Plan.

Category CcT  SL N %

Difference between cooperation and collaboration, synergy (could not 8* 2 10 164
separate teammate’s work from own)

Co-creating, coteaching, and coassessing to benefit students and teachers, 5  4** 9 147

too
Contributing strengths/developing weaknesses
Total

2 1 3 5.0
15 7 22 36.1

CT = Currently Practicing or Former Classroom Teachers
SL = Currently Practicing School Librarians

*One response from non-certified educator

**One response from practicing college library staff
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Table 5. Wikis and Collaboration Technologies.

Category

CcT SL N %

Confidence, ability to teach to others, expertise

11 8* 19  31.1

CT = Currently Practicing or Former Classroom Teachers

SL = Currently Practicing School Librarians
*One response from practicing college library staff

tion, one post entitled “Toot! Toot!” and
focused on advocating for the instructional
partner role instigated sixteen responses,
the greatest number of responses for any
single post in all sections. Similarly, in
another section, a post about advocating
for this role garnered six responses, as did
two other posts in this class, one related
to collaborating with Web 2.0 tools and
another that noted the impact of testimo-
nials from classroom teachers about the
benefit of classroom-library collaboration
for instruction. (These testimonials are
resources for the case study assignment.)
In the third section, a post entitled “Col-
laboration: It’s Worth It” prompted eight
responses from classmates. In their ini-
tial postings three candidates questioned
whether or not instructional partnerships
were “worth” it. Only one of the three ul-
timately concluded that, in her experience,
they were not.

Eight additional posts across the sec-
tions initiated six or more exchanges.
Three cited specific features of the col-
laborative work in the course: interdepen-
dence throughout the process, coteaching
with classroom teachers, and specify-
ing the strengths the candidate herself or
himself brought to partner projects. Two
involved learning about the librarian’s
responsibility for initiating collaboration
with classroom teachers, and one of those
discussed using expertise with technol-
ogy tools as support for helping teachers
address classroom curricula. Two other
posts focused on classroom-library collab-
oration as a way to build advocates for the
school library program, and one focused
on the evidence provided by documenting
collaborative work on wikis.

Discussion

The state affiliate representatives at the
AASL Vision Summit held in Chicago in
2006 identified instructional partnerships
as the most critical role for the future of
the profession (AASL, 2009, p. 16). The
goals and objectives of LS5443 are aligned
with this assessment of the central impor-
tance of this role. The participants in this
study suggest various ways a university
course helped them embrace the instruc-
tional partner role. In their final course re-
flections, they synthesized their learning,
shared their individual understandings,
and developed collective agreements to
which they had come over the course of
the semester.

Candidates’ acknowledgement of the
importance of dispositions suggests they
understood the role their attitudes play in
successful collaborative work. Ten candi-
dates who were classroom teachers and six
currently practicing school librarians, who
attributed their development to working in
multiple partnerships, mentioned disposi-
tions such as flexibility, trust, openness,
risk-taking, and willingness to change as
keys to successful instructional partner-
ships (see Table 2). A third-grade teacher
wrote: “We need to work with people with
different personalities. As a librarian, we
have to figure out the best way to accom-
plish this task [collaboration] to provide
students the opportunities they need. I can
do this now.”

Some of the dispositions cited by candi-
dates are included in the descriptions of the
professional dispositions identified by Bush
and Jones (2010); other dispositions cited
appear in standards for 21st-century K-12
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students (AASL, 2007). A middle school li-
brarian noted: “Before this class, I thought
I had participated in collaborative part-
nerships. Previously, when working with
partners, we would each work on separate
parts of the lesson. Now, I know that each
partner must take an active, vested interest
in the entire lesson. Collaborative partner-
ships are a give and take relationship.” An
elementary librarian wrote: “Working with
different partners over the course of the
semester and learning their strengths com-
bined with mine was necessary to making
decisions and to taking risks.”

Taking responsibility for reaching out
to classroom teachers was an often-cited
risk-taking behavior necessary for suc-
cessful partnerships. More school librar-
ians than classroom teachers mentioned
this responsibility. An elementary librar-
ian wrote: “What [ have learned from this
course is that that burden is on us, as li-
brarians, to create these opportunities and
be proactive in their presentation. . . . |
think we did learn that we must be per-
sistent and consistent as we work with in-
structional partners and that the task is not
always easy just as you stated.”

For the candidates in this study, mul-
tiple assignments with various partners
helped them develop an understanding
of the instructional partner role. More
than twice as many classroom teachers
as school librarians mentioned improve-
ments in instructional practices as a sig-
nificant outcome of conducting multiple
collaborative assignments (see Table 3).
This acknowledgement suggests the po-
tential of collaborative work to improve
the quality of instruction and educator pro-
ficiency. A third-grade teacher wrote: “I
too had not considered the librarian a valu-
able partner in the teaching process. After
working on the collaborative lesson plan, I
could clearly see how two people working
together for the students could produce a
dynamite lesson! I have wondered why I
have never seen or experienced this in the
school [setting]. . . . Teachers don’t realize
how valuable this relationship could be,

and what could be accomplished for stu-
dents.” A high school librarian noted: “My
new understanding evolved through col-
laborative projects in which there were no
assigned positions, only final objectives.
As such, there was no designated leader
... In contrast to ‘my project done with
assistance by my partner,” I contributed to
‘our project.’”

In citing the collaborative lesson plan as
having the greatest impact on their under-
standing of instructional partnerships, the
comments from classroom teachers sig-
nificantly outnumbered those of practicing
school librarians (see Table 4). This could
suggest that these candidates are not expe-
riencing classroom-library collaboration
in their current teaching environments. It
may also suggest that currently practicing
school librarians, about one third of the
participants in this study, may have al-
ready developed collaborative lesson plans
in their roles as librarians. As a result, this
assignment had a greater impact on the
classroom teachers who participated in the
course. A third-grade teacher wrote: “It’s
easy to view the librarian as more of an as-
sistant than a partner. Through this class, I
am beginning to see the value of partner-
ship and utilizing the librarian.”

Candidates used wikis to conduct and
provide evidence of their collaborative
work (see Table 5). Each wiki history
was used as an indicator of candidates’
contributions to their team’s work. They
also used multiple Web 2.0 tools for col-
laboration, such as mind-mapping and
storyboarding tools. In addition, candi-
dates selected Web 2.0 tools to present
their learning for several final products. In
their elevator speeches, they expressed in-
creased confidence in their ability to learn,
use, and teach Web 2.0 tools to others. De-
veloping this area of expertise increased
candidates’ self-perceptions as leaders in
the area of technology tools integration.
They believed they had significant, mar-
ketable skills to bring to the collabora-
tion table. An elementary librarian wrote:
“Using all the new Web 2.0 tools, I have
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enjoyed finding new ways to reach out to
teachers and students. I have also learned
to problem solve [technical problems]
with this course!”

The study findings suggest that devel-
oping assignments and utilizing instruc-
tional strategies and tools that require and
support collaboration between and among
preservice school librarians helped prepare
them for the instructional partner role. By
experiencing successful, and even less
than successful, collaborative relation-
ships in their preservice education, school
librarian candidates developed a value for
the instructional partnership role as well as
skills and dispositions that will serve them
in enacting this role in the field. A science
educator summarized her experience in
this way: “Many thanks to all my partners
who applauded my cooperation; yet de-
manded my collaboration! True collabora-
tion is not particularly safe or familiar yet
when it emerges, the result is integrated,
bonded, whole. It is a solution rather than
a mixture, to use the vocabulary of el-
ementary chemistry; no longer separable
into its constituent parts.”

Limitations of this Study and Op-
portunities for Further Research

This study did not follow candidates
into their practice of school librarianship.
For the 32.8% of study participants who
were already serving as school librarians,
their discussion postings suggested that
the content and processes of this course
were already affecting their instructional
practices. Following those candidates plus
the 60.6% of candidates who would pre-
sumably matriculate through the program
and secure positions in the practice of
school librarianship could have made this
study more robust. Future studies that do
so are needed to determine whether or not
the value for the instructional partnership
role and the skills and dispositions devel-
oped in the university classroom can help
practitioners overcome the barriers to en-
acting this role in the field.

Conclusion

“Preparing SLMSs [school library me-
dia specialists] who are ready to assume
leadership roles and responsibilities in
their schools should be a priority for school
media preparation programs” (Shannon,
2008, p. 38). If instructional partnerships
provide a pathway to leadership, then de-
veloping this role during candidates’ pre-
service education is a key responsibility of
educators of school librarians. University
educators can provide opportunities for
candidates to practice collaboration with
various classmates during a single course.
Candidates can develop the identity, com-
petencies, and dispositions of an effec-
tive instructional partner. School librarian
educators can design and develop multiple
assignments that simulate the job-embed-
ded professional development that results
from effective collaborative work, particu-
larly in the area of lesson planning. They
can utilize collaborative Web-based tools
to facilitate communication and collab-
orative planning to familiarize candidates
with tools they will integrate into their col-
laborative work with colleagues and the
lessons they coplan for K-12 students.

Along this learning path, school librar-
ian candidates may develop a value for
instructional partnerships while they prac-
tice the necessary skills and dispositions—
including flexibility, trust, openness, risk-
taking, and a willingness to change—to
enact this role in the field. This value com-
bined with skills and dispositions may help
school librarian graduates overcome bar-
riers to enacting the instructional partner
role to become the new leaders needed to
ensure the future of school libraries staffed
by professional school librarians. While
there are no guarantees that the learning
experiences and interventions facilitated
in the university classroom will be enacted
by all school librarian graduates, educators
of school librarians must be conscientious
and persistent in their efforts to help candi-
dates change their existing paradigms dur-
ing their preservice education.
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