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Collaboration between teachers and librarians is considered an essential element of school librarians’ work.
This case study examined a collaborative effort between teachers and librarians from diverse areas of
expertise who collaborated in designing professional development workshops for a group of elementary
school teachers and librarians. The purpose of the study was to further understand the process of teacher
and librarian collaboration, and to evaluate the collaborative process using a proposed model of teacher and
librarian collaboration. Findings support previous studies that indicate knowledge sharing, relationship
building, and environmental factors are essential to successful collaboration. In addition, the study
illustrates the close association between deep thinking and high-level collaboration. The process of
collaboration appears to involve phases including a beginning phase, relationship-building phase, and
productive phase. This study furthers the profession’s understanding of how to engage in successful teacher
and librarian collaboration to improve education.

Introduction

Collaboration of the type recommended in professional guidelines, Information Power: Building
Partnerships for Learning (American Association for School Librarians [AASL] and Association
for Educational Communications and Technology [AECT], 1998), is considered one of the
“unifying themes for guiding the effective library media specialist” (p. 47) and an essential
element of the work of school librarians. As Doll (2005) explains, “Collaboration, in the fullest
sense ... means that the school library media specialist and the teachers in the school will work
together to plan for, design, teach, and evaluate instructional events for students” (p. 4). New
standards for 21 century librarians also indicate that collaboration is an essential role for
librarians “to broaden and deepen understanding” (American Association of School Librarians,
2007, Standard 1.1.9), “to provide instruction, learning strategies and practice” (p. 3) and “to
exchange ideas, develop new understandings, make decisions, and solve problems” (Standard
2.1.5).
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Problem Statement

Considerable anecdotal and empirical information exists about conditions for collaboration
(Mattissech & Mosner, 1992), best practices for collaboration (Falwell, 1998), environmental
conditions that improve teacher and librarian collaboration such as flexible schedules (Rowe,
2007), characteristics of successful collaboration (Callison, 1997), levels of collaboration
(Loertscher, 1988, 2000; Montiel-Overall, 2005, 2008), and innovation and creativity resulting
from collaboration (Doll, 2005; Farmer, 2007). However, almost no information is available
about educators’ awareness of the role of librarians as collaborative partners in developing and
implementing curriculum. As an example, in a lengthy report on collaboration in schools
(MetLife, 2009a, 2009b, 2010), based on a recent educational survey on the importance of
collaboration in education, there is no mention of librarians as collaborators.

Classroom teachers and university faculty (hereafter teachers/educators) do not yet
appear to have an understanding of the new role of librarians as partners in education, and
continue to perceive librarians in only traditional roles (Montiel-Overall, 2008b; 2009).
Furthermore, teachers/educators have little or no experience with the type of librarian
collaboration suggested in LIS literature for 21% century librarians: high-level collaboration
involving considerable knowledge of curriculum, standards for content across grade levels, and
the ability to jointly plan and implement instruction (Montiel-Overall, 2009). A recent study
with teachers indicates that few teachers have knowledge of librarians as collaborators, and that
few teachers are aware of the potential role of librarians as co-teachers (Montiel-Overall, 2009).
In general, teachers do not appear to be aware of how teachers and librarians are expected to
work together nor of the underlying reasons for teacher and librarian collaboration (TLC)
discussed in the literature (Lance, 1994, 2001, 2002; Lance, Hamilton-Pennell, Rodney, 1999;
Lance, Rodney, Hamilton-Pennell, 2000; 2001; Lance & Rodney, 2005; Lance & Russell, 2004;
Lance, Welburn, Hamilton-Pennell, 1993; Rodney, Lance, Hamilton-Pennell, 2002, 2003).

For teacher and librarian collaboration to be successful, a clear understanding by
classroom teachers /educators about how and why teachers and librarians should collaborate is
critical. Empirical data would be invaluable in developing a better understanding of how to
promote TLC within the education field, particularly with teachers who have no prior
experience or knowledge about integrating subject content and library instruction through
jointly planned and implemented lessons.

In this article, the term “librarian” is used throughout to avoid confusion in the
discussion of teacher and librarian collaboration. Other preferred terms for the librarian in the
school include teacher-librarian, school library media specialist, information specialist, and
media specialist. In this article, the term “teachers” refers to classroom teachers and the term
“educators” refers to university faculty. This article is based on research presented at the
American Educational Research Association Annual Meeting in San Diego, 2009.

Relevant Literature
Teacher Librarian Collaboration

An extensive body of literature on teacher and librarian collaboration (TLC) has developed over
the past twenty years (Bush, 2003; Callison & Morris, 1989; Copland & Messner, 2004; Doll,
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2005; Haycock, 1999; Montiel-Overall, 2005, 2007, 2008a, 2008b, 2009; Oberg, 1995, 1996; Russell,
2002; Shannon, 2009). Information exists on best practices for collaboration including
environmental conditions, flexible schedules (Gavigan, Pribesh & Dickinson, 2010), on principal
support (Farmer, 2007; Morris, 2007; Oberg, 1995, 1996; Shannon, 2009), on characteristics of
successful collaboration (Kim & Ju, 2008), on time considerations (Callison, 2006), on levels of
collaboration (Loertscher, 1988, 2000; Montiel-Overall, 2005, 2008a, 2008b; 2009), and on
characteristics of highly collaborative teachers and librarians (Bush, 2003; Montiel-Overall,
2008a). The literature on teacher and librarian collaboration indicates that sharing knowledge
and information can maximize time, materials, and expertise (Callison & Preddy, 2006). More
importantly, the literature indicates the importance of integrating libraries and librarians into
the school curriculum in improving student academic achievement (Lance, 1994, 2001, 2002;
Lance, Hamilton-Pennell, Rodney, 1999; Lance, Rodney, Hamilton-Pennell, 2000; 2001; Lance &
Rodney, 2005; Lance & Russell, 2004; Lance, Welburn, Hamilton-Pennell, 1993; Rodney, Lance,
Hamilton-Pennell, 2002, 2003).

Although research in LIS has primarily focused on librarians’ experiences with teacher
and librarian collaboration, a recent study provides insights into educators” perceptions of TLC.
Teachers were asked to indicate how frequently they engaged in certain activities with
librarians and how important to student learning they perceived the activity to be. Teachers did
not perceive planning lessons with librarians to occur frequently (Montiel-Overall, 2009).
Teachers also perceived planning lessons with librarians to be less important to student
learning than “arranging time for library use” (p.186).

Teacher to Teacher Collaboration

In spite of considerable information from LIS literature on collaboration, there is a dearth of
information in the education literature about librarians as collaborators with teachers. Almost
no information about TLC was found in a review of educational literature. A recent study by
the MetLife Foundation (2010) on collaboration in schools indicates considerable interest by
teachers in collaboration with each other and with principals. However, librarians are not
mentioned in the 131-page final report. For the most part, the literature in education focuses on
the same issues addressed in LIS literature but without consideration of the role of librarians.
Leonard and Leonard (2003) found that while most teachers recognize the benefits of
collaboration, reduced interest in teacher to teacher collaboration resulted from a lack of time.
Time was perceived as a major impediment to teacher-teacher collaboration. Hara and
colleagues (2003) found other impediments to collaboration among university educators. They
found collaboration was more likely to occur on low level tasks such as providing data than on
tasks requiring thinking together. Hara and her colleagues note that when interpersonal
relationships were developed and trust and respect were established, the collaborative process
appeared to move along more quickly.

Theoretical Framework
Collaboration is a construct best examined through multiple theoretical lenses. This study is
grounded on a theoretical framework referred to as social constructivism. The writings of
Vygotsky (1978) provide the theoretical structure for understanding group interaction.
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Vygotsky theorized that individuals learn through social engagements with others. Moran and
John-Steiner (2003) explain that Vygotsky’s views describe “knowledge construction [as] a
social, cooperative venture” and that “all mental functions are first experienced socially, learned
in interaction with others” (p. 4). Based on this theoretical framework, an underlying
assumption about collaboration is that meaning and knowledge are co-constructed. In this
theoretical perspective, social interaction encouraged through collaborative activities enhances
learning and improve teaching and learning (Fulton 2003; Leonard & Leonard, 2001a, 2001b).

A second theoretical lens guiding the study comes from organizational theory, which
includes underlying assumptions about group work resulting in greater productivity,
challenging traditional ideas of individualism, competitiveness, and working alone. Drucker
(2000) suggests that institutional leaders who create communities interested in the common
good reap benefits far beyond those achieved from the contributions of individuals. Others
suggest that shared ideas and problem solving around a common goal are the essential reasons
for collaboration (Austin, 2000; Senge, Roberts, Ross, Smith, & Kleiner, 1994).

Using these theoretical perspectives as lenses for examining collaboration, the goal of
this study to was to gain insight into collaboration among teachers/educators and librarians and
to examine teachers’/educators” understanding of teacher and librarian collaboration through
their work on a collaborative project with librarians. This study attempts to address questions
about how teachers/educators perceive teacher and librarian collaboration, how they collaborate
with librarians on a joint project, whether cultural differences between disciplines represented
by teachers/educators and librarians affect collaboration, and the extent to which levels of
collaboration described in a proposed teacher and librarian collaboration model (TLC Model)
are reached by participants.

Background to the Study

This study occurred during the 1¢ year of a three-year study funded by the Institute of Museum
and Library Services (IMLS) on the effect of teacher and librarian collaboration on science
information literacy of Latino students. During the first year, which was a planning year, a team
of teachers/educators and librarians with expertise in the areas of teacher and librarian
collaboration, science information literacy, and Latino language and culture were purposively
convened monthly to plan intervention workshops that would be provided to six cohorts of 3,
4t and 5" grade teachers and librarians (hereafter Cohorts) participating in a study during the
following two years. The intervention workshops were to be designed to improve instruction
through teacher and librarian collaboration. Members of the convened group of experts agreed
to collaborate in planning the intervention workshops. The group of experts consisted of
teachers and librarians (Peer Mentors) who would mentor the Cohorts during the following two
years, and several university experts in science, Latino language and culture, and teaching who
agreed to serve as advisors during the planning process and to provide resources or expertise as
needed (Advisors). This study examines the collaborative process as it occurred among
teachers, educators and librarians while they worked together to develop the professional
development intervention workshops for the Cohorts.

A proposed model of teacher and librarian collaboration (Montiel-Overall, 2005) was
used to inform participants about various levels of collaboration. The model (TLC Model)
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describes a range of collaborative practices between teachers and librarians from low level
collaboration to high level collaboration. Low level practices include relatively functional
endeavors such as scheduling events and organizing activities (e.g., Coordination). High level
collaborative practices include more complex endeavors which integrate library instruction and
subject content (e.g., Integration).

The goal of the professional development workshops for the following years would be
to help members of the Cohorts work in more complex collaborative ways to provide Latino
students, who lag far behind their non-Latino peers, an integrated science and library
curriculum (i.e. integrated science and information literacy curriculum). Finally, participants
were asked to make every effort possible to engage in high end collaboration themselves as they
planned the intervention workshops.

Research Design and Procedures
Case study methodology was used to gain in-depth understanding of a single real-life situation
(Merriam, 2001). The intent of the study was to analyze and interpret the phenomenon of
collaboration ~with librarians and teachers/educators to Dbetter understand the
interconnectedness of factors previously identified in studies and to gain a better understanding
of the process of collaboration between teachers and librarians.

Participants

Participants were convened after approval was obtained from the Institutional Review Board.
Participants included three elementary school teachers and three school librarians (Peer
Mentors) from two school districts, and four educators at a local university (Advisors). At mid
point in the study, two teachers decided not to continue in the study and were replaced by an
elementary teacher. The Peer Mentors were compensated for their time. The Advisors were not
compensated. Three participants were Latino. The remaining participants were non-Latino. All
participants except two teachers had more than 10 years experience in their respective fields
(education and/or librarianship). Most of the team members had over 15 years of work
experience.

Advisors included faculty from a university education department responsible for
teacher education, a science curriculum coordinator, and faculty from a university computer
science department. Advisors intermittently attended meetings, responded to questions via
email, and provided information in their areas of expertise (e.g., science, Latino language and
culture, education). Peer Mentors had strong backgrounds in librarianship/ information literacy,
science, and language and culture. For example, a teacher Peer Mentor was a science/math
coach. Another teacher Peer Mentor was a Spanish language and culture specialist. Librarians
were highly experienced teacher-librarians with extensive experience collaborating with
teachers. One of the librarians had received national recognition for her collaborative efforts as a
teacher-librarian. Another librarian had helped create school district standards for librarians,
which integrated information literacy standards with K-5 content standards. All Peer Mentors
participated in pre-and post-interviews (see Appendix for sample interview questions).
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Data Collection

Data collection took place during 2007-2008 academic year. Qualitative data included
observation notes, fieldnotes, artifacts from monthly team meetings, and pre-and post- audio
recorded semi-structured interviews of Peer Mentors and some Advisors. Triangulation of data
was used to assure greater reliability of data. Transcripts of interviews were distributed to
participants for review to provide greater trustworthiness (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). The
researcher was a participant observer (Jorgenson, 1989) and facilitated member check and
debriefing, which occurred informally at various times during the study and formally when
participants were asked to review and correct the transcripts. In addition, the researcher
attended meetings, which were generally four hours long after school hours during the first
semester of the school year, and two to three hours during the spring semester. Informal
meetings also took place at various times, and memos from these meetings were compiled.
Audio recorded semi-structured interviews were transcribed verbatim. Data included the
following: researcher observations, participant fieldnotes, meeting notes of meetings,
interviews, and informal conversations.

Data Analysis

Qualitative data analysis was carried out by the researcher and two research assistants. The
researcher provided instruction to research assistants on case study research (Merriam, 2001),
qualitative data analysis (Creswell, 2008), and constructivist grounded theory approach
(Charmaz, 2000), which “recognizes that the viewer creates the data and ensuing analysis
through interaction with the viewed” (p. 523).

Analysis began with multiple readings of data. Coders (researcher and research
assistants) discussed and agreed upon categories as they were initially identified. Coding and
recoding of categories occurred as new insights were obtained. For example, the initial
categories included (a) expertise, (b) respect, (c) trust, (d) patience (e) openness, (f) social
environment, (g) common goal, (h) time, (i) sharing knowledge, and (j) integration of ideas.
These categories were examined more closely to determine their relationship with each other.
Displays were created to provide coders greater clarity of thought (Yin, 2003). Displays helped
with more in-depth analysis to see whether and how categories supported theory. After a
manual analysis of data occurred, transcriptions were entered into a data management system
(ATLAS.ti). Recoding continued as additional information emerged from the data and new
categories became evident.

Incidents between teachers/educators and librarians were examined to determine levels
of collaboration proposed in a model of teacher and librarian collaboration (hereafter TLC
Model). Incidents involving scheduling and/or organizing were categorized as low level
collaboration (Coordination). Incidents involving teachers/educators and librarians working
independently and then coming together to share were categorized a mid level collaboration
(Cooperation), and incidents in which idea sharing resulted in a jointly developed outcome
were categorized as high level collaboration (Integration).

Coding and recoding occurred to facilitate interpretation, and categories were changed
after further analysis and interpretation. In the constant comparative method of grounded
theory, incidents applicable to each category are compared. This occurred and led to second
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level analysis with integration of categories. For example, in the initial analysis four major
categories emerged: having a common goal, communication, developing relationships, and
environment (i.e., setting). Tables were made to display categories as suggested by Miles and
Huberman (1994). This led to reorganization of information and relabeling of items.
Modifications in the tables and diagrams led to greater clarity of data and elimination of non-
relevant information, which allowed greater clarity in findings and led to a deeper conceptual
understanding of the collaboration process. As initial categories changed, general themes
emerged from the data. Inter-rater agreement occurred throughout the process with excellent
results.

Findings and Discussion

The following sections discuss findings of this case study. In the first section, the research
questions are addressed. These include educators’ perceptions of TLC, how participants
collaborated and whether differences within the disciplines affected their collaboration, and
levels of collaboration attained. The second section discusses general themes, which emerged
from the data, which include shared knowledge, relationship building, and deep thinking.
Themes, categories used to identify themes, and samples from data are presented on Table 1.
The final section presents a conceptualization of the collaboration process. In this section, three
phases in the collaboration process are identified, the initial phase, relationship phase, and
productive phase. This section advances theory about the collaboration process, which is
invaluable in TLC. Case research is considered a valuable tool in theory building (Yin, 2003).

Section I: Research Questions

Educators’ Perception of Teacher and Librarian Collaboration. Findings indicated
that teacher Peer Mentors and educator Advisors did not initially understand the meaning of
collaboration as it is described and recommended in school library literature. Uncertainty about
TLC continued even after several meeting into the planning year: a teacher Peer Mentor asked
“What is collaboration anyway?” An educator participant attempted to explained that teacher
and librarian collaboration meant: “The teachers get resources to use in the actual science
curriculum and at the same time is improving kids’ research skills, how to access information,
the information literacy piece.”

Questions asked during meetings indicated that teachers/educators did not know what
librarians did when they collaborated with teachers at school. Questions asked included: “When
do you [teachers and librarians] meet? How do you find the time to meet? Does your principal
give you time to meet? What if teachers don’t want to collaborate?” Teachers/ educators were
interested in knowing how librarians carried out their work and requested demonstrations of
what it looked like when librarians met with teachers to plan instruction. Demonstrations of
teacher and librarian collaboration took place several times during the planning year at the
school of one of the Peer Mentors.

A teacher participant indicated that teachers in her school district were not aware of
librarians” professional guidelines for collaboration nor of information literacy standards. She
said she did not know that these were integrated into content curriculum. Understanding the
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role of school librarians was difficult at first. However, perceptions slowly changed over time. A
teacher explained,

It was difficult to get our bearings when we started out. You have to give it the time that it
takes... I have a pretty good handle on ...what we’re going to be doing..., what roles each of us is
going to play, and how together we’re going to create something that’s greater than the sum of its
parts.

Collaborating with librarians to plan the intervention workshops for the following year
provided valuable first hand experience in “shared thinking.” Through the collaborative
endeavor of planning the intervention workshops, participants essentially collaborated in ways
that were similar to how they would expect the Cohorts to collaborate the following year.
Previous experience may have contributed to teachers’ and educators’ initial concept of
collaboration. A participant explained, “Some did it quicker and easier than others. Maybe
depending on their own background and how much experience they had.” Not all participants
had positive perceptions of collaboration. Some participants’ experiences with group work
included having an individual “take over the group” or “letting everyone else do all the work.”
These notions changed as participants began planning: “Everybody did what they needed to do
[and] no one took control.”

How Teachers/Educators Collaborate. Although experience of participants differed
somewhat from the type of collaboration the Cohorts would be involved in the following year,
various similarities existed, which were categorized as communication, relationships, and
conditions necessary for collaboration to occur. Categories identified in this case confirmed
findings from other studies on collaboration. Careful examination of “incidents with properties
of the category” as prescribed by Glasser & Strauss (1967, p. 108) resulted in identifying
categories, which appear to be integral components of collaboration: having a common goal,
being able to build relationships, and jointly creating outcomes. Sub-categories emerged as
incidents within the categories were identified (e.g., communication, environmental conditions).
A brief discussion of these categories follows.

Common goal. Understanding the goal of the project emerged from the data as an
essential element that had to be clearly understood before the collaborators felt they were being
productive. Although the primary goal of the project was to jointly develop professional
development intervention workshops, which integrated the areas of expertise (i.e., TLC,
information literacy, science, and Latino language and culture), teachers/educators expressed
frustration about how to accomplish the goal. An educator explained, “[we] are not used to
having to develop the plan itself ... initially [we] were waiting to be told what needed to be
done.” Librarians, on the other hand, had a clearer initial understanding of the common goal,
“[OJur common goal was to design [professional development workshops] for next year,” and
were less frustrated with the process of accomplishing it without external direction and
guidance. It took a number of meetings for all participants to understand their part of the
collaborative effort and how each individual would contribute to the collaborative endeavor of
developing workshops around their areas of expertise. The effort required lengthy discussions
and making a series of minor decisions along the way. A teacher member of the participants
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explained, “[the process of collaboration] is hard work, [a] long-term process with confusion
and chaos until pieces come together.”

Relationship building. Having a good relationship with other collaborators emerged as
an essential component of collaboration. Some participants explained that they needed to
become comfortable with others in the group in order to share ideas. Others stated that the way
they developed respect for others was by building a relationship with them. A participant
explained as her relationship with others developed, she began “looking forward to seeing
people.” Communication was also clearly at the heart of relationship building in order to
resolve the fear factor. Initially, relationships appeared to be guarded but as participants got to
know each other they began to trust each other (“you have to be able to just let yourself not be
scared, not to hold your ideas back but to share those ideas”). For example, at the initial
meeting, an Advisor noted that he felt a fair amount of animosity from a Peer Mentor: “there
was no trust at all at the beginning...and I think that entirely changed over time.” As
relationships developed, discussions around shared ideas were more open and accommodating
to the ideas of others. A participant explained the sharing process by stating: “When you
collaborate like that, you share the work, you share the ideas you also share the excitement and
the energy you need to get it done.” This study confirmed that relationship building requires
time. It also confirms that a pleasant social environment contributes to building relationships
including trust, openness, respect, patience, knowledge sharing, expertise, and good ideas.
Figure 1 illustrates how initial categories appear to work together. The illustration indicates that
elements occur over time in a social environment. The left box represents elements needed for
collaboration (Trust, Respect, Openness, and Patience). The left arrow indicates that these
elements result in Knowledge and Shared Expertise (middle box). The right arrow indicates that
these elements lead to Integration of Ideas.

What Goes Into Collaboration?

*SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT
*Trust *Respect *Knowledge Sharing *Integration
(*Openness) (*Patience) (*Expertise) of
Ideas

T |

*TIME

Figure 1. This illustration identifies elements of collaboration (identified with an asterisk), which
emerged from the data.

Cultural Perceptions. Culture is defined as the daily activities that occur in a group,

community or organization (Rosaldo, 1989). Cultural differences between teachers/educators
and librarians were apparent at various times during the study requiring lengthy discussions to
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resolve differences. First, teachers/educators were not comfortable with the idea of creating the
plan for the intervention workshops. Teachers/educators explained that their experience with
collaboration (working with others on a project) was limited to projects in which there was
already a designated leader, prescribed tasks, and predefined outcome. An educator explained
that teachers are used to “Here is what you are going to do ... and they are uncomfortable
sometimes when they don’t hear that.” The educator explained that in this collaboration, “we
didn’t have a pre-formed plan in mind ... we were all supposed to create it. It's a lot of hard
work.” Teachers/educators also noted that they expected there to be already in existence a plan
for what each person was supposed to do, which would eventually be presented by the
researcher. A teacher/educator explained, “I feel like there is a “right” answer but we haven’t
found it yet.” Second, teachers/educators also had a sense that there should have been a leader
selected. Librarians, on the other hand, were comfortable that no one had “taken charge,” and
on occasions when someone took on the role of leader at a meeting, a librarian complained.

Another teacher/educator perception that emerged was that TLC would take teachers
away from following prescribed curriculum, which teachers were supposed to rigidly follow in
their school district. A teacher who withdrew from the study explained that the difficulty with
TLC, as she understood it, was that elementary teachers were expected to follow a scope and
sequence and that guided inquiry generated by teacher librarian collaboration would be
difficult. As a teacher explained, “Why? [Because] you are going to take up too much of my
time.” Lack of time was given as an explanation for withdrawing from the study.

The other teacher who withdrew at mid year also explained that she did not have time
to continue. She also expressed confusion and frustration about what collaboration meant and
how it would improve teaching and learning. She explained, that at her school, teachers were
required to collaborate (plan) by grade level around a specific agenda that was given to them.
She explained that the way collaboration was being used in the research was completely new to
her.

Finally, teachers/educators’ perception of school librarians was captured in the
following statements by teachers:

“[librarians] ...really are good getting resources and scheduling”
“the librarians know everything”
“Librarians [are] doing the technology.”

Levels of Collaboration Attained. The TLC Model was used to identify levels of
collaboration. Activities undertaken by IMLS team were examined based on three of the four
facets in the model (Coordination, Cooperation, and Integration). The TLC Model provided a
means of examining levels of collaboration reached during the process of planning by the
research group. Actions and behaviors fell into three of the four facets described in the model.
They occurred at different phases of the study. Following are examples:

Scheduling. Initially, participants focused on establishing a schedule for themselves and
for the workshops they were planning (e.g., Facet A: Coordination in the TLC Model). During
discussions about how to arrange the workshops (e.g., time of day) and who would go first,
participants were respectful of each other’s ideas, open to opinions about best times and place
for the workshops. It appeared that talking about the schedule for the following year helped
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participants open up with each other and become more comfortable working together on more
important matters such as jointly planning presentations which occurred later during the first
year.

Shared responsibilities. Another level of collaboration (Facet B: Cooperation) was also
evident. Early during the planning year and then again at the end of the planning year,
participants worked in teams of two or three to plan a single workshop that would integrate
their areas of expertise. Participants carried out their planning outside of the monthly meetings.
Several team presentations included separately planned segments created by each individual on
the team. These types of interaction were classified as mid-level collaborative (Cooperation)
because of the limited shared thinking involved in working together. Mid level collaboration
was more apparent at the beginning of the year when teacher Peer Mentors just wanted to be
assigned a segment of the intervention workshops.

Integration. A higher level collaboration (Facet C: Integration) was used to classify
shared thinking, shared planning and the creation of something new. An example of high-level
collaboration was evident in jointly planned presentations in which the segments of the
presentation complemented each other. By the end of planning year, Peer Mentors had become
actively engaged in jointly planning all aspects of the workshops including modules to be
presented, content of the modules, and sequence. As an example, Peer Mentors collaboratively
planned a lesson, which integrated Spanish/English cognates and science (e.g., insects/insectos).
Librarians provided a mock demonstration of a meeting to plan the lesson around information
literacy standards. With considerable effort, integration occurred. However, integration was
never perceived as easy by teachers/educators, and a participant explained that at first he
thought, “This is painful! But the more you do it, the closer you get, and the more ideas come
out of it ... and people start playing ideas off of each other.” Although a high level of
collaboration was difficult, it was eventually reached.

Section Il: Themes and Categories
An outcome of this study was the emergence of three major themes of collaboration similar to
findings from other studies. The first theme, shared knowledge, illustrates understanding
required by participants to be productive in the collaborative endeavor. This theme includes
cognitive elements of the collaborative process. The second theme, relationship building,
illustrates affective elements required for collaboration. A third theme which emerged was deep
thinking around ideas. It captured the effect of interactions identified in the first two themes.
Table 1 illustrates these themes and coding categories used to identify them. The themes
capture essential components evident in the collaborative process. While themes are shown as
separate entities in the table, they are interrelated components of multidisciplinary
collaboration. According to Martin and Briggs (1986) cognitive and affective domains work
together in creating knowledge and understanding and “no true separation of the domains can
occur in any practical ... situation” (p. 10). This appeared to be the case in this study. Themes
and categories derived from the analysis are described in the following section with examples
from the data.
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Table 1
Themes, Coding Categories and Sub-Categories
with Examples from Data on the Process of Collaboration

Themes Coding Sub-category Examples from data (quotes in italics)
category
Understanding  *the mini presentations...[helped people get]
each other’s to know each other.
area of expertise

Shared Knowledge Common Goal:  Understanding  *The project as I look at it is a way to think
collaboration about ...collaboration for the end goal of
[Cognitive Domain] improving ...in the area of science.
*Science is collaborative when you look at
science research and when people develop
products and they are not just sitting there
and doing their own thing. They are working
together to develop products or figure out
problems and that’s what is going to help us
here. Is that if we can take a look at what
science curriculum is out there for third
grade for example.
*The common goal of collaboration is
improvement for students. ...
*So it’s clear that what we produced by
collaborating is going to be far superior to
what any one of us could have done as

individuals.
Relationship Communication  Small talk *...1in the process of making small talk you
Building begin to develop an understanding of the
[Affective Domain] [Developing process.
Interpersonal
Relations] Professional talk *Understanding science learning and
pedagogy
*Learning about library standards and
about language acquisition
Qualities Being flexible *Flexibility and be willing to change. It
needed: almost has to be a part of your persona as a

teacher. It really does.... It can be learned.

Showing respect  *Talking to each other leads to respect, trust
relationships....

Being motivated *I have to get something out of this too.
*I want to be with people like that...It is
going to be more fun for me to be with the
people who 1 am going to learn from...
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Table 1 (continued)
Themes, Coding Categories and Sub-Categories
with Examples from Data on the Process of Collaboration

Trusting others  *The only way we can find that trust is being
listened to...

Being open *Open to whatever...
Deep Thinking Accommodation:  Idea sharing *We are going to figure out how we can
Around Ideas put all four pieces into each module
around the subject of science.
[Cognitive & *I bounce ideas for sharing and I think its
Affective Domains] going well...
Consensus: *Determining what the final product

would look like-...

*Analyze practice in terms of

collaboration...

*Methods of presenting at the
Science intervention workshops were agreed
teaching upon ...

*Improving teacher’s content knowledge

Intervention on science teaching
workshops *Paradigm shift [changing the way you
teach children]...

Latino students’
needs *Using standards- standards are going to
be an integral part of the workshops.

*Learning how to teach Latino
children... [a different way of teaching
them so they understand better...]

Shared Knowledge

Shared knowledge emerged as theme describing collaborators” need to know more about each
other’s area of expertise and their need to be clear about the goals of the project. Several
participants knew each other but had never worked together. A librarian explained,

“It is interesting to me ...that since the group is neutral to each other, the collaboration piece
may take a little longer than it would if a person was a colleague because a part of the
collaboration process is the element of trust.”

Teachers’ lack of prior knowledge about what teacher and librarian collaboration (TLC)
involved was evident in questions raised at the meetings. Teachers indicated that they had
never heard of TLC in their own professional experience and they wanted the librarians to
demonstrate TLC. Teachers also wanted definitions of terms used by librarians such as
information literacy and, integrated instruction, and numerous other terminology related to the
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library profession. For example, teachers were not aware of research strategies discussed by
librarians or of information literacy standards used by librarians to guide instruction. All
participants expressed a need to have a better understanding early on about each other’s areas
of expertise.

Discussions about the role of librarians as collaborators provided a starting point for
learning about each other. The proposed model of teacher and librarian collaboration also
helped explain TLC. Examples from a previous study of highly collaborative teachers and
librarians were provided to ease initial anxiety expressed about how the research team would
meld their separate areas of expertise into workshops. Teachers” mental model for planning
workshops initially was to develop totally separate modules on each topic:

We really have not had much of an opportunity [to work collaboratively with those who are
experts in another field]. What we’ve presented so far, for example, has been our own area of
expertise but now how am I going to work with the other folks so that what we eventually
present is a more collaborative sort of presentation? That’s not clear yet.

Librarians on the other hand, explained, “When you collaborate ..., you share the work, you
share the ideas you also share the excitement and the energy you need to get it done.” It was
initially easier for them to initiate it.

Relationship Building

Relationships appeared to be an essential element for the success of collaboration. Building
these relationships took time and energy. However, getting to know new people was important
and helpful in bringing the group together during the lengthy meetings, which took place after
school and often went through the dinner hour. A participant explained “Everybody was very
excited to get going.” Another participant explained that although she was often exhausted
before the meeting, she left the meeting energized by the group. The experience appeared to
provide stimulation and a common sense of satisfaction was realized by participants.

Communication. Two categories and multiple sub-categories defined the theme of
relationship building. The first category, communication, captured various kinds of interaction
that helped build relationships. Two sub-categories of communication were small talk and
professional talk.

Small talk. Initial interaction among participants involved small talk about insignificant
or personal information. Participants shared information about work, family, and personal
experiences as a means of getting to know each other. Participants explained that they needed
to become comfortable with others in the group in order to share ideas. Others stated that the
way they developed respect for others was by building a relationship with them. At first,
relationships appeared to be guarded before participants got to know each other and began to
trust each other “you have to be able to just let yourself not be scared, not to hold your ideas
back but to share those ideas”). A participant explained,

And so in the process of making small talk you begin to develop an understanding of the person
not just as some kind of a professional colleague but as an individual human being with all the
personality characteristics and quirks that we all have as individuals.
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Professional talk. As participants became more familiar with one another and
comfortable talking with each other, they began to share ideas about the intervention
workshops and how their areas of expertise could fit in. The group often lacked a common
language for conceptualizing thoughts about other’s areas of expertise. For example, although
librarians in the group discussed collaboration as a new role for librarians recommended as a
way of ensuring that students became information literate in the 21 century, teachers had a

difficult time understanding what information literacy was and how it applied to their own
areas of expertise. A teacher participant explained that it took a long time to get to the point
where people understood each other professionally and could begin to discuss what was
essential to developing the workshops: (“it takes a long time to where you're both inputting
ideas and suggestions.”)

An episode underscored the importance of establishing good communication in
collaborative work. A teacher participant, who dropped out of the study half way through the
tirst year, had rarely spoken during the meetings and minimally participated during small
group breakouts, and seemed less communicative in general. Although the participant’s silence
was noticed it was attributed to shyness and lack of experience working on a group project.
However, the participant later explained that she felt she didn’t fit into the group since others
had “an expertise” and she was “just a teacher.” The participant indicated that what the group
was doing was new to her and that she didn’t understand what she could contribute. Thinking
together seemed vague and abstract to her. Another explanation may be that the participant
may have sensed what Charmaz (2000) describes as a subtle “power arrangement” that caused
her to “retreat into silence” (p. 527).

Environment/Setting

Another category of collaboration that emerged as an element critical to its success, particularly
since planning meetings were long and held at the end of the day, was having a comfortable
environment and good conditions for meeting. This was labeled Environment or Setting, and has
been identified in previous research by Mattissech and Monsey (1992) as important to
collaboration. Having a convenient location was seen as a time-saver, particularly at the end of
a workday. Meetings held at locations that were difficult to find or where parking was an issue
resulted in annoyances that affected the meeting as participants entered the meeting in bad
humor or frustrated. The size and friendliness of the meeting rooms also emerged as a factor in
creating an atmosphere of contentment, congeniality and comfort. Participants’ comments
regarding factors that inhibited or facilitated collaboration were illustrated by the following:
“meeting place [was] important,
comfortable space.” A sub-category of environment was food. Food helped participants bond.
It was a way for participants to participate in social interaction prior to meetings, which
enhanced their interaction during meetings.

4 g 7 £

needed to have a regular place,” “more intimate ...

Having food was critical, particularly since meetings were held at the end of the day. You've got
to bond. I think it would be hard for some people. I write about the food in my fieldnotes all the
time. That’s why [the teachers] and I bonded because we are early eaters.
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Deep Thinking Around Ideas

The theme of deep thinking around ideas emerged during a third level of analysis. This theme
emerged from episodes at meetings when participants were thinking and planning the
intervention workshops. During these episodes, discussions included philosophical
perspectives on teaching, conversations about pedagogy, discussions about the role of librarians
in most schools, strategies for incorporating information literacy into science instruction (or any
instruction), and analysis of teaching practices. In general, this theme identified a paradigm
shift in the way some teachers and librarians on the research team approached their work
together. This theme was defined by cooperation and a willingness to integrate their subject
areas. It also reflected deeper thinking about how this would occur and why it would be
beneficial to students. Minor decisions along the way contributed to outcomes. Decisions such
as what to focus on at each workshop were considered minor decisions, which arose from
participants accommodating to ideas and/or arriving at consensus. These categories, discussed
below, helped identify the theme of deep thinking around ideas.

Accommodation. This category emerged from incidents in which participants” ideas
changed about an issue. For example, participants became more knowledgeable about research
strategies used by librarians to teach students how to find information, ways to connect
children’s background and science instruction through Spanish/English cognates, and
innovative ways to use children’s literature to teach science. Another example was evident in
discussions about librarians teaching lessons (or parts of lessons) in the classroom. Teachers
accommodated to the notion of librarians as teachers during the planning year.

Consensus. This category emerged from incidents in which participants began to make
joint decisions about how to conduct the intervention workshops, about content, about who
would teach and about what would be taught at the workshops. Reaching agreement was often
difficult and was preceded by considerable discussion and consensus building, including
participants taking time to explain, to talk things through, and to listen to different perspectives.

Section lll: Toward a Conceptualization of the Process of Collaboration

This section presents a conceptualization of the collaboration process, which developed from an
in-depth review and comparison of findings from this and other studies on collaboration. The
phases reflect empirical evidence to advance theory about how teacher and librarian
collaboration occurs. Three phases in the collaboration process are identified: the Beginning
Phase, the Relationship Phase, and the Productive Phase. The previous two sections provide a
backdrop for the conceptual model of the collaboration process. The phases of collaboration
presented in the conceptual model are discussed below and presented in Figure 2.

Beginning Phase

The first phase of the process of collaboration is having a common interest in participating. This
may be a prerequisite of collaboration. In a previous study, having a school culture where
people were encouraged to work together was identified as a prerequisite of collaboration
(Montiel-Overall, 2008). However, the type of collaboration in which open sharing and creating
is encouraged may require an individual commitment. Individuals need to be motivated and
committed to the collaborative effort. In this study, librarians were particularly motivated and
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The Collaboration Process
Relationship Phase Productive Phase
Coraraunication

Sraall talk

Professional talk
Beginning Phase
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Figure 2. The illustration represents the collaboration process between teachers/educators and librarians
collaborating on a common task. Box A depicts factors needed during the Beginning Phase of
collaboration: common goal, interest, and motivation. The Relationship Phase identifies relationship
building needed for collaboration. Communication is a means of developing relationships through small
talk about family and friends and professional talk about work. The left arrow illustrates movement to the
next phase illustrated in Box B, the Productive Phase, which includes sharing ideas, discussion, and
planning. These acts involve accommodation and consensus shown in Box C. The small arrows on the
right illustrate minor outcomes that result from actions in the Productive Phase, which lead to the final
outcome of the process shown in Box D. The long arrow at the bottom indicates the range of levels
collaboration from low on the left to high on the right.

committed to understanding how to work with teachers/educators who did not have experience
with TLC. They were highly interested in participating in research to investigate how to
improve TLC with teachers. However, both librarians and teachers/educators alike were highly
motivated at the prospect of learning how to improve education for Latino students.

Relationship Phase
The Relationship Phase identifies a lengthy process of getting to know each other. This phase is
necessary in helping participants feel comfortable with each other before engaging in serious
planning. Discussions about family, friends and school district economic conditions helped
participants bond and created a sense of community among participants. Meeting once a month
with few or no meetings in-between prolonged the phase, which presumably would take
considerably less time in a school setting where teachers and librarians interact daily. Providing
a comfortable environment for participants contributed to relationship building. For example,
appropriate room size, adequate seating, temperature, and food were identified as important
factors that helped participants get to know each other. While these may appear to be
superficial to collaboration, the lack of attention to these details was identified as possible
reasons for relationship building to take so long. During the first semester of the study, meeting
rooms were either too small or too large. These conditions affected the comfort level of
participants (e.g., food was not close to the group, room temperature varied).

Another important aspect of relationship building is culture (the daily activities which
occur in the lives of groups). Distinct differences and similarities among participants enhanced
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and inhibited collaboration. For example, cultural differences were evident between school
districts. A participant noted that the culture of her school district did not include the kind of
collaborative relationship between teachers and librarians being described at meetings. “The
teachers [at my school district] don’t have that kind of relationship with librarians.” Another
cultural difference was familiarity with technology. Librarians were clearly from a culture that
incorporates technology into their work. This culture was less apparent among
teachers/educators who sometimes resisted using technology for communication such as email
and PowerPoint and for accessing the pass protected Web site for the project.

Productive Phase

The productive phase identifies a higher level of collaboration in which deep thinking is
evident. In this phase, participants engaged in productive discussions that moved collaboration
forward. This occurred during the second semester as participants became more open about
putting forth ideas and more accommodating to the ideas of others. Group cohesion was most
evident in this phase.

This phase involves thinking together about minor outcomes (e.g., scheduling time and
place, delegating responsibilities, creating charts, drafting a plan, revising the plan, finalizing
the plan) that were nevertheless necessary to the group’s sense of progress. Minor outcomes led
to deeper discussions (e.g., the theme of deep thinking), accommodation to others’ ideas,
conflict resolution, and consensus building needed for a final outcome. Figure 2 on page 47
illustrates the conceptualization discussed above and provides further explanation.

Conclusion

It is critical for teachers/educators to understand the role of 21t century school librarians. This
study indicates that the role of librarians as collaborators is still not widely understood by
teachers/educators and that teacher/educators do not yet clearly understand the potential for
integrating skills taught by school librarians (e.g., notetaking, citing sources, asking questions,
understanding research process) into subject content. This study also indicates that the process
of collaborating, which has been discussed in the literature for decades, may be unfamiliar
territory to many in the education profession. Strategies to mitigate the time required to
develop an environment conducive to shared thinking will be critical in promoting TLC in
school settings.

The study has implications for school librarians who attempt to collaborate with
teachers in new situations (e.g., being new to a school, beginning to collaborate with new
teachers, or working with teachers with different content backgrounds). Key findings indicate
that if teachers are unaware of the potential role of librarians as “teachers,” considerable effort
will be needed to ensure that teachers understand what TLC is and how library instruction can
affect student learning.

An important aspect of case studies is that it furthers theory development (Yin, 2003).
This study shows that the proposed TLC Model provides an indication of the level of
collaboration teachers and librarians engage in when working together. Second, the study
identifies the interrelationship between factors previously identified in research as components
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of the process of collaboration and provides further understanding of why certain factors (e.g.,
comfortable setting) are essential to the success of collaboration.

The study also highlights the interconnectedness of personal (affective) and cognitive
domains in collaboration. Integral aspects of the collaborative process such as relationship
building and trust are not only inseparable and overlapping but essential in promoting deep
thinking. Collaborators” knowledge of each others” personal and professional lives is not merely
a superficial aspect of working together but is necessary to enable progressively higher levels of
collaboration to occur. Understanding phases of the collaboration process may be key to school
librarians’ success as catalysts in improving teaching and learning within their school
communities.

This case study adds to the literature on collaboration and provides a roadmap for
school librarians who often must interact with a large number of teachers who have little or no
experience with TLC. The progressive nature of collaboration highlighted in this case, illustrates
the importance along the way of minor outcomes--even seemingly insignificant decisions about
where to meet--which often enable progressively higher levels of collaboration to occur.

Since 21 century school library professionals envision collaboration as a means to an
end in improving student academic achievement, it is essential that the phenomenon of teacher
and librarian collaboration be fully understood. The study suggests that the ultimate goal of
shared thinking is enabled though cognitive and affective factors associated with establishing
strong personal and professional relationships.

The relationship phase of collaboration identified in this study and in previous studies is
within the realm of possibility for every school librarian truly committed to becoming an
instructional partner with teachers and should be initiated regardless of scheduling issues,
previous teacher and librarian collaborative efforts, or principal support. Participants in this
study reflected some of the same difficulties with collaboration that are encountered by school
librarians working with teachers. For example, personal satisfaction is an important factor in
collaboration and further research is needed in this area since, when this aspect of collaboration
is lacking, there is little incentive for individuals to continue in the group effort to share ideas
and to problem solve.

The study also suggests that more information is needed on how to inform the
education community about ways that librarians can work with them (e.g., other than
traditional resource development). For example, at the outset of the study, two Advisors who
had previously chaired a university department responsible for teacher education were not
knowledgeable about TLC or information literacy. The responsibility to educate teachers about
how librarians can participate in teaching may have to continue to lie squarely with librarians
since teachers have generally not made the connection with LIS literature about TLC.

This study confirms findings from previous studies which show that collaboration is a
difficult process (John-Steiner, 1998; Leonard & Leonard, 2001a, 20003) and that “shared
thinking” requires time and commitment (Clark, et al, 1996; Leonard & Leonard, 2001a 2000b),
particularly at the initial stage of collaboration. Participants in this study demonstrated some of
the same difficulties encountered by school librarians working with classroom teachers. While
communication and relationship building have been identified previously as factors that
influence the success of collaboration among teachers and librarians (Grover, 1996) and among
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individuals involved in human service, government, and other nonprofit agencies (Mattessich
& Monsey, 1992), this study reveals a clearer understanding of the connectedness between these
two constructs.

Future Research

Although collaboration is discussed in both education and in library and information science,
this study highlights cultural differences which may play a significant role in the lack of
understanding between the two professions (i.e., between education and library and
information science). Future research on cultural differences between school librarians and
teachers/educators is a critical next step in determining more productive ways for library
professionals to work with their colleagues in education. Further research is also needed on the
role of personal satisfaction in collaboration to inform both professions about how to increase
collaboration among colleagues.

Limitations

Several limitations of this study should be noted. First, during the first semester of the study, a
key Advisor was unable to continue due to unexpected family obligations. Second, two teacher
Peer Mentors were unable to continue and were replaced in the middle of the year. At first these
changes were considered a setback to the cohesion of the group particularly for a librarian who
had spent a considerable amount of time developing a relationship with the teachers. However,
their immediate replacement reestablished a sense of cohesion by the group. The teacher who
was selected as a Peer Mentor explained that she felt like part of the group from the first day.
Finally, inconsistent attendance and participation by Advisors to the research group meetings
due to scheduling and other time commitments required revisiting decisions and discussing
topics that had already been discussed. This took valuable time and focus away from the task of
developing the workshops.

References

American Association of School Librarians and the Association for Educational Communications and
Technology. (1998). Information power: Building partnerships for learning. Chicago: American Library
Association.

American Association of School Librarians. (2007). Standards for the 21 century learner. Chicago: American
Library Association. Retrieved August 18, 2010, from
http://www.ala.org/ala/mgrps/divs/aasl/guidelinesandstandards/learningstandards/AASL_Learning

Standards 2007.pdf
Austin, James E. (2000). The collaboration challenge: How nonprofits and businesses succeed through strategic

alliances. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Bush, Gail. (2003). The school buddy system: The practice of collaboration. Chicago: American Library
Association.

Callison, Daniel. (1997). Expanding collaboration for literacy promotion in public and school libraries.
Journal of Youth Services, 11(1), 37-48.

Callison, Daniel. (2006). Collaboration. In D. Callison & L. Preddy (Eds.), The blue book on information age
inquiry, instruction and literacy (pp.322-327). Westport, CT: Libraries Unlimited.

50



School Libraries Worldwide Volume 16, Number 2, July 2010

Callison, Daniel, & Preddy, Leslie. (2006). The blue book on information age inquiry, instruction and literacy.
Westport, CT: Libraries Unlimited.

Charmaz, Kathy. (2000). Grounded theory: Objectivist and constructivist methods. In N. K. Denzin & Y.
S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research (pp. 509-535). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Creswell, John W. (2008). Educational research: Planning conducting and evaluating quantitative and qualitative
research (3 ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Education.

Doll, Carol A. (2005). Collaboration and the school library media specialist. Lanham, MD: Scarecrow Press.

Drucker, Peter F. (2000). Managing knowledge means managing oneself. Leader to Leader, 16. Retrieved
Aug. 18, 2010, from http://www.leadertoleader.org/knowledgecenter/journal.aspx? ArticleID=26

Farmer, Leslie. (2007). Principals: Catalysts for collaboration. School Libraries Worldwide,13(1), 56-65.

Farwell, Sybil. (1998). Successful models for collaborative planning. Knowledge Quest, 26(2), 24-30.

Fulton, Kathleen P. (2003). Redesigning schools to meet 21st century learning needs. T H E Journal
[Technological Horizons In Education], 30(9). Retrieved August 18, 2010, from
http://find.galegroup.com/gtx/infomark.do?&contentSet=IAC-
Documentsé&type=retrieve&tablD=T002&prodId=ITOF&docld=A105556461&source=gale&srcprod=I
TOF&userGroupName=uarizona main&version=1.0

Gavigan, K., Pribesh, S., & Dickinson, G. (2010). Fixed or flex? Schedule impacts on school library
circulation. Library and Information Science Research, 32(2), 131-137.

Glaser, Barney G., & Strauss, Anselm L. (1967). The discovery of grounded theory: Strategies for

qualitative research. Chicago, IL: Aldine Publishing Company.

Grover, Robert. (1996).Collaboration: Lessons learned. Chicago: American Association of School Librarians.

Hara, Nora., Solomon, Paul, Seung-Lye, Kim, & Sonnewald, Diane. (2003). An emerging view of scientific
collaboration: Scientists” perspectives on collaboration and factors that impact collaboration. Journal
of the American Society for Information science and Technology, 54(10) 952-965.

Haycock, Ken. (Ed.). (1999). Foundations for effective school library media programs. Englewood, CO: Libraries
Unlimited.

John-Steiner, Vera. (2000). Creative collaboration. New York: Oxford University Press.

Jorgensen, Danny L. (1989). Participant observation: A methodology for human studies. Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage.

Kim, S., & Ju, B. (2008). An analysis of faculty perceptions: Attitudes toward knowledge sharing and
collaboration in academic institution. Library and Information Science Research, 30(4), 282-290.

Lance, Keith Curry. (1994). The impact of school library media centers on academic achievement. School
Library Media Quarterly, 22(3), 167-70, 172.

Lance, Keith Curry. (2001). Proof of the power: Quality library media programs affect academic
achievement. Retrieved August 18, 2010, from
http://www.infotoday.com/MMSchools/sep01/lance.htm

Lance, Keith Curry. (2002). What research tells us about the importance of school libraries? White House
Conference on School Libraries. Institute of Museum and Library Services. Retrieved August 18,

2010, from http://www.imls.gov/news/events/whitehouse 2.shtm#kcl

Lance, Keith Curry, Hamilton-Pennell, Christine, & Rodney, Marcia J. (with Peterson, L., & Sitter, C.).
(1999). Information powered: The school librarian as an agent of Academic achievement in Alaska. Executive
Summary. Retrieved August 18, 2010, from http://www.library.state.ak.us/pdf/anc/infoemxs.pdf

Lance, Keith Curry, Welburn, Linda, & Hamilton-Pennell, Christine. (1993). Impact of school library media
centers on academic achievement. Castle Rock, CO: Hi Willow.

Lance, Keith Curry, Rodney, Marcia J., & Hamilton-Pennell, Christine. (2000). How school library media
specialists help kids achieve standards: The second Colorado study. San Jose, CA: HiWillow.

51



Patricia Montiel-Overall Further Understanding of Collaboration

Lance, Keith Curry, Rodney, M. J. & Hamilton-Pennell, Christine. (2001). Good schools have school library
media specialists: Oregon SLMSs collaborate to improve academic achievement. Salem, OR: Oregon
Educational Media Association.

Lance, Keith Curry, & Russell, Becky. (2004). Scientifically based research on school libraries and
academic achievement: What is it? How much do we have? How can we do it better? Knowledge
Quest, 32(5), 13-17.

Lance, Keith Curry, Rodney, Marcia. J., & Hamilton-Pennell, Christine. (2005). Powerful libraries make
powerful learners: The Illinois study. Canton, IL: Illinois School Library Media Association Retrieved
August 18, 2010, from http://www.islma.org/pdf/ILStudy2.pdf

Leonard, Pauline, & Leonard, Lawrence. (2001a). Assessing aspects of professional collaboration in
schools: Beliefs versus practices. The Alberta Journal of Educational Research, 57(1), 4-23.

Leonard, Leonard, & Leonard, Pauline. (2001b). The collaborative prescription: Remedy or reverie?
International Journal of Leadership in Education, 4(4), 383-399.

Leonard, Lawrence, & Leonard, Pauline. (2003). The continuing trouble with collaboration: Teacher talk.
Current Issues in Education, [Online] 6(15). Retrieved August 18, 2010, from
http://cie.asu.edu/volume6/number15/

Lincoln, Yvonne, & Guba, Egon. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Loertscher, David V. 1988. Taxonomies of the school library media program. Englewood, CO: Libraries
Unlimited.

Loertscher, David V. 2000. Taxonomies of the school library media program. (2nd ed.). San Jose, CA: Hi
Willow Research and Publishing.

Martin, Barbara. & Briggs, Leslie.. (1986). Cognitive and affective domains: Integration for instruction and
research. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Educational Technology Publications.

Mattissech, P. W. & Monsey, B. R. (1992). Collaboration: What makes it work. St. Paul, MN. Wilder
Foundation.

Merriam, Sharan B. (2001). Qualitative research and case study application in education. San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass.

MetLife Foundation. (2009a). The Met Life survey of the American teacher: Part 1: Collaborating for
student achievement. Retrieved August 18, 2010, from http://www.metlife.com/about/corporate-

profile/citizenship/metlife-foundation/metlife-survey-of-the-american-
teacher.html?WT.mc id=vul101

MetLife Foundation. (2009b). The Met Life survey of the American teacher: Part 2: Collaborating for
student success. Retrieved August 18, 2010, from http://www.metlife.com/about/corporate-

profile/citizenship/metlife-foundation/metlife-survey-of-the-american-
teacher.html?WT.mc id=vu1101

MetLife Foundation. (2010). The MetLife survey of the American teacher. Retrieved July 15, 2010, from
http://www.metlife.com/assets/cao/contributions/foundation/american-
teacher/MetLife Teacher Survey 2009.pdf

Miles, Matthew B. & Huberman, A. Michael. (1994). Qualitative data analysis (2" Ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage.

Mokhtar, Azura & Majih, Shaheen. (2006). An exploratory study of the collaborative relationship between
teachers and librarians in Singapore primary and secondary schools. Library and Information Science
Research, 28(2), 265-280.

Montiel-Overall, Patricia. (2005). A theoretical understanding of teacher and librarian Collaboration
(TLCQ). School Libraries Worldwide, 11(2), 24-48.

Montiel-Overall, Patricia. (2007). Research on teacher and librarian collaboration: An examination of
underlying structures of models. Library and Information Science Research, 29(2), 277-292.

52



School Libraries Worldwide Volume 16, Number 2, July 2010

Montiel-Overall, Patricia. (2008a). Teacher and librarian collaboration: A qualitative study. Library and
Information Science Research, 30, 145-155.

Montiel-Overall, Patricia. (2008b). A qualitative study of teacher and librarian collaboration: A
preliminary report. Scan, 27(4).

Montiel-Overall, Patricia. (2009). Teachers” perceptions of teacher and librarian collaboration:
Instrumentation development and validation. Library and Information Science Research, 31(3), 182-191.

Moran, Seana, & John-Steiner, Vera. (2003). Creativity in the making: Vygotsky's contemporary
contribution to the dialectic of development and creativity. In K.R. Sawyer, V. John-Steiner, S.
Moran, R.J. Sternberg, D.H. Feldman, H. Gardner, J. Nakamura, & M. Csikszentmihalyi (Eds.),
Creativity and development (pp. 61-90). Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press.

Morris, Betty. (2007). The principal’s support of classroom teacher-media specialist collaboration. School
Libraries Worldwide, 13(1), 36-55.

Oberg, Dianne. (1995). Developing the respect and support of school administrators. Teacher-Librarian,
33(3), 13-18.

Oberg, Dianne. (1996). Principal support: What does it mean to teacher-librarians. In L. A. Clyde (Ed.),
Sustaining the vision: A collection of articles and papers on research in school librarianship in honor of Jean E.
Lowrie (pp. 221-230), Castle Rock, CO: Hi Willow Research.

Rodney, Marcia J., Lance, Keith Curry, & Hamilton-Pennell, Christine. (2002). Make the connection:
Quality school library media programs impact academic achievement in lowa. Bettendorf, IA:
Mississippi Bend Area Education Agency. Retrieved August 18, 2010, from
http://www.iowaaeaonline.org/vnews/display.v/ART/492b02e0d63b8

Rodney, Marcia J., Lance, Keith Curry, & Hamilton-Pennell, Christine. (2003). The impact of Michigan
school librarians on academic achievement: Kids who libraries succeed. Retrieved August 18, 2010,
from http://www.michigan.gov/documents/hal Im schllibstudy03 76626 7.pdf

Rosaldo, Renato, (1989). Culture and truth: A remaking of social analysis. Boston: Beacon.

Rowe, Glenda Smith. (2007). Collaboration: It's a gamble on a fixed schedule. Knowledge Quest, 35(4), 44-
46.

Russell, Shayne. (2002). Teachers and library media specialists: Collaborative relationships. Teacher Library
Media Specialist, 29(5), 35-38.

Senge, Peter. M., C. Roberts, R. B. Ross, B. ]. Smith, and A. Kleiner. (1994). The fifth discipline fieldbook:
Strategies and tolls for building a learning organization. New York: Doubleday.

Shannon, Donna. (2009). Principals’ perspectives of school librarians. School Libraries Worldwide, 15(2), 1-
22.

Sirontnik, Kenneth A., & Goodlad, John L. (Eds.). (1988). School-university partnerships in action: Concepts,
cases, and concerns. New York: Teachers College Press.

Vygotsky, Lev.S. (1978). Mind in society. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Yin, Robert K. (2003). Case study research. Thousands Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Author Note

Dr. Patricia Montiel-Overall is an associate professor at the University of Arizona School of
Information Resources and Library Science in Tucson, Arizona. She received her doctorate in
education from Stanford University. Her post doctorate degreee is in library and information
science. Her areas of interest include school and public librarianship and equity of access. Her
research is funded by a grant from the Institute of Museum and Library Services on the effect of
teacher and librarian collaboration on science information literacy of Latino students.

53



Patricia Montiel-Overall Further Understanding of Collaboration

Appendix
Sample Questions: Pre and Post Semi-Structured Interview

Pre Semi-Structured Interview

1. Can you talk about the collaborative activities that have taken place within the research
group thus far and how these activities are helping the group reach its goal?

2. What factors seem to affect the collaborative effort of individuals from the different
disciplines represented in the research group?

3. In what way, if at all, was the collaborative effort by the research group the same or different
from the collaboration you do at your school?

4. What do you consider the most important aspect of the collaborative effort so far?

5. What is your understanding about what school librarians do?

Post Semi-Structured Interview

1. Can you describe the purpose of the research group’s collaborative effort?

2. Can you talk about the collaborative activities that have taken place within the research
group and how these activities are helping the group reach its goal?

3. What level of collaboration do you think the group has reached?

4. How have your impressions about school librarians” work changed if at all during the post
year?

5. Do you think the group has reached its goal? If so, how they reached the goal?
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