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INTRODUCTION

It 1s difficult to converse with a practicing teacher Qbout classroom
itnstruction without encountering sgatements about the lack of Tesohrces,
the avnilubility of wonderful, new resources, or the declaratton that the
classroom could be a mgrvelous place "if only this or that resource were,
uvallgble. 1nterest1ngly, it is not difficult to be puzzled by the meaning

of theé term "fesource." Asking claqqroom ‘teachers to list examples-of what

théy consider to be resources prov1de9 11t£19 clarlfxcatlon. Rather, one
encounters long lists with almost unbellovnble dlve§s1ty. To some,
sciséors, crayons, and paste are resources; to others, the supportive
ittitude of their pFincipél is viewed as a resource. The 1i§c gocs on. What
blcomes increasingly clear is that the concept of an educational resource
hhs not bﬁén well developed, and is thus less than helpful in understanding

hl

how resources are used in either classrooms or 1in teacher education. The

'prlmary purposes of this paper are to explore the concept of educational

resources, to 1nvest1gntc ‘their ‘use both -in, elementary and secondary

classrooms and in teacher edication, -and to address some critical
. . o A

questions concerning the better use of oeourccs, especially ‘1n teacher

;o

education. ' )
[ 2

N .
» - N ’

Educational Resource Defined . : T ‘ . “

If there is a common contemporary notion underlying the use of the

term educational resource, it i that resources are anything that cqgn be

used as an educational tool, rangxng from an011 and paper through styro-

foam and tri-wall to gomputers ‘and humgn beings ‘with unique skills. As one
can see, tlis-is not a very restrictive concept, and thertfore has not been

very useful.

Fot purposes‘of this paper, an educational resource will be defined as

! » . - .
" a-reserve (non-regular) sourceé of supply or support. This notion can be

thought ‘of in comparison to the standard "tools of.the trade' that do not.

N

constitute a reserve, Wut'rather, are taken for granted by education per-

r

sonnel in the per formance of duties aésociated'with their role. N
N There LS probably no betLer way tQ test the usefulness of a concept
than to put it to’ use. Fhe 6dﬁlow1ng examples are intended not only to

test the usefulness of .the concept of "regource," but leo‘/éo offer

2



exemplars that will provide a cléar understanding. “In fact, éxamples will
) ' ) . ' ¢ . )
' ~ be presented that transcend education in an effort to bett!f understand the

notion of resource, and to provide a means for isolating the limitations

-

that might exist. ' A .

N If the

L

reader can remember the last trip rhat , was made to the

physician, a mental picture of the equipment availahle to the physician can

be constructed. One would ¢onsider.all of the things Légulaply found in_ a

-t ; ‘ doctor's offiée as the tools of the trade.  Thus, a sFethéscoﬁe,

TR ‘thermohetér;'gnuze'nnd-bnndﬂgég;“nnd—the;examiﬂingmfoqmg—aremﬁtﬂndaéd

-equipment, and should not be thought of as resourées. These cqnsﬁitute the
"blakk"jpart.of a black and white distinction.

. The white part of that distinction is also quite easy to envision. For

the modern physician, a body scanner would be a resource. It 1s a new piece’

of medical equipment, and is available onIy in the most modern ‘and

sophisticated medical centers. 1In fact, many patienté travel to the United

" States from forcign lands in order to have access tb this medical marvel.
B r ? . . ‘ o B "
. The -criteria for a resource are clearly met-~a body scanner is a ''non-

e

gular réserve source of supply or support.

- " There are, hdwever, grey areas as well. Most readers will have had
i Qhe<occasion at somec time in their 1i%e‘to travel from their physician's
office to a diétant laboratory in order to submit 'to a variety of labora-
tory tests.. In this casge,. we havo™ a profeqslonal tool that- 1s beyond the

. scepe aof the doctor's office. The question then that is: ralsed is whether
or not the availability of laboratory tests ' for patients sHOTI” be
considered a resource or a_non-resource, i.e., a sta;dardltool of the
trade? To answé% this question, one must focug on the fact that the labora-
tory tests aYe a "rescrve" that the physigian can use. They are‘not>mgdiéal
aids that are used automatically and/or routinely by physicians. _ThUs?win

this tnqtance, laboratory teqé would be considered a resource. ‘e
Perhaps another example can make that point more cfearly ‘Fey casual
observcrs are awarc' of the great diversity of equ1pment that® can be
Cinqtnll in-aircrafi'to aid a pilot *n safeiy operating the equipment.
For e&ample, one would be hard pressed to f1nd any type of alrcraft without

;-v an ‘altimeter. Por any ptlot, an a1t1meter is a standard piece of equipment.

The plane catnot, operate without 1t.\ However, an on-board computer is a
rare and expensive piece of equipment. Thus, the computer is a regource-to
L) . . N ’ . .
> )
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the pilot. The aircraft can fly without it, so it should not be considered t
a baseline tool. Rather, it is a reserve Bdler(‘\ of support rthat can be

dsed when necessary or desired. Tt is tmportant to point out that certain

aircraft (i.e, commercial jetliners) have on-board computers as -a’ matter. .

Id

. . : u .\ [
of routine. They are not, *however, necessary for the operation of the

aircraft. Thus, ¢ven for the 747 pilot, the on-board caomputer is a

resource.

»

Onc can now apply the concept of a resource to the field of education.

For any practicing teacher, there are certain supports that are -considened
- ~ ‘}‘\ - . * . . -

basic necessities for performing® the tasks assoclated with the job. ‘Thus, a
classroom would: be considered a basic' necessity for a teacher, as would

such objecks as desks, chairsy, chalkboards, paper, pencils, and .so on.
- ) .

U}}Lng the: concept the way it "has been presented in this paper, none’ of

hese  would bc  considered resources. In  fwenticth centuty - American
schobls, there are probably other elements that should be considered basic.

necessities. For example, a school principal is a human -being who most (

would tagree 1s necessary for the school to operate; and thus for the

téacher to bp able to perform his/her duties. © . School principals, then,
- " - A\
Y are not resources. -“(}_pi_ldren are typically placed together 'in school by

virtue of their age, aund to a lesser degred, their social skills and

history of prior léarning. Thus, the "plan" to group students b rade
8 gre y 8

! N

would not be a respurce, but probably a necessity. .

What t.hen\shoul.d be congidered resources for A merican 'scth]s?( The 1%
- millimeter movie projecto}y‘ and the sglide projector.: are both pieces, of
gquipme.nt that are typically available in schdols, but Are’ not typically .
. necessary for a teacher‘; to have in order to ger\form/th}e basic tasks of
teaching school. Thus they constitute a ‘reserve, and c-:/uld be considered

resources. People can also be resources, as long as they are not part of

th® wost basic types of pe/monnei commonly found in schools. ' For example, .

v . . L ~ "
. the elementary school counselor can bé a valuable resource to a teacher,

particularly a' teacher who has  trouble "understanding the - behavior of a

-

child. However, .the school and the classroom could Ffunction even 1if the

counselor were not available. "_'I;‘hus, the counselor is not a ne,ceésary. part

of the minimal school environment, but rather is a human .resource available

B LY % . ¢ N . L
to both teachers #nd students: Even money can be a resource. Once the

basic  bills 'u) paid that dre necdpsary to keep Cthe school minimally

.

. ) .
‘ . * . .
. R » . ! ﬁ
f . : .
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operational,- any money "that is used in any type of digscretionary sense
. S .

, . .\/

would be considered a resource.

‘Summary
; - . .
- Simply stated, anything that is not a necessity for the practice of
education at any level would be ‘considere¥ a rcsource. Sometimes resources
. A\ ’ .

are ‘\ew, and eventually become necessities, e.g., a} new set of basal

readers may inttially be scen\ as. 8 resource, but soon become so integral to

trade. At other times, a resdurce can be quite cammonly available, but
used as a '"reserve source,” e.g., a cassette.tape recorder. In the latter

instance, they do not betome a basic necessity.

» o
order to point out the bagic distinction between a resource and a non-
resource. Al.though probably helpful, this concept™ has  distinct

] 7
limitations  concerning  1its helpffiness in  understanding,” and more

-

Lm portantly, Aim*provin'g th&e‘ practice’ of edacation. The -remainder of this

paper will build on this concept, and work toward a “more thorough,
I - 3 s

compl!ztei\and pc;w erful understanding of educational resources, .
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the ope’rat:ion' of a clasgroom that they are con_s_Lctqred a_b\asié_-- tool of the

The concept of a resour@e has been prescnted in a simplified form in
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THE . CIASSTFICATION OR RESOURCES

14

While the first part of this paper was devoted to develdgping the

concept of an educational resource, this section will deal with the quali-
tative aspects. In o}der to perform this task, it seccms logical to attempt
to inpese a structure on different kinds of resources-in a way that will
facilitate communication., Because of the -n[moéﬁ infinite number of
possible resqurcés, it is unlikely that a highly ﬁrecisé and all—in?luéive
~order can be established. Rather, the most helpful approdch to developing
a precise’ '"langpage of resources" is% most likely the development of a

category system. The focus of this category system will be a very generél

rd

approach to resources in education: ' (

. I 4
Print - rasburces. These are educational. resources that o%e
q ; ;

Constructed by the mse of a printing. proceds, and consist of giFher

verbal  or wisual symbols on paper. Print _resources are

indiscriminate in terms of length; format, or.content. Exsgmples of

~

print resources include handouts, pamphlcts, books, and monographs.

~ . ¢ i . v .
Non-print rcsources. These. educational resources are constructed to

trangmit either visual, verbal, or auditory symbols that are in‘other

than- print form. Like print*-resources, non-print 'resources are
tndiscriminate 1n rms “of length, format, or content. Examples

-include audio or videotape, film, photographs, .and traunsparencies.

]

.o ] - -

Electronic/mechanical resource®. These types of resources are those

computers. . .
- U - = — v . P - ' *

that can be used to facilitate the use of 'or fabricate .pript or non-

print resources; or can be used directly as’a medium of ‘teaching and

learning. ~They gre mechanical in nature, and are'typic%lly referred

‘to as "hardware." Examples of mechanical rpresources’ include

rojectors video ecquipment tape recorders, calcula S and’
J y q ’ h ’

R

-
\ -

Management resources. These resgources are mental\qpnstructiohs that

may or.may not rejuire the dse of other resources, and hre designed to

improve, facilitate, or make more efficient an educational endeavor.

N
t

a

e

o
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. Examples of management resourcaes-sinclude grouping plans, obscrva~ v

; 3 ] . .o
tional schemes, taxonomies, and , gpecific teaching strategxes.

¢

Although the product of human minds, management resources are

-

charackerized by not being embedded within a human belng

-

Intact resources. This type of .resource is flexible in nature, and
' /

consists of & variety of commoditiecs not typically thought of as an =~ A

educntionnl resource, but that can be uch as "a curre ncy of exchangc

e S — e e Pt S

for, or wedium for the 1mprovomont, fnc111tat10n, and/or 1mp1ementa—
-tion of an educational endeavor. Examples of intact resources

include time; monecy, and space.

— , .
Humdn resources. ProgEBTy the\smpst; complex of the educational

Ly g . ’
resources arc those that are embedded in the skille of a human being. :

. * .
The skills cmbedded in human resources take no particular form, but
—— . \ .

“this type of resource is usually accessed through 'the use of a

»

consultant, a colleginl relnt10n3h1p, the éxpoqure to an expert or a

vartety of other human interactions.

- This byQtem should -be considered a 81mp1e category systcm with .a .

N
hicrarchical flavor. It is not a pure hierarchy because each gategory does
Al ’» .

not 4GE§ume the category(ies) . that precedes 1it. Rather, it is a system

that has beep des1gned to descrlbe educatlonal resources in a manner-that

will make communication #bout them casier and more precise. \\

. 3 -

"The Rangt of Apgllcatlon of Resources '

[

Although not a pure hlernrchy, the category gystem presented above

d?cs have a Elow related to the variety of appllcatlons a type of resource

may possess. This "Elow" augurs for the maintenance of the ordq:/}p,nﬂich

. v ’
they are presented. Sucqginctly, as one moves from print upward toward
’ Y

human resQurces, the range of applications tends to move from narrow to: -

broad Thusy -a management, .intact, or human resource appears to. have a
brbader range of potential appllcatxons than does_a prlnt, non—pttnt, or :\v\
.electronlc/mechan1cal resourcey. This relatxonshlp)between resource and "
range of applications is graphically presented in Figure 1. For example, .
although™a book (p)\nt resour¢e), or a film (non-print resource) $be ‘
8 T e ) ’

H -
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- used in a variety 'of ways as an ‘instruction{ll fesource, thére are distinct o
limitations. "A book can only be read, and a f‘ﬂm can only be v:c-wc“d -1t is T
true' that a creative teacher can do. many things subsequent to -the readlng
or the vmewmg, and to that exLenL, the range of apphcamons 18 broader
than a single possibility. However, mon.cy (intact resource), or ‘an art

specialist "(human resource) can be used in an almost inFinite number * of

ways to enhance the instructional program in a classroom. Thus,. the range-

of npplig ations 18 much broader.
Tt app(‘ars | that.- LI; -rolatlonshtp pr(\bontud~ in llgure 1 suggests thag )
“"higher level" resources, though- they may be more powerful and helpful in -

cducational activities, may also be more difficult to identify and’ to

understand. This probnbly occurs hecauqo antimpatet{ - uge =i§, determlned

prior to the qoh‘citqnon of the zeaeumc. lh,gm,_wh.en the teqcher obtamq :
N\ %

"_the $25, hc/sh( may have’ .'111"08(!5/ dacrclocl that Lho monéy WLH bc_ust‘.:d CO.W

.-

. iil)rary books. 1t wouly pxobably bc mora (f)xi“%‘n&uu'g\-&lf the teacher WQ

« e
aware of the availability of a vesobre c-, and had Lo cxeatc "and- make e
Judguients about diverse ways in th(‘h that resource Eould be used. This, =~ To7.n

perhaps, speaks to the structure of qchools and to the way rcso?rccs are

~. conceptualiz M - Andg used, -an issue that will .be addressed later 1in this
' . pape ‘ ' . .
= N Fa
. . | ‘ 4
" - Summary - ' : ~ ‘

— Thus  far this paper has presented a conceptualization of - an

cducational “resource, and has provided a category system for qualitatively

understanding resources. Obviously; it makes sense  to integrate the two
/ ' concepts, thus making it possible to .talk about print resources, human B
a .
\ resources, and  others, It 1s also possible to talk about the basic
. ncee es';sitn'.cs of instruction that m ay be of the print, hon-print, or other
variety. ‘ |
With this level. of understanding ab<‘)ut educational resources, it is
appropriate to. selectively  peruse th literature in  order to develop a -
X ) better understanding of how resources are used in . elementary/secondary
education, as well as teacher édt_ncation. . ' . S < _ .
N .
. ‘ . '
‘ T 8 . . .
‘_ . _ . ' ’ . . \ ¢ ' ‘ . ;
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- o <L ‘THE 'USE OF RESOURCES ° - f/ )
> > ' . ' -'r' v‘ . * ’ " - .
- ) » -j‘ N
-t /,/ t L&nis almost impossyble Lo explora the jise’- of resources in teache :
, L e . ? -~ '
o education without«eup%owing their use in teadhing. H0wever,”the use of ¢ - -

- . rbsources 1n classroomq by,elementary and sebondary teachers 1s a topic far. -
e N . 1 . -
T . too broad for the scope. of! this paper. In ordcr to estabhish the focus for_

o " this paper, it i%s hclpful to addrcss the paiﬂdigm presented in Figure. 2. »
\ :

~ ~

~

. - - .. As 6an _eas LLy bhe not(d the use of reqouices 1in the lnstructxon of - L

IR Chlldren is a primary rale of. clemcﬁt;m-y and. secondary.. teachers._ -l‘eacher»s S

o alqo have the respon81bilﬁTy of providing resources to childrén ;hat will .

&.
%o, - help them learn 1ndepandently : -

- . -

e N Fhe role of the teacher educator, on the other hand, is to either use

materian in working direcctly with teachers in teacher cducatlon programs, .

N

or_to aid teachers 10 .the more efficient use of matcrials deamgned for
. o i v
R : chifdren1 In. recent years, probably due to the emerging popu arity .of

teacher centers, teachers themselves appea1 to be aqsumlng a te her edu—

- -~ -

‘ "¢ " catign role. - FVidence of this can be found by v1eit1ng teacher centqrs and
- observing teachera helping other teachers, often in the area of facilita-

¢ g

ting a teacher $ use of new'or different materials with children. -
' .- X "~ The purpose of presenting this paradigm is to help establiqh the focus
v L Cfor this paper. Although a brief foray into the arca of resource use -in
- : élementary and secondary classrooms will be taken, the primary fotus w11L J
. + .be on the use of resources in teacher education. This w111 include an in-
', . Jepth look at the use of 'resources. 1n preservice teacher education
followed by an pxploration of the use of resources in“inservice education. .

Spec14l atténtion will’ be paid to the role of resources in teacher centers.

- . 2

. ' . /
~ - ]

e, _ Resources in Elementary and Secondaty Education RN _ . ‘
o . The definition prov1ded for resources in this paper has ndt commonly
- . A ) . "v‘\ .
been used in Afesearch. Thus, one must '"read between the lines" andVmake - e

»

'juggménts concerning the applicability‘ofgreséarch to the use of resources
i:.in!elementary and secondary edcation. In general,'the limited research in
N this area focuses on the.use of mater{als--typically of the print and non-
b print variety. . Thus, unless otherwise tated one can accept that the data. . i'aa
presented here do not focus, on electronic/mechanical management; intact,

* b

or human reaources. The data do;/yowever, provide information that will
1

'; allow for iudgments that will be We pful in later sections of this paper.
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- _ , The data wuszed to providc, A plimpse of the use of resourdes in ..

elementary and secondary schools were drawn from one study and a compre-

1\ hengive, revew bf the liternthre ralatad to, materials use in classrooms.

The study, performgd hy the qugationnl Products Inﬁormntlbn Exchange
TInstrtute (PPIh) in 1977 was entitled "A Study of the Nnture nnd Quality

of-the Instructlonnl Materials Most Usév by Teachcrs and Leannera. The
{0 "~ literature review, performed by G. Yargcr and Mintz €(1977) was cnblt%od A
thprnturg Study Relatcd to the Usc of Materials in the Clnssroo;§‘ .

~ Data ‘for thé EPIE study _were ga thered. betwden 19747 and_ 1976,

N Succinctly, 29,000 tcachers were contacted a%d"proyided questionnaié@s

that focused on Lhe%{ 1nvolvement with materials in their instruyctional
\ - .

grade levéls, K-12. A shmmary of the important findingé\f}Om that study

included=-- .
- e The use of .print and non-print materials typically consumes the major-
ity of time in K-12 clnssrooms. ' " >

e School dlStllCLo expend approxlmatcly oge porcent ngihelr budget to

purchase materials. ) . T : .
® Sli&htly less than half 'of ‘the classroom tenchers‘reépéﬂding to the
o Qurvey'AStated;'thut they had little or no role in chooéing the
. @ ) . materials that they are required to use.

“ -

' L:ttle 1f any training is PTOVlded‘tO help teachers use‘mate}ials

P
-

-

effectively.

N . . . .
e Those tcachers{who are 1involved in the sglection of materials for

s spend very little time at the task.

N " school distric
) onreachers are¢ not provided with traln1ng or other strateg1es that would

~

allow them to evaluate or select mater1a1b npproprlately

A

PY Non—prlnt materials constitute about 1/3 of the materials uSed 1in
elementary and ‘sccondary classrooms, wyet teach rs —see—wnable to

identify materials other ‘than 16mm films that hqye recently.been

.

- used.

. . e Very few tcachers address the problem of the "goodness of fit" between

their teaching styles, the materials that they are using, and the
‘ A ,
s . " abilities of their qtudents. . '

) -

11 | A 2 8

e

roles. S1i€htly over IZIOOO respondqd te the survey, represénting all

~—-
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.'// méterinls " In Eacg, alwhough {horg i's

ation of enhancing the use vf-resources-infclassrooms. First)~one~getslthe~~~~m

. When one conside rs the fact tha( man

- Intended use with chiddren, and

| : "
ffInteceatingly, the EPIE tudy- did ;/ not

-thgﬁ,-xhe study focused_on'

a
o
e
pd
<
%
‘
=
]
o
Ko |
T
e
>y
@
o
(@]
g
=3
ﬂ
H
3
et
%
=
o,
=
Q
3
1
'U
)—l
3
-

B

films, tgbes, transparenc}cs,
' , \
ay to be surc, on‘c gets the

view of resources.-
2. 9

H
. . : . . 4
Regardless, certaln impressions ar¢ pery important in the consider-— /' ~
: . J

ipped. from teachers; they would

L] ‘ \ oA

have little knowledge ,about how to. intfract with their students; i.e., *

impression that if all tegources were st

majority of the time in théir,
. : !
instruction of children. Sdecond, and tHis does extend beyond the informa-

'“things" are used by teachecrs the va

tion provided, there is a vague impresfion that teachers are not terribly
selective ov critical of the materialsfthat arc available for them th use.
clementary teachers must work with

small groups” of chleren thle "igv 1v1ng the bulK'of the class,‘thﬂt

impression 18 not surprising. /

- . {

Thus, two 1mp11cat10ns for
i

elementary and secondary classroon

» -
3 *
the enhanced use of resources 1in
N . - :
fcem cleavr., First, there is a distinct

ncad to conceptualize and better néerstand the nature of resources, :their

‘ heir efficacy. This heed is &nderJéore
w%en one considers the depehdenc# of teachecrs on a vaf{ety'of commo%ities
to aid ihom in their inatructioﬁﬁl tasks. Second, teachér appéar to need
help in learnxng how' to. use resgurces that may be available™Neo them. rhe

knowledge that teachcrs are deendent@on resources, and tha the need

txists for training programs tq help them evaluate and use learning aid$ .

approprlately, certainly undersgores the need for a more thorough approach
to understandln5 ‘and promoting tho use of reqourceb in classrooms.

o The C. Yarggr and '‘Mintz study took a different approach. They . W
identified and analyzed 26 diffe{ent studies that in one way or another

dealt with «the use of resofirces .(i.e.,‘ materials) in elementary and .

'qeconddry ¢lagsrooms.. Agﬁin}fthe-studieé reviewed by G. Yarger and Mintz

focused on prinL and. non*print resources. ' - <

)
The studies were categorized into four dlfferent areas, 1nclud1ng the

materlals used in “the <classroom, the influence of materials on

v



- ‘ '
! *

’ fooo. - .

yinﬂtructidnhl cotitent, the Lnfluence of marerlals on tﬁéchcrn‘ decisions

1. u

/ about 1na&ructlon, and how materials influence stud? t learning. These

/
/

C
/
/

_fe&ﬁBrCﬁﬁrsh‘arrtvcd at several interesting concL(nxons and translated

thoac‘Ca clusiqns into xmpllcatlon that cah be ugéfu[ #gr fuburo research

nnd for progrnm devclopmcnt. Among the most/}ébortant of their flndlngw

0y

were~— S : \ / : )

S %vnn though the gelection of matcrlalq fér classroom use is crucxal it
! has neither been a topic Qf sorlous )nqu1ry, nor hns i® been a problcm
.that ha _been squarcly addreqaéd by the educational »éémmunlty,
espec1a11y teachers. This is’ nrtxculnrly important. when one con-

ren devote the bulk of their time to

siders that teathers and chi

' working wjith materials, and when onc¢ considers the multitude bf

mnterials.thnp Qre ailabVe éor use. ‘ i

'9. Within the r?éourczil condinuum, they dlscovered that not’//n{;/ do”
teachbrs-rel heavily onfthe use of pxxnted materlals, but that - these
materials tepd to 1nfluencc in very important ways the instructional
content of the clnssrpom. ’ . ' S \

‘e There ;ppéar to be ﬁeaéhep persofiality and/or cognitive variables
éuggbsti?g that teachers instruct differently with the same
materialf; and that they select and use supplemental .mhféégels
different|lf. S - - ' |

. In:a'leé than dlrLCt way, it appears Lhat materials may well haVe an

! 7

,«f offecr on)studont achievement. L

-

o Fxnally, b early any dimension, there is a: pauc1ty of and need for
teacher l

aining in not only the selection and evaluation of
materlals, but also in the variety of alternatives in the way that

‘they are used.

’ . - . * . : \
'G. Yarger and Mintz, consistent with the EPIE study, underscore the |,

»

‘importance of resources in ¢the classroom (mostly print.-materials), the

pervasiveness of their use, and the lack of training for teachers to deal
N -

with materials in  an efficient way. _Additionnlly,' their "analysis

-hiéhlights1the tremendous Variety Of resources that are available for

teachers to use. "Although these two.studies did not deal directly with

‘resourges as 'defined in this paper, the implications that can be drawn from

) N ~ v

them would be equally or more important for anyone attempting to enhance

[

N
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_ other reqource

3.

J.
. approprlately.

'huchﬁ have nbt beeh the target of seridgd study.

but only if fhey”nre intended to

thcfuae of rcaqu;ccq Ln clomentary dnf sccondary classrooms. . It would $e

but are needed.?
L

qucher, it is safe to assume that Hnce resources are available they will

he

aafe fo say that resources ,nre uvntlnblv, that wmore

s .. . s o .
used, and, finally, that. a great deal of training needs to occur in

order gyr materials to be .scbeéted, evaluateéd, constructed, Qn& used

Finalldy, one lmporLant pofnb necds _to, be made. The'faet that ‘the

Cltcd rcsearch {ocuses on print und non-print reqou1ccs does not mean that

afc not avallable and uqed xn clasqloomq

-~ 0 ’

that electronlc/mechanlgal,'mnnagement,,lntacg, and human resourced as

For example, in the’

domain of electronic/mechanical resources, there are closets

machines as cbmmoh as tape rctorders wnd as sophisticated as Language

Masters. Fcacher pxoof' currlcu}a are and have bcen available for wmany

years. Flex1blo schedullng, open space schools, and team teaching have

been used 1n a variety of situdtions. Finally, human resources such as
teather aides have been and are currently available to teachers.
1
1 . ": L]

-~

Context for Exploring the Usec of Resources in Teachén:Eﬂucation

Teacher educatlon ts a4 multi-faceted if not many- splendored endcnvor

\

Broadly speaking, the field is thought of in terms of—elther_pxeserv1ce‘or

- . - e\ ' 3 . ' . ., -
1nservice teacher education. Preservice teacher education 1s defined "as

that period of training prior to the procurement of the initial teaching

certificate or license, Typically, this takes place within theé context of

— /

an undergraduate degree prggram. Lo '

3 -~

Inservice education is somewhat more d1ff1cu1t to undprstand and has

profltcd or suffered from many different deflnltlons. ThlS W1iter prefers

to take a rather broad p@rspective, 1ean1ng on Haa&jﬂu)offers the follow-

ing short definition: ingservice educatlon 1ncludes

nll

"Broadly concelVed,

activities engaged. in by  the professional personnel sduring’ their

service and designed/to contribute to improvement on the job" (1957, Pt
Although at fLrst réndlng this def1n1t10n appears to be very broad,

It lnc;udes all

it does nonetheles ptOV1de some use ful cpnstralnts.

categories of prqé;ssionallpersonneL, but only bubraces those who are

actively employed:. Likewise, all types of inservice activity are covered,

"contribute to improvement on the joh."

N
»

Rather, it.means |

full of

-t

.



linked to the improvement of classroom practice.

be used (Yarger and Mertens, 1980).

I - R L . R

. ) ' ‘ ~
- -
; . , . ,
i . .
' / : .
/ . . .
Do .

Within the broad parameters of inservice education; one can considei///,

teacher centers. Teacher centers have ‘variously been thought .of as ‘a
+ Al .

delivery mechanism, a concept, a place, an ideology, and probably other . s
M . - ‘ - . » .

things as well. For purposea of this paper, teacher centers will be

considered a rather specialized subset of inservice: education, . generally

. . ¢ oy e . - . - 3
‘focusing on clagsroom teachers, and providing programs that are directly .

h § . - .
Teacher centers have b

defined as "...a place, in situ, or a changing lqodt{on,.which dev .ops.. ‘ )

programs directed at the improvement of classroom instruction in which the .. __/ .
T - - o A - . ;

participating pergonnel have_an opportunity to share successes, to utilize //

a wide range of educational «resources, and to receive training .

/

specifichlly related to .their most préssing instryctiondl problems"

. /
(Sechmieder and Yarger, 1974, p.- 69. lhroughout the remalnder of thl% -

paper, tcacher centers will be dealt thh as a part of 1nserv1ce educatlgn. .
- /
Where J]ppt‘Opr.‘lat(_, specigl roles and ch7acterlst1cs assoclated wWith
- - /
/
/

teacher:centers Qill be specified. )
The next two scctions of this paper'(resou;ces in preseﬁy{;e apd
inservice ,education) will bc based primarily on information {rom four
sources, though bits and pieces will be taken from other sourgés_as well.
First, data tqken from a national gtudy of preservice eﬂqukion-(ngce,
Yarger; Howey, Harbeck, and Kluwiﬁ/}T;77) will be uéed, fdilowed by data
from a comprehensive survey of inservice edqcation (Yarger, Howey," and
Joyce, 1980). Additionally, information will be used that was gathered in
a field tesﬁ_in preparation for an ongoing research project that now exists-
;ith the federally funded Teacher Centers Program (Yarger and Mertens, o
1979).

400 proposals submltted for the first competxtlon for teacher ‘centers will

Finally, information that requlted from a content analysis of over

Although none of these studies focused

teacher

exclusively, or_ even primarily, on’ the use of resources in

educat{on,‘in each instance .data about fesoﬁrces'were gathered. Thus, </
although learning about the .state of the scene of resourceé in teacher - ‘ -
¢ducation will be data based, it will also be necessary to reflect on these _
data, and go béyond the information given. o !

The framework for looking at the use of resources in preservice and

inservice teacher education wi}l focus bn an attempt to understand the

perspective of tMe field; i.e., the manner and level of importance in which

R . ‘ . » . ) | . oy
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resources are viewell. This will bq fol]owad by an ass®sament of)the

availability of resources, and f1nally with an estimate of how frcguentlx ‘

resources are ‘used. Subscquently, an analysls will be made of all of the

xnfnrmatlon presented in ‘thia papcr, and implications for future program

-~

development wlll be hmghllghted . - ‘ T
\ ‘ L - ,
- ' r \ - ) - \
~R&sourcgs'in Preservice Teacher Education L : :

‘

L . . . ) v N - PO
i o 1mportant and necessary Ey forny 1mto the world of the use of

_resources in prescrylag educatlon, bacause.. 1t -1.8 -the program~grqduateem1nmm»-ml——~~*

thls area that, in fact, bccome candidates for inservice teacher

< education, Thus, one can exPect that the common history of pfeservice
s . 7 . N -

students influences the rénge of expectations, and.the‘range f resdurces ,
that they are exXposed to and have expertise in using.. This ik particularly-
the case when one considers that recent research has demounstrated that
prescrvice teacher education programs tend to be standdrdized throughout
the country (Yarger and Joyce, 1977). Additionaily, an increasing number
of programs are being developed where préservice teachers and inservice
teachers reccive the same training. This .would certainly be the Ense 1n
teacher education programs designed to gﬁhange the use’'of resources in
claserOms, as this is not llkely to ba part of the standardlved preservice
teacher training cunrlculum Fhus, as the twig 18 bent, SO grows the tree.
An understanding of the perspectlve toward, aanlabllxty, and use of
resources 1in preservice teacher education will lead tqg a better under-
standing'of the inservice domain. , - | Py

E@rspective. It is difficult to discérn a perspective among pre-

“

service tegcher educators concernlng the use of and training for the use of
tesources in thefir Programs.. ‘Probably. the best source of "avant garde

thought would c¢gme from a perusal of the literature on competency based

teacher education (CBIE). This is the case because of the supposedly high’
demands on new resources 1in order, to develop and implement these ﬁrograms.
Clearly, the language of CBTE is far more pervasive than 1is the
implementation, at least that level of implementation which requires the
use of résohrces. * Most of the teacher educators  surveyed in the §tudy
spoke of their involvément at one level or another in the deveIOpment and
implementation of CBTE - programs, yet when querled concerning how these - ‘ ‘

programs‘were 1mplemented it became apparent that it was old wine in new
5 o



-

—~ linguistic boptles EJ59Cé et nl., 1977.fﬁg¥138—1475. It would‘appear that .
teacher educators hnve lcarned to talk the language 6f CBTE, but they have
' .not learned how to play the -game 1O terms, of program development and
l implementation. Cbmpetencyrbgsed teachcr edhcat)on _purports to- demand ;A
‘ such lnnovatlons “as studenr tracking nystems, 1nd1v1dunllzed 1nstruct10nal

- roo.
modules, flexible use of tlme, and \ncreased use¢ of mechanical, resources. Lo

-

The rbﬂgprlc an model program desnyptans 18 replate WLch lhese

. talismans. This type of preservice program should, in fact, place heavz ) .

e e e -demands--on--the -anse of»all-types-o{~resoﬁ£ces,wparticularlyJthose~ofwthF-~~~~~~

'qlectronic/mechanicnl management, and intact vatiety. But, according to

0 P

profedsors whé teach -in such programs, the most common mode of operation . .
has bcéx the development of prlnt, and in a few .cases, non-pfint rogources.

In fact, one gets the distinat impression that teacher educators pcrhaps
have-been forced to talk the language of a CBTE, but-never reall; wanted to

play the game. \ ) - .

This'poiﬁt'ﬁas perhaps been made more understandable by an analysis of

preservice teacher-cducation that pinpointed it3'extrcme'labor intensive—

) | ness (Yarger and Jéyce, 1977). Preservice teacher educators seem to exude
an aura of \helplng,' and thus focus heavily on the 1§terpexsonal contacts
they héve thh'-thexr qtudents. Although ;thls does not preclude a
progr0331ve perspectlve toward the developmcht, use, and training- in the
area of mysources, it certainly does not.augur well fof thqlr.lhcluslon. ,
B - Thus, one would probably select the term "1imited;":or even "bfiﬁitive," to
% describe the perspective held by preServite teacher educatdrs toward the ‘
. \ ﬂé% use of a full spectrum of resources in theLr,program. o
N ! Availability. If, in faqth the assessmenr preqente& above concerning o

the 'perspective -of preservice teacher educatog& hioward resources s

“% -

" accurate, one would not expeqt to find an abundance of resources available
ln preservice pfograés; Although the data are practically ﬁil: there is
little to.quggest that such an analysis is, in fact, incorrect. As will be

. | seen in the next section of .this paper, the data that do exist on the use of

a resources are fairly consistent with the best estimate of the availability

- of resources; In fact, conversatlons with teached educators leads one to
belleve 9%4{ those resources that are used are obtained hrough personal
and 1nd<v1dual effort, rather than being avallable by ) virtue of the

Ve

program.

r
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1t one lOOks closely at the concent of preqclv1cQ training programs
g - - 1t becomes nppérent that little if any tralnxng is brov1ded ooncernlrg the * .

development,;selection'or use of rdsourcey, | There‘may or may not' be a

> 2

coursé in the use of hudfbvjsual equlpmentn Occasionally. one finds a,
Nmited tesourcb ccnter'where preservice stydents can go’ aéd Utlll?e such
‘cqu1pment as prlmnry typcwrlterq, ditto machlnes, photo Coplers, and in
- some cases lam;nntlng machxnes.\ Beyond that;_therp is little to observe
that leads one to believe that -the availability of a:wide range of

used, they are likely being used because the individual  teacher educator =

-

has put forth the effort necessary to ,obtain them.

Use of resources. As one might expect from the preceding paragraphs, -

the use of resources in preservice teacher education can be characterized
as "unextensive." TIn queries of both preservice teacher educators and
preservice teacher education students (Joyce et af., 1977, p. 61 1t became
clear that thc resources that are used tend to be of the prlnt and non-
print varileties, with some use of 51mp1e management resources (taxonom%gs
of objcbtiveg,’obscranXOnal schemcb) and a few electronic/mechanical’

: resources (e.g., addio and videotape cqulpmtnt) There is some fugitive //

evidence that teacher educators do create some of their own print resources

RS

(e.g.y dittos), and, on some occasions, manabcment resourccgitransmlttcd
via, print (e g.,exercise?, observatlonnl schemes).* The foci, however, of
the. preservice tecacher Lducntlon progrnm tends to be a combination Qf
rather stdandardized class atttndance, individual consultation, and class—
room observation. C - ' ; - N
When both students and teacher educators were queried concernlng the\\\ .
- medium for' communication in the evaluation of student tedching, the
results were not surprising. Clearly, the standard cCurrency of. exchange
for the ovaluatan of[/kudent teachlng is the time-honored observation
: 7 (Joyce et al., 1977, p. 10). Although this experience is ripe for the use
: ’

of a Variety of resources, one finds ~little to suggest the use of-.either

* Fugitive gvidence in this case refers to flyers, advertisements and
brodhures circulated by a variety of preservice teacher education

programs,

_resoprcas_ig_ﬁvident..WAgain, 1t should be stressed‘thntwwhen“reSOUYCEé”ﬁfé“'mm”””"”m
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eleétronic/dg@hnnical,'management,;gr fntact resources. Rather, the .mode
“gs ‘probably for the: supetrvisor to observe the\preservicé teacher in'an ’
P 2 . LN C . . L y
instructional sétting, and to participate in a conference .afterwards. '

’ . ! :

T Occasionally, observational ‘instrumehts will be used in order to providé
N more aczurate“feedback.' fﬁis;-howeyer, tends not to be the norm. Fihally,

| breserviée‘gtudcnts reﬁqrt that they”grequently usge fe§ource§,in ordér to.
. prepare theﬁselves and’ to prepare matérialé for their student teaching
_aSsignﬁbnt (Joyce et al., 1977, 'p. 56). ‘However, this tends to happpen K.
e serendipitously, and ugunlly'“is:.not“ pnrt*Jof:“thei‘ﬁréﬁérvgeé“'tfﬁinfng"“““”“““““
_program. In fnct,.where this does occur, it’usually can be ﬁore closely

.

related to the ambiance of the participating school oY to the classroom

teacher, than to any programmatic aspect of their training.

« . N . -

5

Summary . It appears- that- instructional resoutrceg are not'integral_
dspects of preservice teacher ed;gation.' The perspective iﬁ the field
P éends'to be 1imi;éd, thq_availabiliﬁy constrainéd; and the use "unexten-
.sive;? Rather,'tegcher educators appear to have a persgpective tgward their
task that requires a great deal of  intcrpersonal communication and

A}
personal 1involvement. . Thus, preservice teacher education can be

characterized as labor intensive,‘partiCularly when thought of in relation

to a ‘¢haracterization of resource int¢nsive. Even in the domain of
14 . , ) :
© vt . . : . .
1 . competency based teacher education, an-éndeavor that offers fruitful

w .

grounds for.the use of resources, preservice teacher education appears to

fn

be much more involved with the language than with the practice. Finally,
. . N B
those familiar with the field of preservice teacher educatign will usually

, state quite clearly that there is a natural (and in some cases they will

-

state 1egitim§te) resistance to the use of resources in their endeavor.
Rather, they tend te view their students as neophytes in need of a great

deal of 1interpersonal contact and suppoft. Further, these teacher

I3

educators tend to view the use of resources as inhibiting to this perceived

need for interpersonal contact and support. Perhaps the day will come when

pre-service teacher educators can view resources -as commoditfies that will
free them for more focused individual help, bdl:;ﬁé&‘auy has not syet

Ty

arrived.
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The Use of Resources in Inse%vice Teacher Pﬁucation

In" genetal, there are more. data available concerning the use of-

resources in inservice cducnt1on. Addltlonally, as a matter of general’

theme, one gcts the distinct impression that inservice teacher education

is more.advaneed in its recognition of, training for, bnd use,of resources.
Id » ~
One 18 not ‘led to believe thagﬂ_the Integration of resources into the

insérvice endecavor is spectacular, only that therec appearq to-be more

qenslt1v1ty to and aw1rcnosq of the importance of reqources in thc tralnlng

of experiancéed” profe551onn13 Clearly, there is a great denl of room for
H ‘
creativity and improvement.
{ . /’ .
In this section, teacher centers will be “considered a part of
inservice teachew education, except where it makes sense -to treat -them
individually. ;Remember, teacher centers can best be thought of as a label

ne aspect of inservice teacher edgggi}bn:* Although fuzzy at

which denotes

best, the notfoh of a teacher center does bring to the fore certain 1mages
that will wafrmnt specification as perspective, avallablllty, Lnd use of

resources a explored.

Perspeftfive. There can be no doubt that both teaclers and teacher

-~

educators yifw resourtes as important in inservice activities-(Yarger and
Mea;ens, 9, 1980). This is partiéulnrly the case wifhin teacher
centers, 1at 15 less than clear, however, is whetCher or pot resources are
viewed ad hn integral part of proéram'development in inservice education.
Rather, one qUQpects that teachers and teacher ® educators alike .want
résources available to them, partlcularly in teacher centers, but for the
most part view them as commodltles to be used primarily with children
rather than with adults. Thus, if one views inservice education as the
provision of resources for teachers to plan and develop programs for
children, then resources are probably quite well integrated. If, however,
one views the former as materials provisien for instruction, and views
ingservice as a distinct and separate ehdeévor where programs are planned
for teachers, then the perspective concernlng Lesources is murky.

In order to better understand how resources are viewed in teacher
centers, one can turn to the analysis of 407 teacher center proposals.

Over half of the proposals claim that development of materials and

curriculum development (both of which need resources) were’ central to
. \ N

‘their programs. In fact, in listing their purposes, materials and

R

N
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cgureiculum developmant ranked second and- fifth, respectively, out of
"y eleven possible ‘options (Yn}ger and Mertens, In Press--1980). The
pr;posals were however,. not at all prec18c 1n spec1fy1ng how the training
would occur where these resources were to be used.
. | Intereqtlngly, Lhesé same proposals’ gpecified qulte frcq\cntly some
. creative ldeas concerning the use of 1ntactyresources. There were many
tdeas concerning the use of qpnce that transcend what one no?&nlly finds-in
&choolg. Addltlonally, mqny of thc proposals spec1f1ed creative use o 1n—
R o school Q1me for~profe951onal developmont nct1v1t1es. :
When the budgets of these’ proposals‘were analyzed, the 1mportance ,of
print, nonlprint- and elcctron1c/mechan1ca1 resources was evident (Yarger
.and Mbrtens, In Press—~1980) The budget~ were replgte with long lists of
a vquety of dlffLren kinds of resources.- In some cases, in fact, the
acquisition of rcsou:Les:~constituted a .major portion of the budget.
' Tracing these"r?‘ﬁests backwara into. .the 'proposal, however, a very
-different picture emerged. In few instances was. there anyfinformation
concerning - how résources were to be Qsed in professional duvelopmenth
l programming. Thus, one gets the 1mpre3310n that those worklng in teacher
. centers are bcnaltLQC to the need for reqources, “but less than thoughtfuk

.
about how they can be used to best advantage in. teacher tralnlng programs. .

v

In fact, one squgcts that many of the resources that are listed are for
‘use ;lth children in classrooms rather than for usé with teachers. in
inservice programs. Rggardless, ere were many suggestion; of servi;es
for matchlng materlalo—WLth te hers, for ddVlsorles to help teachers
: develop materxals,.for use of ‘video and audid tape equ1pment, for mini -
M\\\g{QQts designed to help. teachers devclop materlals, and for ‘a varlety of.

other

ideas as well. Clearly, if nothing ‘more, the importance of resources
has been d. .
? = Data from the in§err@ce study (Yarger et al., In Press——-1980) are both
s more limited and wmore vague on this topic. The use of resources 1in
. inservice education was not” a prife area of inquiry, tﬁus one must
interpret to obtain an impression. The impression obtained guggests that
inservice teachers in general view Me activity to be much moi& related to
the)solying of pressing instructional problems, and focus to a great extent |,
on’ haQing access to an expert consultant in the classroom (typically

’ ) » R
thought of as being another teacher), The extent to which the use of

£
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, _ resources could be helpful in solving instructional problems is the likely
e extent to which they would be used.  There 1is ‘little in these data»to

-

sbggest that inservice teachers view Learmng about’ resources, learnfng

4 -

how to evaluate resources, or learning how to use resources in the-class~
‘room, as a preas1ng 1ssuc 1nbitself. Thua, it would" appc?r “that the use of

A regourcés is viewed as qccondary to-the pllmary problems of the improvement

. of instruction. | o " ' : . : ,-

‘In terms of an ovcrall pcrspcctlve, the best Qhat can be sald 1s that

there appears to he.a vague recognition. of the need -for resources-

t v
, inservice educhtion, . but -little uwfcrstandlng of how to go about
i . . 3 ‘(1 N )
selecting, evaluating; and using resQurces appropriatély as a training
' device. This probably suggests a readiness on the part of those involved
LR . . R :
P t

~in inservice education to more serioualy consider the proBlem of resource
o utilization, and, in fact, teacher centers may be * 1n1tlat1ng a movemcnt to
gill this void. However, in order to dO-SOy 1t appears 11kc1 Wthat the
proolem wilgghave to be encountered from a "practical use" point of vien:
. or it”will fall on decaf chrs. In other words, ifione nants-to enhance the

thinking about and use “of resqurces .in inservice edu¢ation, one must

address the problem from the point of view of the classroom teacher and the
neceds expressed by that teacher. RN -

o Availability of resources. Historically, most have thought of

ingervice education as classes convened either on a college campus, or at
some site in a school «district. Rarely has anyone thought of phx\fcal
‘space designed excluslvely for the facilitation of - 1nserv1ce 8Cth1tleS.

Teacher centers pecrsommel appear to pgge changed their way of thlnking

e,

about this top1c, v1ew1ng space as ad impartant fesource to be used. In
fact, 1in well over half of the propd L§ that were analyzed a geparate

space' was claimed for the program (YaTgef and Mertens, - 1980) Typically,

v ]

the space was to be devoted for use as a professional and/or curtriculum

- L3

llbrary, a mater1als or currlculum deVeIOpment center, or as an. equ1pment
center. Occasionally, it was proposed that such creatlve technologles as

computers be used in these sites. ‘

-+

In operation, many. teacher rcenters, and other®inservice programg as"
well, demonstrate the use of eleCtronic/mechanical resources in the
inservice activity. "The most frequently used electfbnlc/mechan1ca1.

*

resources consisted of laminators, photo copiers, .ditto machines, and

»r
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_ {
typewriters (Yarger "and Mertens, 1979, p. '81). 1Interestingly, many of

these eleecttonic/mechanical resources were not acquired through a_typical

requisition via institutional budget, but rather were acquired in ad hog¢
and informal ways. This is a result of the fact that little money (another

AR

resource) is typically available for inservice programs.

as free floating in nature, available for teachers and teacher educators to.

»

- v - .
use for whatever purposé ‘they ‘determine. There 1is little evidence to

-suggqsﬁ that the use~of3resohrces>* plnnned in the development- of more

traditional inservice actLVLtles (i.e. courses,_workshOps, seminars). An

’*

inderesting phenomenon is occurring where traditional delivery mechanisms
’ AN
'

for inservice are seen as discrete from resource abundant environments

where teachers and teacher educators are- free to select, choose, and

utilize cpommoditics in a variety of undetermined ways. Probably the most
common resources for traditional activities are print and non-print

mﬁ§erials‘consisting of books, dittoed handouts, and films.

- ,Teacher centers appear to be- senqltlve to the need for utilizing human

““fesources as well., Ih the study of eight tcacher centers conducted in the

spring g€\l979, financial support was devoted to securing human resources,

usually as part of a.mdtchfng teacher with resource program, as a leadér in

materials dévéldpmcnt activities, or as a more generalized cqpsﬁloant

(Yarger' and WMertens, - l97§, p.- 75). In some éases, however, the

"cxperthess" of the human resource is unclear. 1In fact, in some cases, the
Rl

gerwices provided by the resource may be such mundane thlngs as the

~delivery gf materials to classrooms. In this case, one wquld’ suspect that

B

some type 6{ basic professional need 1is being served by the human resource,
%athef tha& usging the resburée to prov1de for teachers new and unique
experLences ‘that havc previously been unavallable.

"Following the theme' that tcacher centers appear to rely heav11y on
artable .resources, the data show that money itself is a commonly used
resource (Yarger and Mertens, 1979, p 83). Typically, thr0ugﬁ'mechaniqﬁs

L

such as mint ‘grant awards; teachers are given &mall amounts of money (e.yg.

$50 to $100)i for use in’ thelr own professional developmentrprogram. lt_

\

often is mot clear how these monleq.are used, but one suspects that at

least on some otcasions they are used to buy gommercial materials -for use

with children in schools, Again, ‘the specter of whether or not the

The resources described in the preceding paragraphs are usually seen,:

[y
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. . - . &
reaources arc actually part of an inscrvice education or stall development
L

s . " :
program 1s raised. : - )

: The scnsitivity:to the need for resources was underscored in the
larger study of 1nserv1c0 asducation. Approximately half of 'the responding

teachers made 1t a p01nt to gspecify that they were requxred to pay for many

- of the mnterxals used in their inscrvice activities (Yarger et al., In
Pregs-—1980 ). Conversations with teachers suggest that thesc materials
typically were of the print varlety, though in som¢ cases they were raw

materlal to be uﬁed in lcnrnlng aboutkmnter1alq and currlcu{um devélOp-

ment, chnrdlcs the data do quggest an awareness of and desire for a

variety ~ of different typés of resources in ingervice activities.

Interestingly, it is unclear whether the impetus for this awareness comes
from the clicnts of the insérvice activities, or from those charged with

the responsibility for develobing programs. It 1s suspected that.the vague

comes

interest in and desire for association with.a variety of resour
from the teachers themselves. This would suggest the nced for trainipg for

inservice program developers in an effort ‘to allow them to be. morg” expert -

. “a . . ) ’ . . ~ o
in thelr(lhlnklng about thic use of resources ' in thelr professid

v

't would appear that teacher cefers may be fo’rging some new ground in
the usegof rcsources 1n toacher education. This appears to be'particularly
the casc in the use of human and intact resources such as space, time, and
ﬁoney Within the larger domain of inservice educatlon, i1t appears that
print and non—print reqdhrceg are- most prevalent, though there is some
suggcstlon ‘that the clicnts of 1nqerv1 e education desire more interaction

with a variety of resources.' ‘The cle % su9p1c1on Lhat emerges from an

[}

“analysis of these data is thatvalth0ugh more resources may be available now
than has historically been the casd, tke availabirity still is quite

. ~glimited. "A great deal of the data concerning the avallablllty of resources

t

f_f comes from a small qtudy of federally funded prOJtCLS. rhere can be no
L

_¢dpubt that the aval]abxllty of. fcderal funding has ‘led to the lncreaqed

\'.\avaxlabllxty of resources in these cases. Clearly, it is evident that the

~

"typlcal' teacher in thec classroom does not have acccss to many resourcesg,

£h0ugh oné suspects that if they were available, they would be well

Srevelved. 3 v

~

Y The use of resources. If a growing porspective and an emerging

\ ’ . t 2[’ ' .
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b01ng used in inservice taacher edu.ntlon{ In actuality, it is difficult
to know. The data- are limited, as. this is mot a topic that is normally
investigated in studies.- There is no paucity of gpeculative perceptions,

. but data-bound answers are Limited- indeed. Nonetheless, some information

. ‘ ' - 1
. In teache? center activities documented during the field test in the
\

ae 18 avallable.

spring of 1979, slightly lcss than 15 pércent of the participant hours

-

) generated were in content areas that are directly related to the use of

!

ént (ang and Mertens, 1979, p. 66). These data do not, allow one to
- . understand whether the materials were a medium of instruction or 'a product
to be constructed. Howa;cr, another analysis of some related data suggests
that about an equal pcrceﬁtnge of the participant hours appea}ed to use
resources in some discernible scnse as a method of instructing teachers
(Yarger and Mertens, 1979, p. 67). This typically consisted of the use of
managument resources such as observational schemes, and the use of both

common and more exotic electronic/mechanical resoyrces ranglng from pro-

o

J jectors to computers. . . n )

F ¥hen teachers 1in the inservice study were qucrled concernlng tgelr
exposure to innovation in insgsyice education, they reported a4 very
limited expogure (Yarger ot 'ﬂﬁa Press--1980). If one assumeés that
there 1is a relationship betwegn cxposure to 1innovation in ‘insérvice
programg and the usc of resources, then one would éuSpect a ratﬁerJlimited
exposure to resources. Furthermore, if the usc of regources is in any way
related to the introduction of innovation in schooling and in inservice
¢ducation, then thése data would suggest that inservice education
maintaing a rather "status quo" approaéh. _ *

- The teachers in the ingervice stady also overwhelmingly reportedlgﬁat
they use such resources as vid’b equipment less than odée per year to

) - analyze  their teaching (Yarger et al., In Press—*l980) Although one

cannot genernlt7o from this particular bit of information, it clearly is an
example of non-utilization of a well kiown and not too inaccessible

vesource. In fact, one might suspect that cqufggent such as video cameras
. A ]

“and recorders is far more available than its usage would indicate., This, /

of course, suggests a need for. tralnlng in the use of resources, a need

thch hasapervaded all analyses to th19 point,

A 25
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.The data examined thus far have focused on resourtes other than those
of the print and non-print variety. Suffice it to note" that there
certainly ig use of these’rcaources in inservice ptograms. Hoﬁeyer, in
every sense, the use of resources appears to be I'imited. In fact, there is
litgle to suggest the pervasive use of resources, except perhaps in the
doma in of'preparing materials for children. Teacher centers, however,
gcem to be emerging as a more resource oviented activity, particularly in

the area of intact, electronic/mechanical, and human resources.

0y v

" One certainly can develop the impression that there is a great deal of
confugsion in whether inservice resources arec to be used for programming for

) )
Practicing professionals, or whether it is legitimate to use them in

instrugtidnal ' activities with children and still consider the use of these
materials as a staff devcolopment tool. More research,&s needéd in order to
sort out the use of resources in‘inseyvice programs, and to develop concep—
tualizatigﬁs of the use ofltﬁcse‘mnterials that will allow educators to

communicate morgkcleagly./v) ’

Summarx

It appears that there is a basic and minimal use of resources in
inservice .education, with more creative innovative uses emerging 1in the

teacher centers, at least at a simple level. This can probably best be
o

vicwed as an inroad for program developers who wish to enhance the use of
4 . - : '

resources. Obviously, there is much to be done in the training of teacher

trainers for the concept -of resource utilization to be integrated into

program planning and implementation.

0f those resgnrces that do appear to be used, intact resources and, to

some extent, human rcsources appear to-be most prevalent. There is little

evidence of management and electronic/mechanical resources being used, and

the entire arca of non-print resources nceds further study before any type
of reasoned\estimaté can be made. * , ' )
Clearly, the H&st estimate of the use of resources in steacher
education is one of a conservative, though perhaps emerging, rbcoéqition
of thé importance of resources. One would assume that those resources with
the broadest range of usage would, in faét, be used most, (gvélent}y (i.e.,
eldctﬁvﬁ?c/mechanical, management, intact, aund humadflresources). That

v I
appears not to be the case. In fact, the opposite appears to be the norm--

26
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print and non-print materials are much more pervasive in their
availability and use in tecacher education. One, then, must raise the

question of why this is thé case. Why are thosc resources that have a
[ : 1y

broader range of applications used so much less frequently than those with

a narcow range? That question will be explored in the next section of this

.u?
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paper. ' ‘
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_ THE STATUE OF RESOURCES-~AN ANALYSIS
/\/\\‘

Thus far, the purpose of this paper has been to develop the ¢concept of
an educational resource as a."reserve (non-regular) source of supply or
support.’" This notion was presented in contrast to educational supports
that could be defined as "tools of the trade"--baseline requisites for the

existence of educational programs. ubsequently, a simple category system

~_for resources was presented, suggeBting that. resources could be viewed 4n . — —

- | one of the six fo]loJing areas: print, non-print, eleétronic‘mechanical,
management, intact, or human. The intent of the category sgystem is to
allow for more precise communicat ion and . analysis concerning the status of
resources in the field. Finally, the concept of the range of applications
of recsources was presented, suggesting that lower order print and non-
print resources were psea much ;ore extensively than were management,
intact, and human resources, even &hough the latter varieties had a much
wider range of poﬁbntial_appfication. ) '

An'exnﬁination was made of the perspective toward, availability, and
use of resources in elementary and secondary, and preservice and inservice
teacher education. Succinctly, in all areas, the notion of the use of
resources secms quite unconceptualized. People don't think in terms of .
assessing resources and fitting them into instruectional needs. Rather,
professionals tend to bypass that step and %ochs on searching for direct

'solutions go instructionni problems. Thus, although resources are used,

they ‘are probably not used as efficiently as they migh% be, and their use

often tends to occur serendipitously. 1In some areas of inservice teacher

education, that perspeétive may be harsh, as more recognition of the
importarice of resources appecars to be emerging, espepially in the
flefigling geacher center movement.
Although one¢ <could easgily - determine that the availability of

., :
resources in-education ig quite limited, an equally strong argument could
be made that there are more reésources available than are appropriately

, used.‘ Regardless, there are cienrly more print resources nvailab{e than

tany other sgingke type, though non-print resources are not lacking.
'Certainly, gsome management resources are use&, but one suspecté that

P . . ) .
nearly all of them are transmitted via print. In most areas of education,




there 18 an impression that more electronic/mechanical resources are
available than are inhh$k\ Finally, there is little to indlcnte that
educatbérs at any level have congceptualized the notions of intact and human
resources sufficiently to expect them to be intelligently used, except on
an ad hoc basis. . -f

Within the perspective of this paper, one would have 6;-take the

position that the use of resources in education is, indeed, quite limited.

< : R . . .
In elementary and secondary schools, print resources predomlnate, with
- -

non-print resources be1n5 uscd to some degrce. Although management and

P . - . P ——— e

electronic/mechnnlcal resources  are clearly available, little data
v concerning Eheir use gould be found. Preservice teacher education also
limits itself to the-use of print, non*prlnt, and some print-transmitted
mnnngeﬁent resources, Electronic/mééhanica] resources appear to be
sfghificnntly'under—used, with little of no regard giveﬁ to either intact
— or human resources, except .in a secondary manner, and then only
occasionally. Within the 1inservice domain, partiéu}arly 1in teaéher
centers, an emerging recognition of the imporgance of resources is ‘f
evident. Although there may be little sophistication'associaﬁed with this
recognition, it does present aJéoehold for those interested‘in-the develop-
ment of resources in education. . | , _
All in all, {t appears Jhat caucation at nll'le‘els is a labor-
intensive activity. Interpersonal contact between student and teyéher
probably constitutes the single most 1mportanf‘concern, even though there
are data to suggest that a great deal of a student's time is, 1in fact,
spent‘;ith edﬁcational supports that are non-human. There can be little
doubt that unéi{ éducntors begin to-look more seriously at the issue of
respurces, only minor progress can be expected.
From all of the data that have been presented thus far, two questions

~’. emerge as most important. These two quesdtionsg will form the basis for the

? analysis that follows—-- S | , : r

“ o Why are resourcés so inédcquately integrated at all levels of
education?:
e Why are resources that have a more limited range of applications used

80 much more extendgively than those with greater potential?®
- ‘ )

v
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Although answers to the above questiong obviously sharc  many cowmmon
N 14

poiants, for bufﬁoses of clarity they will be, treated independently.’

- N . - - ”
’ -

A

Understanding the Inadequate Integration of Resourcas

One of the primary reasons for the inadequate intecgration of

resources into educational activities is the. lack of preparatiop that

; _ ‘ L
educatorvs possess concerning Che. understanding of, selection of, and use
. of resources. Simply stated, tcachers and teacher educators do not think

-about resources, at least in any systemptieTway, : One reason for this is

-

e

that the topic of resources has noﬂ:been\ig\the past, nor 18 it currently,
part ofﬁ¥1é_traditioqa1 curriculum for clagsroom-oriented educators at any
level. The focus in nearly dll educational training programs has been on
the interaction bgtween student and teacher., To the extent this emphasis
has existed, 1t has probably'negagively influenced the integration of
resource devclopmqn; and usage intg training Cprricula. Although this
reason may sound almost too simplé, it may also be one of the most
. important reasons why resources are so poorly integrated into educational

endeavors. : ' .

Conversations with teachers will also provide a picture of what might

Ay

be called perceptions of scarcity. Although no one:-probably has ‘a clear
undcrst;nding,of'the level of availability of a variety of resources for
“educators to use, it nppearé as though educators view resourceg as very
scarce. Availability and accessibility are very different concepts, and
probably deseéve a higher level of understanding. Regardless, 1in many
cases where regources are inaqcessible; ‘th%yw are probably-‘viewed as
unavailable. The hiptinction'is important, because to solve the problems
of inaccessibility, it would take very different, and probably less expen-
sive measures, thfn to sélve.the problems of avai%ability. Even- though
:thqre probahly is a scarcity of many resources, there certainly are perdep—.
tions- of scarcity for most resources within the instructional ranks.

Finally, to have .a thorough understanding of the inadequate

: integration of resources, one would have to develop an understanding of the

operatignal environment of schools _and classrooms. Picture an elementary
o A b ' . .

¢lassroom wit® a, sophisticated control panel for a variety of audio

instructional resources located in the front, along with a master computer

o . that serves the twelve terminals in the room. Additionally, if there were

v . v .
N »
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built-in screcens, movie projectors, overhead projéctors, and videotape
equipment, you would have an operational énvironment that begged for the
integration of 'resources. Suppose further that the principql;and staff of
the school kept an abgnddnt flow of software and other materials coming
Lnto the classroom that meshed with the operational environment. A best
guess s that after a period of time,keven the most nalve teacher would

begin td-usc resources more extengively, and probably more proficiently.

However, the operational environment described above docs not typify’

many classrooms in uAmeuiearumAn&r~it~should»bewnotéq~that~the-operationaL

environment included not. only the resources in the clnssroom,‘but the
continual flow of soft@are and ancillary goods that would encourage their
use. ’ Finally, this type of operational environment would iﬁclude a subtle
"press'" to become involved with resources‘thnt.certainiy does not exist 1in
many, if any, educational environments. . .

Rather, both the physical and mental operational environments of most
educational settings are»reﬁourcé mcager. This is partially due to the
economic condition of education, and to the lack .of training that leads to
very limited expectations qoncerning.the use of reséhrces: By nearly any
analysis, opcration;1 environments of educational settings are quite
Stnndardized, quite structured, with a'consistént and narrowly defined set
of expectations ,about what will occur within that environment. In one
sense, this may explaig the lack of integration éf educational resources

Yinto instructional 30ttings:

Assuming that the lack of preparation of educators, the perceptions

of scarity, and the mcager operational environments of instructional

settings help one to Wnderstand the reasons for the inadequate integration

of resources, some questions still remain unanswered.
€ »

The Reliance on Common Resourvces

It was pointed out earlier in this paper that as one goés from print

L4

resources through the category system to human resources, the range of

applications becomes much. broader. At the same time, an analysis of the =

literature strongly suggests that while the rafige of‘applicétions becomes
broader, the actual use becomes much more 'limited. Thus, one must be
concerned about why rcsources that have a much broader range of application
are used mich less frequently. And, why there is.sgzh a heavy reliance on

~

print, and to some extent non-print resources. .
s '

A4
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Clogely linked to thé knowledge of the operational environment

presented above is the notion of a lack of '"press" to use resources in

schools. 1f any single notion has evolved concerning the use of resources
“ 3

in educational settings, it is focuded on labor and time saving dimensions

tegsources, not necesgsarily on the improvement of the endeavor. One can

expect that the use of "higher order" resources may, in f{act, be more

difficult, and require more work on the part of the user. If resources are .

seen as labor saving devices, then one can understand why resources that

are not labor saving devices -are-not used. -In conjunction-with-that; -there <«

appears . to be little in the organization of schools that encourages
tenchers‘nnd'ndmiﬁistrntors to invest more energy in an effort to {mprove
their activity. Rathcr, with the tlght financial conditions that exist in.
schools ®today, with the emcrgence of Lhe teacher orgnnlzntlons to bargain
for better working conditiouns, and perhaps with‘th@ detachpent suggested
by Lortie (1975) in hxs rcctnc SOClologlcal ngyifg;ELgi schools, one can
develop 4dn underqtnndlng of the lack of prcss  for th; imprqvement of
instruction. f -

Going a little further, one can then look at the print and non—print
rcsourccs that are used, and sec that Ln many cases they are, in fact, used
as Wabor saving devices and as time fillers, rather than as aids for the
improvement of instruction, Workbooks, dittos, readers, and other print
matertals are frequently used to engage students in activities that will
free the teacher for a variety of tasks, nbt the least of which i8 working
with a small group of students. Films, all too fégquently, are used for
much the same purpose. Tt @s even possiblé to have teachers comment on the
value of- these types of reéources, citing their labor saving rather than
their ‘educational aspects. | ) .

Another reason for tht rcliance on lower order resources can be found

in the concept of accessibility. Assuming a higher level of availability
than is used, more complex resources certainly re&uire more effort to
access. In other words, it 1is ezﬁier to duplicate a ditto from. a
commercial publication than it is to figure.out how to use a hétionallx
renowned poet in the classroom. This, of course, is directly-related té
the need for training. Thus, many resources are not accessible to
eduqatcr; because they have not had the training or experience to use them
appropriately. :  _ _ ' o



Obviously, other types of accesaibility issues are impértanc ag well.
Fdr example, the film library kept at the central office is ofttimes so
complex to use that it is viewed as inaccessible. If an educator must plan
four months in advance and order filma to be shown at a specific time, then
it is entirely probable that the educator will take the position that the
resources are available but too difficult to access. Regardless, access
related to both knowledge of how Lo use and' to ease of bbtaining are
problems that most likely relate to the heavy reliance on print and non-
print resources. ) |

4
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Summnrx

It appears that résources are inadequately integrated and print and

»

non-print resources are hcavily relied upon for a variety of reasons.
Educators are not sgtewed in the;juices of resources and their use. ~Too
o%&en, resources arve perceived to be unavailablé.. Educational
environments are typically not geared up for the integration of resources,
and there is a lack of press to use sophisticated reseurces that are likely

to require more effort. Finally, resources are often difficult to access,

either because the educator does not know how, or because the bureaucracy

that allocates resources is overly complex. Whatever the reasons, an

understanding of. them certainly has implications for the‘futgre. '
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IMPLICATIONS FOR THE FUTURE

\ . »

, L one sets as a goal the improved use of resources in education, then
implications for the future seem almost obvious-~we need more research and
we need more trainihg.~ Within those two areas, however, the data and
analyses presented in this. paper should offer wmore spec1f1c direction.

Lt the research domaln, Lt seems obvious that we need some base11ne
information if we are 4o wmove ahcad intelligently. Thus, a series of
dCﬂCFLPCJVG atudxes would be appropriate.. This would allow educators to
bctter understand whth resourL;;-are av;:i;big“;;;A;g;;A a;é not; which
resources are used and which are not; ‘which resources are.under-used, and -
which are use@@%o the limits of their availability, Fu}ther, 1f the
baseline data nééds were well thought out, at the conclusion of thig series
of studies one would be better_ able to paint a pictufe of the use of -
resodrces in education. It is a picture that sorpiy needs to be painted.

Beyond that, there are othet areas that could profit from résearch‘on
resources. The data presented in this paper suggest a need for interactive
research. Questions such as which materials work better with, which
children under what circumstanceg need to be explored. Additioné{ly, data
.+ were presented which suggest that,.teachers have different beréoﬁality

»characteristics that may interdct with materials in such a way that the-;
teacher and teaching style should be used im selecting materials. It is
important to understand that there are a host of var{ableﬁ, i\ef, children,
task to be accomplished, instructional setting, teacher styley and others,
that need to be considerved, and that would profit from an interactive
research approadch. S ] | |

Finally, there is probably sufficient knowledge about éertain t&pes
of resources, particularly print and non-print materials, to suggest
that the field could profit from experimental st;dies._ Although,
logically, experimental studies would be‘considered toward Ehe.end.of the
range that is being suggested, the field ‘of education 1is. not: so
pargimOniou&ly simple. Thuys, the problems of how we could improve on

prescnt practice can certainly be profitably explored with our present

-
w

state of -knowledge.

In the training arca, we need programs that' would help eduqvtors

-

. . develop a better understandlng qf resources and their best possible uses.
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faced focuses on how one taps a giant aon the shdulder.

Specifically, one could advocate developing programs that would hélp
educators selectz match materials with scddents and tasks, implement and
use materials appropriately, and finally evaluate them and their effect on
student learning. Although the jury is still out on sowme dimedsionsAof all’
of ‘these areas, it has become clear to this writer that a great deal,more
is known than ig cutrently being used. All of these "known areas" ¢ould be
used in  the development, of training programs for( edicational

practitipners. . . ' . .
» )
cducators becowme better versed in the nature and uses<of resources, it is
entirely possible that it would betome evident that the appropriate use of
resources could and shoald lead to freedop for more, not less, personal
contact in their endeavor. Although QOmé resources may be move difficult
to plan for and use, a general rule of thumb would probably suggest that if
resources were intelligently Tused, teachers at all levels, could spend more
time‘with students and interact yitﬁ'them on a more pergonal level. The
need for this activity 1is app rené;at all levels of education, and is
frequently cited as a reason for not Becoming more ‘involved with complex
resources, . ’
Certainly, there -are other implications for the improvement of the

use of resources in.cducation. One could develop positions in the arfea of
cost effectivengss, cost benefit, increascd efficacy, and: providiné'
eduéftion with the capability to go  further in complex content areas.
None of these positions will be developed here. Suffice it to note that

the entire concept of the use of resources in education 18, in a sende, a

sleeping giant waiting to be awakened. The biggest single problem that ig"

-
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Hopefully, spinoff effects would occur as ‘well, For example, as . _
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