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ABSTRACT

This study lnvestigates from the teachers’
perspective how the teachers’ experiences with
cooperatively planned resource-based learning/teaching
had influenced their use of this teaching method. The
four schools studled were from a school system which
- had been encouraging lts teachers to Implement this

teaching strategy for seven years. During that period
Saskatchewan Educatlion had also expressed its
-commitment to Implementing this teaching strategy.

Since the emphasis in thls study was upon the
subjectlve meaning and the factors which affected
teachers’ implementation of cooperatively planned
resource-based learning/teaching and the extent to
which the teache;s employed this teaching method, on-

site semi-structured interviews were used to collect
the data as well as participant observation in each of
the school librarles.

SubJective meanings held by the teachers
Interviewed varied from commitment to the lnnovation to
fear that the students would not learn anything 1f the
teacher were to use this teaching strategy. The degree
of Integration of the innovation into the teaching
repertolire, also, differed among teachers as well as
among schools. Variatlon was found In the teachers’
perceptions of the lnnovation itself, lts meaning and

demands, and school level factors. Administrative



support, teacher interaction and benefits to students
were the schcol level factors which were particularcly
significant.

In each of the four schocls, teachers who had
imp.ementecd the inncvation had pians fcr continuatiachn.
Yowever, continuation was threatened in schools where
‘there had been a principal change or would have a new
principal in the new school term.

Findings from this study suggest that schoo:
s}stems which wish to achieve implementation of an
innovation must provide leadership, encouragement and
support at ail levels. In addifion. they must guard
against threats to the innovation toc ensure its

continuation.
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CHAPTER ONE

THE PROBLEM

With the introduction of the Common Essential
Learnings as well as new resource-based curricula by
the Saskatchewan Department of Education (1987, 1988a,
1988b), teachers are expected to implement
resource-based learning strategies. The implementation
of cooperatively planned resource-based learning
strategies had been an expectation throughout the past
seven years in the school system in which this research
was done. Since resource-based learning represented a
major change in the use of the school library and the
working relationship between the teacher-librarian and
the teacher, the implementation of resource-based
learning in all grade levels of these schools has been
a gradual process. This study is an examination of
this change process from the classroom teachers”

perspective.

Backaround

Although all school libraries in the system had
already been staffed by teacher-librarians for five
years and some teachers and teacher-librarians had been
using cooperatively planned resource-based learning

techniques, a major initiative to implement this



teaching strategy began In November, 1982 when Ken
Haycock, the library consultant for the Vancouver
School system.band his wife, Carol-Ann, a practicing
teacher-librarian, presented a workshop promoting the
use of cooperatively planned resource-based learning
teaching methods. The ideas presented in this workshop
wére adapted by the library consultant, the coordinator
of library services and the Learning Resource Centre
Advisory Committee and presented in workshops to the
pri%cipals of the schools and to the teacher-librarians
who did not attend the workshop. Following these
workshops a major initiative begén in the system to
implement cooperative planning between teacher and
teacher-librarian using resource-based learning
strategies.

In 1982 the Ministry of Education in Ontario

published the document Partners in Action: The Library
Resource Centre jin the School Curriculum which clearly

articulated the meaning of resource-based learning and
explained the roles of the teacher, the
teacher-librarian and the principal in implementing
this teaching strategy. After a copy of this document
was purchased for each school in the system, principals
were encouraged to use it as a guide to developing
effective Learning Resource Centre (LRC) usage in their

schools.



In 1983-84 the LRC Advisory Committee produced a
learning skills continuum for K-8. This learning
skllls continuum outlined the seguential skills which
should be incorporated into resource-based units taught
at each grade level. In the fall of 1984 teachers and
principals throughout the system attended related
inservice sessions. All schools were expected to begin
Implementation after they had attended the inservice.

In the spring of 1985 the principals and
teacher-librarians attended an Inservice session on the
School Library Needs Assessment (Meadley & Thompson,
1986) package which had recentlylbeen developed by the
Curriculum Development Division of Saskatchewan
Education. The needs assessment provided a framework
for evaluating theﬂleveliof usage which existed in the
provinces school libraries and was developed to be used
in conjunction with the Educational Develocpment Fund.
Many schools in the system used the needs assessment
package to evaluate their school libraries and to plan
ways to improve their effectiveness.

The Saskatchewan Association of Educational Media
Speclalists (now, Saskatchewan School Library
Association), a special subject committee of the
Saskatchewan Teachers Federation, published The 4th R:
the School Currviculum in'1986. Principals were

3



Introduced to thls document In the fall of 1987 and
were encouraged to promote resource-based learning In
the schools.

Saskatchewan Education published Resource-Baged
Saskatchewan Learning Resource Centresg in November,
1987 and Learning Resource Centres in Saskatchewan: A
Guide for Development in March, 1988 which explained
the role of the Learning Resource Centre in the core
curriculum.

In August, 1988 Saskatchewan Education publlished
Understanding the Common Essentlal Learnina: A
Handbook for Teachers. Thlis document identified the
Importance of using cooperatively planned resource-
based learning 1n developling students who could take
responsibllity for thelr own learning and supported the
Initiative of the school system studied. Since this
school! system first began to Implement cooperatlively
planned resource-based learning, much more emphaslis on
this teaching strategy has developed throughout the
province and the country. The system contlnues to work
toward full Implementatlon of resource-based learning
in all of its schools by providing inservice sessions
to administrators and teachers. In 1989 a workshop on.
resource-based learning was held for vice-princlipals

and their teacher-librarians. To further emphasize the



Importance of Implementing resource-based teaching/
learning strategles, this system has Included the
Instructional technique In the developmental
supervision of teachers. By lIncluding In developmental
supervision the assessment of teachers’ use of thls
teaching strategy, the school system is indlicatling Its
expectation that cooperatively planned resource-based
teaching will become part of a teacher’s instructlonal
repertoire.

_ In addition, during the 1989-90 term teachers and
teacher-librarlans attended Inservice sessions focusling
on the new social-studles and health-l{festyles
currlicula. Since these new programs are based upon
resource-based learning strateglies, the inservice again
emphasized the Instructlonal partnership between
teachers and teacher-librarians as outlined in the Core
Currlculum and the Common Essentlal Learnlings

(Saskatchewan Education, 1988a, pp. S0-57).

Statement of the Problem

The purpose of this study was to investigate from
the teachers’ perspective how teachers’ experlences
with cooperatively planned resource-based learning had
Influenced thelir use of thls teaching method. The
results from this research would enable administrators

to plan future change strategies to encourage more



teachers to adopt resource-based learning and
cooperative planning techiniques.

The following questions, based on Iimplementatlon
research (Fullan, 1982; Mlles, 1983; Huberman, 1983),
were used to lnvestigate the experliences of the
teachers:

1. What subjective meanings about resource-based
learning dld the teachers hold in terms of
requlred changes In bellefs, mateclals and
teaching strategies?

2. To what degree have resource-based learning
techniques been Integrated into thelr teaching
repertoire?

3. How did various factors affect the
Implementation of resource-based learning
strategies?

4. What are the teachers”’ plans for contlnuing to
use resource-based learning technlques |n

1989-907

Definition of Terms

Resource-based learning/teaching Is a method In
whlich teachers and teacher-llbrarians cooperatively
plan and teach units of study which iInvolve students in

a meaningful use of a wide variety of print, non-print



and human resources (Ontario Ministry of Educatlon,
1982; SAEMS, 1986 and Saskatchewan Educatlon, 1988).

Saskatchewan Education (1988b) defined
resource-based learning as having two sectlons: 1) a
learning skills continuum component and 2) a
cooperatlive planning and teaching component. The
learning skills contlnuum Is a set of processing skllls
used to reach certalin designated learning goals. These
skllls are taught within the context of a unit of studg

Mln which the student can practise the skills,

In cooperative planning and teachling the teacher
and the teacher-llbrarian work.toqether as partners In
planning a unit of study which Incorporates a varlety
of resources Into the curriculum. The teacher brings
expertise In the content area and the learning needs of
her/his students and the teacher-llbrarlan provides
expertise ln resources. As partners, the teacher and
the teacher-librarian plan, teach and evaluate the unit
of study.

The operatlional definition for this study Is that
resource-based teaching/learning |s an approach which
involves a teacher and teacher-librarian In
cooperatively planning and teaching a unit
Incorporating a varliety of print and non-print
materials. Any study skllls required are taught within

the context of the unit. The terms resource-based



teaching and resource-based learning are used
Interchangeably throughout this study.
Slanificance of This Study

Saskatchewan Educatlion has clearly dellineated lts
expectation for the use of cooperatlively planned
resource-based learning in Understanding the Common
Egggn&Lﬁl_Lga:nLngg (Saskatchewan Education, 1988a, pp.
50-57> and In Learning Resource Centres In Saskatchewan
(Saskatchewan Educatlon, 1988b)>. With the
Implementation of the Common Essentlal Learnings In
Saskatchewan, administrators in schools throughout the
province will be encouraglng all of thelr teachers to
Incorporate resource-based learnling strategles into
thelr teachlng repertoire. An understanding of what
Influences teachers to adopt and become committed to
the use of resource-based learning will provide
administrators with possible strategles for further

Implementation in their schools.

Assumptions

One of the assumptions of this study Is that the
Information received from the teachers interviewed was
valld. The study assumes, too, that teachers’
responses were grounded In thelr own subjectlve meaning
of the change. That is, thelr responses reflected whaé

resource-based



teachlng/learning strategies meant to them in terms of
the learning of thelr own students and the work

involved In using this strategy.

Limjtations of the Study

This study took place durlng the month of May,
1989. Since the end of the school term was
approaching, teachers’ thoughts about resource-based
teaching/learning may have been dlfferent than they
would have been at another time of the year. They were
able to reflect upon the ways they had used
cooperatively planned resource-based !earning
throughout the year, to access their successes and
failures, and to consider their plans for using it in
the coming year. The willingness of the teachers to be
open and to share their feellings about resource-based
teaching/learning was another limitation of this study.
Some teachers may have been unwilling to share their
reasons for not using resource-based learning since |t
was a system expectation that they would be

incorporating it Into thelr teaching strategies.

Delimitations

Four schools from the same school system were
involved In the study. Each school had a full time
teacher-librarian in the school which limited the study

to schools of a population of 350 students or more.




Schools with a full time teacher-librarian were chosen
because since some schools with a half time
teachér—llbrarlan do not have a library technician, the
teacher-librarian is often forced to assume more of a
technical role in the LRC.

One week was spent in each school during which
teachers in grades three, five and elght were
Interviewed. In order to interview teachers from the
three different levels within the school, these grades
were chosen. Interviews were also conducted with the

teacher-librarian and the principal in the school.

verview

In this chapter, background information about the
problem has been delineated as well as the problem and
the questions used‘to gain insight into the problem.
Definitions of terms, the significance of the study,
assumptions, limitations, and delimitations used in the
study were also presented.

Chapter II reviews the literature relevant to the
problem of this study, while Chapter IIl describes the
design and the research methodology that was used.
Chapter IV includes the presentation and analysis of
data from the study. Chapter V, the final chapter, is
devoted to a summary of research findings and
implications for practice and further research.

s
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CHAPTER TWO

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
In this chapter the literature relevant to the stated
purpose of this study is reviewed. The first section
focuses on resource-based learning/teaching, the second
section surveys change literature related to implementation
of an innovation, and the final! section examines the teacher

in the change process. ;

- nj c

Meaning. The phllosophicaf framework for the
development and implementation of a resource-based program
is cooperative planning and teaching petween the teacher and
the teacher-librarian (Haycock, 1988). Cooperatively
planned resource-based teaching contributes another teaching
strategy to the teachers’ repertoire. The Saskatchewan
School Library Association (1989> document The School
Library and Cooperative Planning stated that "cooperative
teaching and planning provides the process for translating
resource-based curriculum concepts into practical learning
experiences for students" (p. 3J.

Steps in Resource-based Teaching. Loertscher (1988)
indicated that the resource-based teaching/learning method
is comprised of four steps. The first step occurs when the

teacher shares unit objectives with the teacher-librarian

11



and is willing to revise these objectives as needed.
Haycock (1988) believed that "planning operationallzes the
cooperative partnership" (p. 31). She explained that
planning is a priority for which time must be set aside.
When a scheduled planning time occurs after an initial
contact, according to Haycock, there is "think time" for
both partners to prepare for the planning session.

Preparation is the second step in the resource-based
teaching/learning method. During this stage, materials to
be used are selected, the activities to use those materiéls
are prepared, and the product to be created by the students
is determined. The teacher brings knowledge of the students
and knowledge of the content area to the planning session
while the teacher-librarian contributes knowledge of the
resources and knowledge of the information skills (Haycock,
1988). Durling the preparation stage, the teacher and the
teacher-librarian establish the minimum expectations for the
processes of gathering information, recording and presenting
information to insure success for all students; however,
more capable students will be expected to work beyond the
minimum expectations to reach their own potential.

Haycock (1988) warned that teachers who are
inexperienced in using cooperatively planned resocurce-based
teaching sometimes believe that their responsibilities end
once the planning stage is completed. If the

teacher-librarian is also a novice, s/he might assume full

12



responsibllity for the preparation and teaching of the unit
after the planning stage. If information skills and
resource centre experiences are to‘be integrated into the
curriculum, it is essential that the teacher and the
teacher-librarian remain partners throughout the unit.
Although the partnership may not be shared equally, to be
effective 1t must have been shared.

The third stage of a cooperatively planned
resource-based unit outlined by Loertscher (1988) is the
téﬁching of the unit. In some cases the teacher and thel
teacher-librarian teach as a team. At other times parts of
the unit will be taught indivlduélly by either the teacher
or the teacher-librarian. Aithough the teacher-librarian
does not spend the same amount of time teaching as the
teacher, students are aware of the team approach being used.

Evaluatlion of the unit is the final stage of
cooperatively planned resource-based teaching. Loertscher
(1988) stated that during this stage not conly are the
students’ learning activities evaluated but the teacher and
the teacher-librarian evaluate the success of the unit, the
effectiveness of the activities and the adequacy of the
materials.

Variety of Media. Resource-based teaching, which is
the opposite of the textbook/lecture method of instruction,
employs a variety of media formats and technologies to

achieve the instructional objectives (Loertscher, 1988).

13



Since resource-based teaching requires the use of a varlety
of media, the LRC has a direct Impact on learning, whatever
the topic of the unit, when this teaching method |s used.

In addition to the use of a variety of medlia, another
feature of resource-based teaching Is that it fits well with
many models of teaching.

Prerequigsites. There are several prerequisites for
successful implementation of cooperatively planned
resource-based learning. One requlrement is a LRC timetable
-Wwhich 1s flexible to allow teachers and the
teacher-llbrarian to schedule blocks of time for working on
a unit of study which requires the use of resources (Davies,
1979 & SSLA, 1989). When the LRC |s flexibly scheduled, a
teacher can book his/her class into the LRC for an
appropriate length of time to work on a cooperatively
planned resourc?—based unlt with the teacher-llbrartian.

In addition to a flexibly scheduled LRC, successful
resource-based teaching requires a teacher who iIs willing to
use a varlety of media, a LRC containing enough resources to
accommodate resource-based units and a teacher-llibrarian who
Is willing to work in partnership with teachers on
cooperatively planned and taught resource-based units
(Loertscher, 1988). 1In order to achieve a successful
partnership, both partners must know and respect the other’s
skills, philosophy of education, and responsibilitles

(Ontarlio Education, 1982). The final requlirement for

14



sSuccess is a cooperatively developed, sequential program for
teaching learning and research skills necessary to use
materials effectively (Ontario Education, 1982). These
skills must be taught within the context of a meaningful
unit of study.

According to Haycock (1985), the classroom teacher is
responsible for the effectiveness of resource-based
learning. If the teacher chooses not to involve the
teacher-librarian in planning and teaching of research and
study skills as outlined in curriculum guides, s/he assuﬁes
the responsibility for the development of those skills in
her/his students. However, when the teacher chooses to work
cooperatively with theAteacher—librarlan. not only the
planning but the preparation and implementation of programs
are shared by both partners.

Advantages. Several advantages to using cooperatively
planned resource-based teaching techniques have been
ldentified. Loertscher (1988) indicated that the most
important advantage for the student is the increased
learning which occurs when resource-based teaching
Strategies are employed. Other advantages for the student
mentioned by Loertscher are that a variety of learning
styles are accommodated, the student’s thinking ability
increased, creativity and inquiry grew, and the students

showed more interest in learning. Haycock (1988) added that
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cooperatively planned resource-based teaching benefits the
student in the following ways:

(a) maximizes the use of all school resocurces to
the best possible effect for the student
population:

(b> ensures the integration of information skills
instruction and application, developmentally,
across the curriculum;

(¢c) guarantees successful learning experiences for
all children (p. 32).

Loertscher (1988) believed that the teacher who employs
resource-based teaching strategies enjoys certain advantages
as well. Using this teaching technique adds variety to the
teacher’s day, provides the opportunity for the teacher to
share teaching responsibilities with the teacher-librarian,
allows the teacher an opportunity to help the students who
are having difficulty with regular classroom procedures and
offers the teacher the opportunity to be creative.

Disadvantages. Several disadvantages of using
cooperatively planned resource-based teaching strategies
were also pointed out by Loertscher (1988). Time is always
in short supply in most schools and cooperatively planned .
resource-based teaching requires planning time. Since
cooperatively planned resource-based learning requires
creativity, imagination, flexibility, and cooperative
strategies, it is a more demanding method than the
traditional textbook/lecture method. Some teachers might

consider this method more work and "risky" and prefer to

continue using the traditional textbook approach which

16



provides securlty, 1s usually easier to organlize and allows
more control over students and content.

Factors. Haycock (1985) contended that the factors
which influence teachers to use cooperatively planned
resource-based teaching methods are "involvement in program
planning with the teacher-librarian and team teaching,
inservice program’organized by and/or put on by the
teacher-librarian, administrative support for the library
program, and the personality and qualifications of the
teacher-librarian® (p. 104). He viewed the
teacher-librarian’s role as that of an initiator and change
agent who attempts to get teachefs to change their teaching
strategies and to adopt cooperative planned resource-based
teaching methods.

However, Brown (1988) asserted that such a view is a
naive notion of change and that to expect the
teacher-librarian in a school to be responsible
single-handedly for changing teaching practices in a school
is unrealistic. She emphasized that this is a complex
change which requires the active support of the principal as
well as total staff involvement. Because, according to
Brown, cooperatively planned resource-based teaching
requires not only a change in materials used but a change in
teaching strategies, it requires a change in teachers’
pellefs about the way students learn. Teachers, who believe

that students only learn when information is presented to

17



them, would experience difficulty using this teaching
strategy. To get these teachers to change might require
showing the teacher that students could learn when the
teacher is the guide and creator of the learning experience
rather than the information giver.

Brown (1988) also indicated that for teachers to
implement this teaching strategy would require teachers to
view teaching not as an isolated activity where they have
complete autonomy ln their classroom but as a partnership
with the teacher-1!brarian and the LRC as an extension o%
the classroom. She also suggested that for many teachers
planning exact objectives for a fearning activity to meet
particular needs would be a new experience, and if
cooperatively planned resource-based was to be successfully
implemented, these teachers require support.

ngmg;x._ Cooperatively planned resource-based teaching
is a complex change for teachers because it requires them
not only to change their beliefs about how students learn
but to change their teaching materials and teaching
practices. In addition to these changes, a teacher must
also work in partnership with the teacher-librarian which
requires them to relinquish some of their classroom
autcnomy. Since cooperatively planned resource-based
teaching/learning is a complex change, the change process
plays an important role in determining whether it is fully

implemented.
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The Change Process

when the individual is lnvolved in actual change s/he
experiences 1oss; anxiety and struggle (Fullan, 1982). The
individual must face these feelings whether the change is
prescribed or intentional. In the technclogical age
individuals regularly encounter change in their lives and
aré forced to adjust to it. Whatever the source of the
change, the individual must work through a period of
ambivalence and uncertainty. Through successful change the
ind{bidual develops a sense of mastery, accompl ishment aﬁd
individual growth. Fullan (1985 suggested that through
this process of change individualé alter their way of
thinking and dolng, develcop new skllls and find meaning ahd
satisfaction in what they have accomplished.

Three phases of the ecucaticnal change process have
been identified by Berman & McLaughlin (1976) and Fuillan
(1982). The adoption phase encompasses the steps leading up
to and including the decision to make a change. It involves
planning, locating resources, and choosing the projects to ’
be supported. The first attempts at putting the change into
practice is the implementation phase. The implementation
phase will be examined in detail since it plays a vital role
in determining whether or not the innovation continues to
exist. Institutionalization or continuation is the final
phase. If institutionalization of the innovation occurs, it

becomes part of the system; if it doesn’t, the innovation
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disappears from the system. Miles (1983) implled that
ingstitutionalization is the most difficult phase to achieve.
Since institutionalization cannot occur if the
implementation phase is unsuccessful, the threats to
institutionalization which occur during the impiementation
phase will also be examined. |

Implementation. When teachers endeavor to use a new
ldea, program or teaching technique, they are involved in
the process of implementation. This innovation may be
maﬁdated by administrators or identified as a need by th;
teachers. A change may be prescribed in detail or evolve as
teachers work with it. It may require unaltered
implementation or teachers may have the freedom to modify it
to fit their own classroom needs. Whatever the change may
be there afe certain factors affecting implementation which
will serve either as facilitators or barriers. Fullan

(1982) identified these factors as "characteristics of the

change", "characteristics at the school district level",
"characteristics at the school level", and "characteristics
external to the local system'. Waugh & Punch (1987) added

"the strategies used to implement the change" as a fifth
factor; however, in this paper the discussion of this factor
will be incorporated into the first three characteristics

3

identified by Fullan.

Characterigtics of the Change. Need, clarity,

complexity, and quality are four features of change which
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have been found to affect implementation. Resource-based
learning should be kept in mind as each characteristic is
described in this section.

Fullan (1982) noted that the teachers’ perceived need
for the innovaticon will be influential in determining the
success of its implementation. They are concerned whether
the innovation addresses a particular need of their
students, whether their students will be interested and
whether they will learn using the advocated change.

W Clarity about the goals and the means of achieving Ehe
change is another factor which influences the success of‘
implementation. Fullan (1982) sﬁated that when a lack of
clarity exists, a major problem develops because teachers
and administrators do not understand what the change means
In practice. Crandall, Eiseman, & Seashore Louis (1986)
emphasized that the implementer needs to know what is
important, which parts are essential tc the innovation and
which parts can be adapted or deleted without it loosing its
effectiveness. They stressed that identifying the
essential parts of an innovation is much more difficult than
one would jintuitively expect. Loucks and Zacchei (1983)
suggested that for teachers and administrators to know when
implementation is complete, they should be aware of what it
will look like, its main elements and what activities should

be occurring in the classroom.
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Aﬁother difficulty occurs when "false clarity" develops
and teachers interpret the change in an simplistic manner.
Fullan (1982) explained that when this happens, teachers do
not fully understand what 1s Iinvolved In the lnnovation.

The comment frequently heard about the Common Essentlal
Learnlngs (Saskatchewan Educatlion, 1988a), “We have always
done that. This Is nothing new." is an example of false
clarity. Promoting a clear understanding of an innovation
is essential if teachers and administrators are to be
effective In achleving the antlcipated change.

Complexity Indicates the difficulty and extent of change
required by teachers engaged in the implementation (Fullan,
1982). When the behavior required by the change |s
significantly different from the teacher’s current behavior,
O0s/he may require training to learn the new skills
(Crandail, Elseman; & Seashore Louis, 1986). The authors
agreed with both Fullan (1982) and Huberman & Mlles (1984)
that, even though complexity causes difficulties during
implementation, a more complex change accompllshes more
because more is being attempted. A school system must
choose an innovatlion which is nelther so extensive that it
cannot be Implemented without major distortion nor shouild it
be sc minor that teachers wlll not consider It worth the
effort.

The *quality and practicallty of learning materials,’

technologies, and other products* is the flnal factor of the
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character!stics of change (Fullan, 1982). An lnnovatlon
must measure up to the real world of the teacher and be
useful In that world. Users of the lnnovation want to know
whether it will help them and their students (Crandall,
Elseman & Seashore Louls, 1986). In Loucks and Zacchel’s
(1983) words the lnnovatlion needs to be "classroom
frlendly". which Indicates that the change should be usable
In a normal classroom setting. Even the most reluctant user
of an lnnovatlion can be converted |f the innovation is of
high quality. Once implemented, the Innovation must meet
the needs of the teacher, and assistance must be provided on
a regular basis until! teachers. have mastered the change
(Fullan, 198S)>. Whether the lnnovation appeals to teachers
as workable and useful may determine its success or fallure
(Crandall, Elseman & Seashore Louls, 1986). Therefore,
change agents muét consider these characteristics when
Planning for the implementation of an lnnovatlon.

School District Factors. Characteristics of the school
district level alsc act as facllitators or obstacles to
implementation, according to Fullan <(1982). The district’s
history of lnnovatlion attempts influences whether the
proposed change is attajined. 1If teachers have had several
negative experiences with innovation, they will be unlikely
to take another change seriocusly even though it may be an
excellent idea or program. Parish and Aquila (1983) ‘

emphasized that change agents In a school must know its
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organliatlonal history and its culture before introducling an ‘{
innovation 1f any change is to be reailzed.

The adoption process is another factor (Fullan, 1982).
A carefully considered adoption plan |s more likely to be
taken seriousiy and followed through by principals and
teachers than one which was not. Having teachers
participate in the adoption and development of an innovation.
s not critical to effective implementation. Although
teachers can implement change individually at the school
level, district wide change cannot come about wlthout the
support of the central adminlstrators. Teachers are not
likely to take change seriously unless the administrators’
actlons exhiblt their commitment to its Iimplementation.

Staff development and participation s essential for
instructing teachers how to understand and to use the
innovation. Because, according to Fullan (1982),
implementation involves a process of resoclalizatlion, it is
essential that teachers are given time for lnteraction In
which they can learn by doing. This interactlion |s critical
to the development of any lnnovatlion. Since learning to use
a new program or instructlional technique |s a process that
involves an inltlal period of anxliety, small experiences of
success early iIn the change process are important. For this
teachers need lnitlal tralnling which provides demonstrations
of the innovation and lntroduces the new materials fol1owed

by as much assistance as possible. Fullan (1985) suggested
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that whén teachers recelve assistance, thelr mastery of the
innovation increases as well as their commitment to lt.
Cffective staff development and particlpation are critical
to a successful change process.

The literature also stresses the Ilmportance of the local
facilltator In the process of Implementation (Fullan, 1985).
Loucks and Zacchel (1983) described the role of the local
facllltator as a *cheerleader* who bullds commltment and
gives continuing encouragement, a“llnker® who provides
“outside expertise and a "trouble-shooter* who helps teachers
solve any problems arising from the lnnovation.

The length of time ln which the Implementation ls to
occur |s another factor. A time line which ls neither too
short nor too long, but ls reallstic, should be determined
at the outset of implementation.

The community ls another factor which must be
conslidered. Although communities are usually not involved
In an innovation, Fullan (1982) noted that an unpopular
innovatlon can provoke a community Into action. Before .
implementation begins, Fullan (1985) suggested that the
system would be wise to make sure that the communlty and the
parents are not opposed to the lnnovation. In some cases,
parents should be lnvolved in the planning and 1n
instructional support roles for the lnnovation. When
implementing a change, the characteristics at the school

district level can Influence its success.
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School Level Factors. School level factors are
critical to the faclilitation or rejection of an lnnovation.
The principal Is one of the most vital factors. Although
research indicates that the principal’s Instructional
leadership role is key to the change process, it also
asserts that there are very few principals who act as
Instructional leaders. Fullan (1982) proposes that
principals have as much difficulty knowing how to implement
thelr role as instructional leaders as teachers do in
implementing new teachlng expectations. Slnce princlpals
have little, 1f any, training as Instructional leaders,
Fullan (1985) advocated that principals’ needs are similar
to teachers during the Implementation period. They require
contlinuing training and assistance, sharing In dlscusslon
time with peers, and ongoing efforts toward implementation
In the school. .

The recent literature emphasizes that principals must
provide strong leadership if change is to occur. Huberman
(1983) found that schools in which the principal exerted.
strong and continuous pressure on teachers were the schools
where successful implementatlion frequently occurred.

He advocated that if the principal wants particular results,
s/he must “shape" them. Principals can play an Influential
part in the change effort by voicing and demonstrating
commitment to an innovation and by providing contlnulng'help

and opportunities for interaction within a school (Fullan,
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1985). When principals concentrate on the teacher’s
actions in the classroom, Cox (1983) noted that the teacher
changes his/her teaching behavior and becomes proficlent In
the lnnovatlon. When principals concentrate on change ln
the school as a whole the lnnovation Is institutlonallzed.
Admlnlstrators must flnd or develop a practlice which has a
potentially good fit. After the change has been adopted,
they must provide technlical and institutlional support so
that the maxlmum number of teachers will Implement It.

The way adminlstrators announce a change and later the
way they support It suggests how seriously the teachers
should react In Implementling It (Parlsh and Aquila, 1983).
An adminlstrator can provide directlon by telling teachers,
other staff and parents that the lnnovatlion Is an Important
priority (Loucks & Zacchel, 1983). S/he can provide this
directlion by easing requirements for teachers ln other
content areas, asking teachers to make presentatlons to
parent groups, spending resources on materials to support
the program, monltoring classroom Informally and formally io
see that the lnnovatlion |s beling followed, providing help
that teachers require, and, |f necessary, requiring teachers
to attend workshops they were not planning to attend.

Crandall, Eiseman 8 Seashore Louis (1986) noted five
elements required to provide strong leadership In
Implementation: *absence of debilitating conflict; an

effective, debugged lnnovation; contlnulty of leadership;
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frequent reminders that successful and faithful
implementation is Important; and adequate resources and
support”" (p.40). The principal’s leadership in promoting
implementation indicates to the teachers whether the
innovation is to be taken seriously (Fullan, 1982).

Teacher-teacher relationships is another school level
factor critical to the change process. Since change
requires resocialization and resocialization requires
interaction, peer relationships play an important part in
the implementation of an innovation. “Collegiality, opeh
communication, trust, support and help, interaction, and
morale" (Fullan, 1982, p. 72) are‘closely related to the
development of supportive peer relationships. Fullan (1985)
asserted that "getting people acting and interacting
represents a major route to change (i.e., beliefs, new
conceptions follow action more than they precede it)" (p.
402> .

Sharing ideas is one means of peer support. Crandall
(1983) recommended that since teachers rarely, if ever, have
time to develop an innovation on their own, they are masters
at emulation and imitation. Many teachers are willing to
share their "trade secrets" with other teachers who in turn
emulate them and pass the idea on to another teacher.
Teachers readily adopt ideas used by colleagues they view as
exemplary. Crandall recommended that principals adopt this

sharing mode! for introducing a new program into their

28




schools. By involving a dynamic presenter who has used the
program and who holds credibility among her/his peers,
teachers are more likely to implement the new program.
Guskey (1986) also stressed that providing teachers with
cpportunities for sharing and interacting provides teachers
beneficial support.

A trusting atmosphere in which teachers feel free to
communicate openly about their attempts at using an
innovation and their doubts and concerns about their
implementation will also help to build commitment to th;t
change (Waugh & Punch, 1987). When a group of teachers are
involved in discussion, they devélop an undcderstanding of how
to use the innovation and actually revise ideas during the
process. Guskey (1986) emphasized that teachers must feel
free "to discuss their experiences in an atmosphere of
collegiality and experimentation" (p. 10). Through these
discussions teachers take ownership for new ideas (Crandall,
Eiseman & Seashore Louis, 1986). An atmosphere of trust,
interaction, support and sharing provide the environment iﬁ
which teacher-teacher relationships can nourish the growth
of an innovation in the school.

Although peer support and sharing among teachers plays
an important role in effective innovation, the
characteristics and orientations of the teacher are pivotal.
Fullan (1982) believed that the attitude of the school and

the school system in which teachers are teaching determines
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how effective they will be in implementing a change, not
their level of education or years of experience. However,
the teachers’ bélief that all children can learn no matter
what their circumstances is a characteristic which related
positively to the teachers ability to effectively implement
new programs and teaching strategies.

A Waugh and Punch (1987) indicated that teachers are
llkely to weigh the personal cost of implementing an
innovation. They will consider whether the benefits frow
thé Innovation are worth the time required for
implementation. If teachers feel that they are being
overwhelmed by the innovation and that it is creating far
more work than it is worth, even though they were committed
at the outset, they may loose interest.

The need for support is a common theme throughout school
improvement and change literature. Providing support to
implementing teachers is crucial for successful change
(Fullan, 1982; Guskey, 1986). Crandall, Eiseman & Seashorg
Louis (1986) identified three support needs of teachers. In
the effective domain teachers require moral! support. Their
needs in the cognitive domain are associated with the need
to know what the Innovation is all about, how it works and
what it means to them. The teacher also has skill related
needs. For a school! to implement an innovation teachers '
must have these support needs met. In addition, they need

continued assistance during the implementation phase until
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they have effectively mastered the change and become
committed to lt. Guskey (1986) stressed that since change
in teachers” thinking takés place after implementation and
proof of students’ improved learning, continued support
after the initial training is vital. Crandall, Eiseman &
Seashore Louis (1986), Crandall (1983) and Huberman (1983)
found that teacher commitment developed after s/he was
actively engaged In using a new practice or program.
Commitment was not evident at the beginning of the
iﬁblementation stage, but developed after the teacher h;d a
chance to actually begin using the innovation. As teachers
became more committed to the chaﬁge, they mastered the
innovation and it became part of their teaching repertoire
(Crandall, Eiseman & Seashore Louis, 1986; Crandall, 1983;
Huberman, 1983). Since teachers are usually directly
involved in a process of implementation, the change agents
must consider their characteristics and orientations in
planning the change.

Exterpal Epvironment Factors. The external environment
is the fourth major factor affecting implementation efforts.
One dimension of this factor iIs government agencies which
have been involved in program and policy adoption without
understanding the process of implementation. Monetary
assistance from government can positively impact upon
implementation if the assistance is integrated with what is

happening at the school level (Fullan, 1982). The
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educational development funds provided by the provincial
government for schools to implement programs of their own
design which met the guidelines of the program is an example
of how external assistance can be helpful.

When planning for implementation, the change agents
must consider the characteristics of the change, the
characteristics at the school district level, the
characteristics at the school level, and the characteristics
external to the local system (Fullan, 1982). Without
cﬁﬁsidering the impact of each of these factors upon the
change process, the innovation may not be as successfully
implemented as was intended and institutionalization may not

be realized.

Threats to Institutionalization
“>During the Implementation phase threats to the
innovation may develop which wil! prevent it from becoming
Institutionalized. Losing a key advocate can inflict a
mortal blow on an innovation unless the change agents have-
protected the innovation by having the expertise and
responsibility for it shared by several different pecple on
staff (Loucks & Zacchel, 1983; Miles, 1983). The innovation
can not only be destabilized by the loss of leadership but
by new staff who have not been properly oriented. To

overcome this, as many teachers as possible should be

engaged in the change process. Administrators must guard
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against these threats |f the lnnovatlon ls to be
Institutionallized.

Miles (1983) proposed that teacher-administrator
harmony |8 another varlable which |s essentlal to
Institutionallzation. Because of the stress Involved In
implementing a change, contlnual adminlistrative support and
dlrectl@n Is critical to overcoming the pressures and
stresses experienced during lmplementation.

To avoid threats to institutlionallization from
environmental turbulence, Loucks & Zacchel (1983)
recommended that the changes must be written Into the
currliculum guldes or regulations. There must be budget
llnes established which will to some extent protect the
Innovation. To Insure continuation of the lnnovation,
Huberman (1983) emphasized that an innovatlon must become a
regular part of training, budget and pollicy cycles.
Enthusiasm for an innovation Is not suffliclient to ensure
that it will permanently become part of the school. For
Institutionalization to occur, school administrators musé
shield an innovation from threats.

Miles (1983) developed a mode! [llustrating the factors
which act as support or threats during the Implementation
stages of an Innovatlion. Using empirical research, the
author examined the sites in "sites-by-varlables,
predictor-out come matrix to see how each contributed to

high or low results* (Mlles, 1983, p. 18). Figure 2.1
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depicts the general mode! which was developed from thls data

using the most critical variables.

Figure 3. A Data-Grounded Model of Institutionalization

2 4 7

Sups Administrative Mandating Percentage
pressure of use
1 _—5

Administrative
commitment

\ 3 8

Administrative Stabilization of use
support n
6 9 "\L 12

User effort

Assistance Commitment nganizauonal > INSTITUTIONALIZATION
change
w0 1
Mastery (=)
N
13 17 ~
Theeats . — (=)
Environmental ~ Stability of Vulnerability
turbulence A program staff of innavation
,\
14 16 =
Career Stability of
advancement program (=) Inverse influence
mottvation = leadership

Figure 2.1 A Data-Grounded Model of Institutionalization
Note. "Unraveling the Mystery of Institutionallization® by

M. Miles, 1983, Educational Leadership, 42¢(3),
po 18- '
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nguccessful implementation of new practices |s

occurring at a high rate--and it is in large part due

to the efforts of teachers" (Crandall, 1983, p. 7).
During the implementation phase teachers experience
changes in beliefs, teaching styles and materials
(Fullan, 1982). Since change is a developmental
process, all teachers do not pass through changes in
beliefs at the same time nor do their skills in using
the innovation develop at the same rate. In order to
assess at which level a teacher is using the innovation
and their concerns about using it, Loucks & Hall (1977
have develcoped instruments to measure the Levels of Use
and the Stages of Concern about the innovation. The
authors advocated USing these instruments together to
determine the needs of the implementing teachers and to
provide individual assistance for meeting those needs.
An Innovation Profile can also be designed for a
specific innovation (Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982).
This profile differs from the Levels of Use by
describing the unique behaviors associated with the new
practice.
Levels of Use. The implementation of an

innovation is not achieved simply Dy mandating the
change. Hall, Loucks, Rutherford, & Newiove (1975)

found that teachers varied immensely in their usage of
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an innovation. They concluded that this implementation
phase of the change was a process through which each
teacher passed.individually. Since the ways an
innovation is used variks tremendously from teacher to
teacher, the authors déveloped the Levels of Use chart
for analyzing the developmental level of teachers as
fhey learned to use an innovation. The Levels of Use
chart contains not only the levels of usage but seven
categories which represent the key functions emplioyed
by teachers in the process of change. These

categories describe typical behaviors exhibited by
teachers when they are working a£ a particular level of
use. By using the Levels of Use chart, a researcher
can determine the extent to which a teacher is using an
innovation at any given point in time.

The Levels of Use concept is composed of eight
developmental states and range from non-use to
searching beyond the innovation for improved methods.
Hall, Loucks, Rutherford and Newlove (1975) described
the developmental stages as follows:

Level 0 Non-use The user has little

information about
the innovation and

is not involved with
it.
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Level I Orlientation
Level 11 Preparation
Level 1III Mechanical
Use
Level IVA Routine
Level IVB Reflinement
Level v Integration
Level VI Renewal
Stages of Concern.

The user !s learning
about the lnnovation
and |s considering
using tt.

The user |s golng to
try the innovatlion
for the first time.

The user |s
implementing the
innovatlon step-by
step.

The use of the
innovation |s
stabllized.

The user varles the
use of the
innovation to
beneflt the
students.

The user |s
combining
efforts with
activities of
col leagues to
beneflt
gtudents.

The user
re-evaluates the
innovatlion and
searches for further
improvements whlch
will beneflt
students.

(p. 54)

Since change ls an intensely

personal experience, each individual moves through

stages in his/her understanding and feelings about the

innovation.

Loucks & Hall (1977) suggested that In

order to adequately help teachers during the process of
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change it s necessary to ldentlfy where the teachers
are In terms of thelr feelings and thelr behaviors.
They found that teachers In the change process pass
through similar stages to those described by Fuller
(1969>. The concerns progress from concerns about
self, to concerns about the teaching task, to concerns
about how the lnnovatlion will affect the students.
Loucks and Hall (1977) discovered that these concerns
directly affected teaching performance. The authors
ldentifled the following stages of concern:
0 Awareness Teacher has no concerns
is unaware of
Ilnnovation’s exlistence.
1 Informational Teacher wants to know
about the lnnovatlon and
what |s required to use
it.
2 Personal Teacher evaluates present
teaching role and
considers what changes

would occur lf the
innovation were used.

3 Management Teacher |Is concerned
about organization and
logistics.

4 Consequence Teacher wants to know how

the innovation affects
the students Involved.

S Collaboration Teacher attempts to
relate her/his work with
innovation to work of
other teachers to
improve student learning.
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6 Refocusing Teacher considers whether
other innovations exist
which would achieve the
goals more effectively.
(p. 18-19

Loucks and Hall (1977) and Hall and Loucks (1978)

advocated using the Stages of Concern and Levels of Use
for assessing the kind of inservice which teachers need
thle involved in implementing an innovation. By using
this method, inservice sessions could be individualized
to fit the particular task and self needs of each
teécher. Since ongoing professional develcpment is
essential to the change proceés, the Levels of Use and
the Stages of Concern could provide useful information
to the change agents planning the inservice programs.

Innovation Profile. Leithwood and Montgomery

(1982) developed the Innovation Profile to describe a
teacher’s behavior from non-use to full use during the
implementation of an innovation. -This profile differs
from Loucks and Hall‘s Levels of Use because it
describes particular stages of development within
specific dimensions of the change; therefore, every
innovation will have its own unique innovation profile.
Loertscher (1988) has developed a Taxonomy of
Resource-Based Teaching which is an innovation profile
for this teaching strategy.

Taxonomvy of Regource-Based Teaching. In today’s

information age a teacher can no longer be the single
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source of lnstructlion but must be the manager of the
total educational experience. Since the teacher must
be willlng to incorporate ideas from many sources,
her/hls teaching methods will also have to change to
meet new educational challenges. The Learning Resource
Centre and the teacher-librarian can play an Important
role In the teacher’s Instructional strategy.

The Teacher’s Taxonomy of Resource-Based Teaching
(Loertscher, 1988) indlicates the elght levels at which
teachers may be operating in relatlon to thelr use of
the Learning Resource Centre.

1. Self-contalined teaching.
The teacher relies on texts and workbooks.

2. Teaching with a private collection.
There is no Interaction with the L.R.C.

3. Teaching with a borrowed collection.
The teacher borrows materials from the
Learning Resource Centre, the public llbrary,
or other sources for use iIn the classroom
during a unit of lnstruction.

4. Using the teacher-librarian as an ldea
source.
S. Using the teacher-librarian and resources for

enrichment of a unit.

6. Learning Resource Centre materials/activities
are Integral! to unit content, rather than
supplementary in nature.

7. Teacher/teacher-librarian partnership in
resource-based teaching.

8. Curriculum development. (p. 23>
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Working with the teacher-librarian, a teacher, no
matter how excellent, can become involved in a
instructional partnership which will improve her/his
students’ educatiocnal experiences. A teacher who forms
a partnership with the teacher-librarian is no longer
working alone in the isolation of her/his classroom.
Since cooperative planning and teaching is a collegial
approach, it can provide peer support and sharing to
teachers who are changing their instructional
techniques to incorporate resource-based learning.

The principal, as instructional leader of the
school, can provide a climate which is conducive to a
resource-based teaching/learning approach. S/he can
promote policies and a atmosphere which encourageé this
instructional approach as well.as arranging joint
planning time and honitoring the results of these
units.

Summary. Real educational change is not easily
achieved and is even more difficult to establish as a
permanent part of the schoo! program. Three phases of
the change process have been identified - adoption,
implementation, and instituéionalization. Of these
three phases implementation is the most crucial to the
continued success of an innovation. Without successful
implementation, the new practice will never become a

permanent component of the school system.
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Four major characteristics of the change process
and the factors assoclated with each of these
gharacterlstlcs were discussed. The factors related to
the characterlstics of the change must be adequately
considered to insure successful implementation. The
characteristics of the school district provide a second
set of factors which must be considered In the
impiementation plan. Since principals and teachers are
directly Involved In the innovation, the school level
factors play the most vital role ln the implementation
phase. Increasingly the lliterature refers to the
Importance of a strong leadershlp role for the
principal if effective change Is to be achieved.
Filnally, the external environment can also provide
factors which influence the success or fallure of an
innovation. Because threats to Institutionallizatlon
usually develop during the implementation phase, these
threats and methods to guard against them were
examined.

The teacher |s most frequently in the front lines
of the change process, and, 1f s/he doesn’t make the
required changes, the change will have no effect on the
students’ learning. The Levels of Use, Stages of
Concern and Innovatlion Profiles were examined as a

means of determining the extent to which the teacher
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had implemented the change and their individual level
of development in using it.

Change is obviously an extremely complex process
which is affected by diverse factors. Only through
careful planning by the change agents and continued
support throughout the change process will effective

implementation be achieved.
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY
In this chapter the setting and the methodology
for the collection and analysis of the data have been

described.

Settlng

The schocl system lnvolved In thls study has been,
advocating the implementation of cooperatively planned
resource-based learning since November, 1982. To
encourage teachers to use this teaching strategy, a
variety of Inservice sessions have been conducted for
teachers, teacher-librarlans and administrators .

Four schools with a population between 450-600
students from the same school system were selected for
this study. All four schools had been In operation for
ten years or more and had an established, well-stocked
LRC. Each school had a full-time teacher-1librarian who
was fully qualifled by having taken the approprlate
schoo! |lbrarianship courses. One teacher-llibrarlan
was In her first year in the school; another was in her
second year in the school, and the other two had been
in thelr schools for several years. Schools which had

differences in the length of time the teacher-llbrarian
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had been in the school were selected for study in an
attempt to describe as many factors as possible.

Teachers in grades three, flve and eight were the
subjects for thls study as well as the principal and
the teacher-librarian. These particular grade levels
were selected to represent the three different

divisions of the elementary school.

Data Collection

Since emphasis In this study was on the subJectlvé
meaning and the factors which affected teachers-’
Implementation of resource-based teaching/learning, it
was necessary to be on site to see the total school
context and to talk in depth to the teachers. This
study, therefore, emphasized the hollstic perspectlve
whlich examines ﬁhe larger picture and the
Iinterrelationships within it (Fetterman, 1982; Owens,
1982)>.

In order to ascertain teachers’ subjectlive meaning .
of cooperatively planned resource-based teachling, the
factors which influenced teachers’ use of
resource-based learning strateglies and the extent of
use of this strategy, semi-structured interview
questions were employed. Bogdan & Blklen (1982) noted
that the purpose for using Interviews In qualltative

research is “to gather descriptive data In the
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subjects’ own words so that the researcher could
develop Insights on how subjects interpret some plece
of the world“ (p. 135,. The Interview questions used
for data collection are included In the Appendix of
this study.

Since not all of the participants In the study
were involved In resource-based teachling/learning units
during the Interviews, particlipant observation In each
of the school llbraries was designed to uncover
add!{tional data. The Learning Resource Centre (LRC)
observations were used to éssess the context In which
teachers employed resource—baéed teaching/learning
strategles which the researcher attempted to link with
the themes emerging from the interviews.

During the observation the researcher looked for

the following information:

1. How many planning sessions took place
between teachers and the teacher-llibrarian?
2. Were the learning activities which
took place in the LRC cooperatively
planned?
3. VWere classes coming to use the LRC wlthout
advance planning with the teacher-librarian?
Were sufficient materials avallable for the

proJect or were the students frustrated?
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4. How did the students behave while workling in
the LRC?

S. Was the teacher-librarian organized,
visible, flexible, positive, knowledgeable,
(Loertscher, 1988, p. 16)?

6. Was there evidence of principal’s support for
the LRC and resource-based teaching/learning?
Did her/his actions portray interest in the
LRC as an integral area of learning in the

- school?

Owens (1982) stated that "qualitative inquiry seeks to
understand behaviocr and human experience from the
actor’s own frame of reference, not the frame of
reference of the investigator" (p. 7). Participant
observation allowed the researcher to get acgquainted
with the frame of reference of the teachers.

Since data collection and analysis occurs
simul taneously, data collection and analysis is an
interactive process in naturalistic research. The
analysis gives direction to the data collection by
suggesting what to check, when to seek confirmation,

and how to extend the data collection itself (Owens,
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1982). Data collection was emphasized In the early
stage of the study. As shown in figure 3.1,

checking, verifying, testing, probling, and
confirming activities will follow in a funnel-like
design resulting in less data-gathering In later
phases of the study along with a concurrent
increase iIn analysis-checking, verifylng, and
confirming (Owens, 1982, p. 11).

T
l Broad questions—gathering of
general information and data
Checking—looking for
verification
E T
=
Testing—
probing
T4
Confirming
v T

Figure 3.1. General outline of the plan for a naturalistic study.

Note: “Methodological Rigor in Naturalistic Inquiry: Some
Issue and Answers® by G. Owens, 1982, Educational Administration

Quarterly, 18, (2) p. 6.
Figure 3.2 shows that In the early stage of a

study approximately 80 percent of the time and effort
will be spent in gathering data and 20 percent will be
spent on analysis. In the later stage of the research,

approximately 80 percent of the time may be spent in
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analysis while 20 percent (s allotted to gathering data
(Owens, 1982, p. 123.

¥

Time

Data Analysis

i

Figure 3.2. Typlical pattern of data collection and data analysis
In naturallistic study.

Activity

Note: ‘*Methodlogical Rigor in Naturalistic Inquiry: Some Isues

and Answers® by G. Owens, 1982, Educational Admin{stration
Quarterly, 18, (2) p. 6.

Ihe Regearcher

At the time of this study the researcher had
completed twelve years as a teacher-ilbrarian in the
school system being studied. She had worked In two
schools during this time and in each of these schools
she worked cooperati{vely with teachers In planning
resource-based teaching/learning units. She had been
directly Involved in the writing of the Learning Skilis
Continyum for the school system, and had served for
three years on the Learning Resource Centre advisory

commi ttee.
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Data Analvsis
Miles and Huberman ¢(1984) were used as a guide in
analysis and presentation of the data obtained in this

study. The following process was used:

1. All Interviews except one were tape recorded.

2.  The interviews were transcribed verbatim from
the tape recording.

3. The transcribed Interviews were returned to

- the interviewee for a member check.

4. All transcribed interviews were coded In
search for a pattern.

§. A large matrix was created for each question
and school using data obtained from the
teachers interviewed.

6. From the large matrix a chart of verbatim
statements was constructed for each school and
each question.

7. Flnally, a summary chart of verbatim

statements was created.

Since accurate reporting of the data collected was the
intent of this study, this proéedure was followed for
each of the research questions and for each of the

schools [involved.
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Irustworthineas

Researchers have recommended methods to be
followed In establishing the trustworthiness of a study
(Guba & Lincoln, 1982; Owens, 1982). Transferabllity
is one method suggested by the authors for gaining
trustworthliness. By describing each school included In
the reéearch. provision was made for transferabllity.

Credibllity Is also a consideration In determining
the trustworthiness of research. One method used to
obtaln credibllity was triangulatlon. By Interviewing
teachers, principal and teacher-librarians In each
school as well as observing In the LRC during the week
spent In each school, crediblility was obtained through
trlangulation. Another method to assure crediblllity
was for the researcher to meet with the faculty advisor
to discuss the data obtained and any biases which might
have crept into the analysis of the data. In addition,
the raw data collected during the study was kept
without analysis for the utillzatlon of any other
interested researcher.

Another check for credibility in this study was a
member check. All partlicipants read the narrative
report written from their Interview and were asked to
verify Its accuracy. In addition, the faculty advisor
was Involved in comparing the raw data to the final

narratlive.
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The trustworthiness of thls study was based upon a
one week observation period In each school, interviews
with teachers, principal and teacher-librarian in eaéh
schoo! and their feedback on the narrative which was
acqulred from the interview data. Trlangulation of the
data was obtalned by Interviewing these three different
groupé and by participant observation. Peer debrieflng
with the researcher’s faculty advisor took place on
three occasions regarding the reduction and analysis of
data. In addition a full description of each school in
the study ls provided. The assumption was that this
study would approach an accurate description of the
reality.

Consideration was given to ethical quidellnes
recommended by the Soclal Sclences and Humanities
Research Council of Canada. Permission was granted by
the school system for the conduct of this research.
Individuals were given a cholce about participation and
each checked transcripts of Interviews which they had
given. Throughout the study pseudonyms were used for
the school system, for schools and for Indlviduals.
Report of thls study will be public but raw data,

Including tapes and notes, will be destroved.
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CHAPTER FOUR

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
In this chapter the research data obtalned are

presented and analyzed. Since the school’s context was
a major consideration In thls research, the data are
organized by school. Each section includes a
description of the school where the research took place
as well as the Information obtained through partlclpani
observatlon during the data collection.

The interview data are présented in tables which
are organized by the grade level taught by each
teacher, beginning with Grade 3 and ending with Grade
8. Verbatim statements typlcal of each teacher have
been reported directly In the language used by the
Interviewees. Where there iIs a blank space in the
table; no comments were made by the teacher
interviewed. Data obtalned from the interviews with
the teacher-ilbrarian and the principal are included in
the discussion of each of the tables.

Summary statements for each of the research
questions have beeh formulated for each of the schools
based on data obtained from interviews, observatlons
and print materials. An overall comparison of the

schools studied and their relation to the elements of
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the change process are presented follﬁwlng the
dlscussion of the lndlvidual schools studied. Included
In the flnal.summary ls a discussion of the most
influential positive and negative factors to
cooperatively planned resource-based learning

strategies as expressed by the teachers interviewed.

LAKEWOOD SCHOOL

Context

Lakewood School had an enroliment of 602 and a
teaching staff of 32 which included a music teacher, a
resource-room teacher and other specialists. The
princlpal was in her first year In the school.

, The school had originally been designed as an
open-area schooi, and the Learning Resource Centre was
located In the centre of the school. The LRC had four
large entrances which could not be closed off by doors.
Since there were no doors and the walls were open at
the top, nolise from the hall which surrounded the
facility occaslonally interrupted work occurring In the
LRC.

In addition to a full-time teacher-librarian there
was a half-time techniclan and a corps of
parent-volunteers who regularly helped out with

shelving of books and other Jobs as required. The
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parent-volunteers spent a half day each week working in
the LRC.

The LRC had a busy atmosphere, even in the first
week of June, as students came individually and in
small groups to exchange books and to use materials.
Teachers remarked on several occasions that it was a
shame that the visit took place so late in the vyear
because the LRC was not busy like it was during the
regular part of the year. The technician remarked
about how quiet the LRC was compared to the rest of the
year.

There were a variety of interesting displays in
the LRC. A display of student work and materials used
by the Grade 5 students who had studied the Roval
Canadian Mounted'Police in social studies proviced an
example of a resource-based learning project.

Since the painting of the school took longer than
was expected, the visit to Lakewood School was delayed
until the first week in June. Consequently, because
teachers and the teacher-librarian were preparing for
the end of the year, no planning sessions occurred
during the week the researcher spent in this school.
However, one Grade 4 teacher came to discuss the
bookliets on light which students had produced in a
resource-based learning unit. The teacher was

concerned about evaluation of the booklets and asked
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the teacher-librarian’s advice. The T-L said that she
usually planned with teachers before school or at noon
hours because teachers were usually too busy with other
things after school.

In spite of the time of the year, there were
several cooperatively planned resource-based units in
progress. 0One of these was with a group of Grade 2
students who were learning how to create a webbing for
research on a Canadian animal of their choice, how to
locate materials, and how to make notes from the
materials to fit their webbing topics. A Grade 3 class
was studying folktales using a variety of different
versions.

No classes came to the LRC without advancedv
planning to do resource-based learning projects.
However, two Grade 7 classes came to use the facility
for a free reading period. The LRC was organized using
flexible scheduling.

The students were generally well behaved as they
used the LRC. On one occasion a grade five class came
to exchange books without their teacher and disturbed
the teacher-librarian who was teaching another class at
that time.

The teacher-librarian remained visible and active
throughout the week. When the Grade 3 teacher doing

the folktale unit required help in locating materials
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for the unit, the teacher-librarlan was willing to
help. Throughout the week she frequently assisted
teachers in a varliety of ways. The resource-based
units which she was Involved in teaching were well
organized and showed her to be knowledgeable about how
to conduct the units. As she worked with the Grade 2
students doing their research, she was both supportive
and positive with the students.

The principal who was seen frequently around the |,
" school never stopped to observe the learning activities
occurring In the LRC or to discuss anything with the
teacher-llbrarlan. The vice-brlnclpal who stopped to
discuss a unit on which the teacher-llibrarian was
working showed some Interest in the LRC.
Views of the Change Process

Two of the five teachers interviewed about thelr
usage of cooperatively planned resource-based
learning/teaching techniques were new to the school in
the past year. Sharon Jolned the staff of the school
after Christmas and the Bob was new to the school in
September. The teachers interviewed exemplified the
usage of cooperatively planned resource-based learning
strategies witnessed by the researcher in Lakewood LRC.

Meaning - bellefs. Table 4.1 ldentifles the

bellefs which the teachers held about the lnnovation.
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Three of the teachers were strong supporters of
cooperatively planned resource-based teachlng; however,
Sharon suggested that the type of class which she had
helped to determine how much she would use
resource-pased teaching methods. Ruth and Bob felt
that the lack of time limited their abllity to use the

innovation.

Table 4.1
Meaning - Bellefs

Connie The only weakness is not having enough time with the
teacher-librarian in a school! this large. The T-L is
too busy, just too busy. If you are really into it
like myself, this year I had to cut down, but last
year...it was amazing to see the growth those kids
made.

The kids are missing out if the teacher does not use
this.

Liz I would like to use resource-based learning more than
I do but then there are other teachers also. 1 don’t
feel that I should be using the T-L all the time
whereas some other peopie like to use her as well.

Ruth The time factor is a problem. So little time in the
school year because we have time away from teaching,
l.e. the half planning days. We have less time every
year.

Sharon Resource-based learning is so creative and not boring
...] can use it with a variety of different grade
levels. The students can use it as they go into
higher levels of research. It is a good way of
learning.

It depends a lot on the situation each year how well
you can implement ijt.

I have an extremely difficult class this year so it
has been limited...It has to do with the situation.
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Bob Teachers feel that all these things are added and
nothing ever seems to be subtracted.

The time constraints on teachers are just too great.
People see the value of It and can’t Incorporate it
because It s too much.

The teacher-librarian belleved that teachers who
were not using resource-based teaching methods had not
seen the excitement and potential of using this
teaching strategy. Another reason some teachers did

-not use this technique she felt was "the lack of

securlty with how to go about it. They don’t want to

show thelir lnexperlience even to the teacher-librarian.”

She stated that she had never lost a teacher once s/he
had seen the potentlal of working with another person
and the benefits to the kids of using thls teaching
strategy.

The principal belleved that when teachers used
cooperatively planned resource-based teaching, they
became more aware of the resources In the LRC and of
how to use them. She also thought that the
teacher-librarian provided the teacher with a different
perspective on unit planning. The one drawback for
teachers in using this technique, identifled by the
principal, was the 1imlted amount of time which the
teacher-llbrarian had to work with each teacher. Once

teachers were committed to this innovation, there was
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no way that the teacher-librarian could work with each
teacher as much as each teacher would like. Several
teachers also mentloned this problem.
Meaning - materials. As shown In Table 4.2
Connle, Llz and Sharon all expressed great enthusiasm
for how trade books could be used in resource-based
learning activities. They felt that the variety of
materials avallable for resource-based learning made it
an attractive teaching strategy. Bob indicated that
the LRC lacked materials to support the soclal studles
program. The princlipal emphasized that "the big spin-
off Is for the klds who then see that learning is not a
textbook or not the encyclopedia. That to learn there

are lots of other things."

Table 4.2

Meaning - Materials

Connie The books they come Into contact with that they
probably wouldn‘’t.
When you go into the LRC the students can show you
where the books are that they used pcior to that...

Liz Students use more trade books not Just for pleasure
reading but to get information out of.

Ruth

Sharon The range !n your classroom determines how you are

going to be teaching. The resource-based learning
helps that way because you can find materials at the
student’s particular grade level.
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Bob I have used the resources in the bibliography by
ordering outside of the school more than using the
stuff in here. Some of that stuff isn’t here. A lot
of it isn‘t.

Meaning - teaching practices. Table 4.3 shows

that all the teachers except Bob noted a change in

their teaching practices resulting from the innovation.
The teacher-librarian explained that teachers were
slowly "getting away from so much talking to more
;ctivity centered learning." She also indicated that

there was less lecturing and copying off of the board

with the change in teaching methods.

Table 4.3

Meaning - Teaching Practiceg

Connie One major difference is just the awareness of the
skills that I am teaching the children now. Before,
it was just facts, facts, facts.

Liz It is nice to work with somebody else and sort of
bounce the ideas off each other.

You have to plan well in advance to book your time
into the LRC  Somebody else may beat you to the time
you want.

Ruth With resource-based learning you can do a wider
variety of things - groupings, each person can do a
different section, etc.

There can be problems when the T-L and the teacher
have different expectations.

Some students behave badly for the T-L.
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Sharon ...more and more curriculums coming out are resource
based...

Students can learn to gather information and that is
the innovation when we talk about CORE - skills rather
than just memorization of facts. There is more a love
of learning and more of an individualized approach.

How do you grade somebody? Now people are always
talking about being accountable.

Bob People aren‘t always compatible teaching partners.

Integration into repertoire. The teachers

interviewed at Lakewood School were working through
different levels on the Taxonomy of Resource-Based
Learning. From her comments shown in Table 4.4, Connie
seemed to be working through level seven of the
Taxonomy of Resource-Based Learning since she and the
teacher-librarian often worked as partners in
resource-based teaching.

Liz had made materials from the LRC integral to
her uﬁits of study and at times worked with the
teacher-librarian on these units. On the Taxcnomy, Liz
was working through level 6 and might at times even be
working at level 7.

In the two or three units a year which Ruth
planned with the teacher-librarian, she appeared toc be
using resource-based teaching methods through level 6

of the Taxonomy. She indicated that learning resource
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centre materials were integrated into the RCMP unit and
the biography unit.

Sharon’s use of resource-based teaching methods
had been limited at Lakewood School; however, she
indicated that she had worked in close partnership cn
social studies with the teacher-librarian in her former
school. Judging from her comments, she normally has
worked through level 7 on the Taxonomy.

Bob’s level on the Taxonomy was difficult to
assess. He did mention that he used the LRC for
research without involving the teacher-librarian except
on some occasions for a review of research techniques.
In his former school, he had used the teacher-librarian
as an ldea source. Slnce he did use llbrary resources
and occasionally worked with the teacher-librarian for
enrichment of a unit, he might be working through level

S of the Taxonomy.

Table 4.4

Int ] : L 1 (Tt

Connie I try to incorporate the LRC into as many themes or
teaching strategies as possible.

The T-L and [ work quite closely together.

We’ll plan out a theme...Then we will decide what we
are going to do, who is going to do it. Usually we
start out with a webbing and play it from there. We
go through research skills that we want the children
to know. Pretty well state out our objectives of what
we want them to get from this teaching.
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Liz 1 plan_a few cooperative units with .the T-L.

I do a lot of theme teaching. I try to integrate
language arts, social studies and science all
together. If [ feel that there is a need that they
can work on a research projec:, or some skill I would
like to teach them 1’1l go to the T-L.

Ruth This year the T-L did a RCMP unit with all Grade 5
students which I had planned with her several years
ago.

The T-L and I cooperatively planned a biography unit
on famous Canadians.

In other years I have done a sclence unit on light.

Sharon This year it has been limited being new to the school
- at Christmas.

In the other school it was basically in social studies
because we were using the new social studies
curriculum which is resource-based. We were both
working together on that. I thoughlit was excellent
what we were doing.

Bob I use the T-L as a resource. [ guess we did
collaborate on a unit early in the year and [ found

that she could present something on it so she did. I
can‘t remember what it was now.

She reviewed research techniques as we got to certain
projects,

I haven‘t done any actual unit planning with her.

Since a teacher and teacher-librarian must be
working at Level 6 or beyond to be doing cooperatively
planned resource-based teaching, the levels of use for
these teachers also varied. Connie who also
incorporated a lot of group strategies into her

resocurce-based learning units had reached the
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refinement level. Liz, Ruth and Sharon were operating
at the routine level because they had certain units
with which they planned to use resource-based teaching
each year. Since Bob had not attempted to work on a
cooperatively planned resource-based unit, he was still

at the non-use level.

Factors - characteristics of cooperatively planned
resource-based learning. Various factors affected the
implementation of cooperatively planned resource-based
teaching in Lakewood Schoocl. One of these factors was
the characteristics of the innovation. These
characteristics included the teacher’s perceived need,
the complexity of the change required, the clarity of
the innovation and the quality and practicality of
cooperatively planned resource-based teaching methods.

Table 4.5 presents the responses of the flve
teachers in Lakewood School to the characteristics of
the change. Three of the teachers perceived a need toO
use cooperatively planned resource-based teaching.
Connie felt that she should be using this teaching
strategy. While piloting the new whole language
program, Liz also found that using resource-based
learning techniques met her needs. Sharon, who saw
herself as innovative, was always looking for new
teaching methods which would enrich her teaching. Bob

did not feel a need to try using cooperatively planned
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resource-based teaching because he already had hils
teaching plan in place.

Connle and Sharon resgunded positively to the
innovation’s quality and practicallty. Connle
indicated that she found the dlirection of her teaching
to be much clearer when she used this teaching
technlque while Sharon found it an excltling way to
teach.

Both Ruth and Bob were less positive about the
quality and practicality of using cooperatively planned
resource-based learning. Ruth Indicated that It slowed
her down while Bob felt that It Just took too much |

extra effort to plan with the teacher-librarian.

Table 4.5 Factors

Characteristics of Cooperatively Planned Resoucce-Rased
Leacning

Connie Just being more aware of where you are golng - your
objectives, your expectations. It’s a lot more clear
now. It’s not like you are treading through sort of
apprehensively, not really knowing what you are doing
and where you are going. Having a T-L to help you
with that - also working together with someone.

The more workshops I attended and the more Information
I got on this, I thought, *Gosh, I should be doing
this."

Liz I felt a need to do this for myself.
What we are doing with the present T-L fits more Into
the curriculum...lt meets more the needs of the
students in my c!assroom.

Ruth 1 could have covered the topic more quickly myself.
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Sharon I was Innovative and |lked to bring new things into
the classroom.

Bob I have the plan In place and to plan cooperatively
takes extra effort and schedul ing.

It is too much work, basically, that is it.

The teacher-librarian ldentified the clarity of
the innovation as a problem when cooperatively planned
resource-based teaching was being implemented in the
school. She explalned the problem in this way. “In my
" flrst year ln this school teachers did not understand
what I was talking about. We had to sort of work out
and through mistakes."

Factors - Staff development and suoport. A second
factor which affected the impiementation of
resource-based teaching was the staff development
(inservice) and support provided to the teachers.

The responses of the teachers to staff development and
support factors related to thelir Implementation of
cooperatively planned resource-based teaching
technlques are shown in Table 4.6. Only one of the
flve teachers Indicated that s/he had attended any type
of inservice related to implementing resource-based
learning techniques. The same teacher also mentioned
speakers who had been 1n the school durlng professional

half days.
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Table 4.6 Factors

Staff Development ¢Inservice) and Support

Connie I have not attended an inservice based on that in
particular but I think they have touched on it in a
round about way with the whole language program and
have encouraged teachers to work with the
teacher-librarian.

Liz No, I have not really received any assistance or
support.

We haven’t been forced to do it.

Ruth I have gone to an inservice on resource-based learning
at an Institute. Also, we have had speakers on ’
professional half days.

Sharon I have never attended an inservice on this.

Bob I have never attended an .inservice.

The teacher-librarian said that consultants from
the Learning Resources Branch of the school system had
come to the school for an inservice related to the
Needs Assessment. The use of cooperatively planned
resource-based learning had been one area included in
the Needs Assessment. However, two of the three
teachers who had been in the school since the
implementation of resource-based teaching did not
mention any within school inservice related to the
innovation. These two teachers were the heaviest users
of cooperatively planned resource-based teaching

techniques of the flve teachers interviewed.
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School level factors. The lmplehentation of
resource-based learning techniques was also affected by
the characteristics at the school level. These
characteristics lnclude the principal, teacher-teacher
relations and teacher characteristics and orientations.

Table 4.7 Indicates that all three school level
factorsAhad affected the teachers’ usage of the
innovation. Two of the three teachers who had been in
the school for a number of vears remarked on the role ,
the principal played in implementing cooperatively
planned resource-based learnlng ln the school.
According to the teacher-llbrarlan, the former
principal pushed teachers to use cooperatively planned
resource-based teaching techniques. She explalned that
he was a believer in the "effective school" and had
constant commnunication with her about which teachers
were using the Innovation and which were not using it.
Sharon indicated that teacher-teacher relations were
important to her when she revealed that she felt the
personallity of the teacher-librarian was an Important
factor in whether a teacher chose to work on
cooperatively planned resource-based teaching with

him/her.
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Table 4.7

School Level Factors

Connie You have a wealth of knowiedge in the T-L in your
school so use her.

Depending on what your principal’s expectations are
determines how much more you will use it.

A lot of encouragement from the principal.
Liz No one has been insistent for us to work with the T-L.

We come in more often. The students see the T-L as a
teacher rather than someone who reads books.

Ruth The principal! We were told to do it. He insisted on
it. He was around asking *How are you using the T-L?"
This was the former principal. We have a new
principal this year and I believe the expectations are
the same.

Sharon It depends on the T-L and the teacher. If there is
not a good rapport with your colleague, chances are
that you are not going to be enthusiastic about doing
that kind of a unit. Personality is a great factor.

Bob Every T-L'I know encourages it and wants it to
happen...People just find it difficult to set up scme
more communication with other people.

The affect of the teacher’s characteristics were
apparent when Bob indicated that he felt that the
personal cost of implementing the innovation was too
great. The teacher-librarian was the only individual
he mentioned who had ever encouraged him to use
rescurce-pased teaching methods.

Since the new principal in the school had not

pressured teachers to use cooperatively planned
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resource-based teaching, the teacher-librarian had
found that fewer teachers were using it. However, in
spite of a drop in usage, many teachers were still
using the innovation without principal pressure.
Continuatjon. Table 4.8 indicates that four of

the five teachers interviewed planned to continue to
use resource-based learning techniques in the 1989-90
school term. Bob remained uncertain about whether he

would use the technique.

Table 4.8
Cont | .

Connie Next year [ plan to use resource-based teaching
techniques as often as [ can. [ like to try something
different every year. Hopefully, the T-L and I can
work again and just try new things.

Liz I would like to use basically the same units that I
used with the T-L this year.

I was on the E.D.F. writing committee with integrated
learning. We produced a binder with three themes and
that is the one I am doing on fairy tales. [ would
like to do the other two themes next year.

Ruth I plan to do the same two units as [ did this year.
Maybe more in the way of literature.

Sharon Next year I am teaching another grade level. I hope
to work on social studies because it lends itself
well.

Bob I will use resource-based learning if the opportunity

arises. It is something I will look to do because it
is a good thing to do. Again, I‘m not sure that I
will have any easier time using next year than I did
this year.
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The teacher-librarian noted in her interview:

Very definitely there has been a change in usage

in the five years that I have been here. This

year It Is a more natural thing than in the past
four. Maybe the times resource-based units had
been planned or the number of teachers using
resource-based methods had fallen down this year,
but it is just happening so naturally. Yes, there
has definitely been an improvement.

She felt that teachers would continue to use

cooperatively planned resource-based teaching during

the next school year.

The principal indicated a desire to work with the
teacher-librarian in the coming year in order to be
better informed about which teachers were using
cooperatively planned resocurce-based learning
technliques. However, at the time of the interview,

she had not discussed this plan with the

teacher-librarian.

chool

On the basis of interviews, observations and print
materials the following summary statements have been
formulated in regard to Lakewood School.

1. Four of the five teachers expressed positive
feelings about using cooperatively planned
resource-based teaching strategies pointing out the use
of a variety of materials to meet student needs,
process learning, and various grouping methods as some

of their reasons for using it.
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2. Although they were operating at different
levels of use, cooperatively planned resource-based
teaching strategies were included in the teaching
repertoire of four out of the five teachers
interviewed.

3. Id addition to principal pressure to use the
innovation reported by two teachers and the
teacher-librarian,‘perceived need and the quality and
the practicality of the innovation were positive
factors which led to implementation. Teacher
characteristics and the rapport between teacher and
teacher-librarian surfaced as factors which could have
a negative influence on the usage of the innovation.

4. While four’teachers planned to either expand
their usage or continue using it with the same units,
one of the five teachers made no commitment to using
cocperatively planned resource-based teaching methods

next year.

PRAIRIE VIEW SCHOOL

context

Prairie View School had an enrollment of 559
students and offered both a French Immersion and an

English program from Kindergarten through Grade 8.
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Both the present principal who had been in the schoo!
for the past five years and the previous principal were
strong supporters of cooperatively planned
resource-based learning. There were twenty-six
teachers in the school. Ten of these were French
Immersion teachers, eleven were English program
teachers-and five were support staff.

Over the past three years there had been several

changes in teacher-iibrarians. Connlie had been In the.
school for two years. Prlor to her coming to the
school, Jane Smith has been in the school from January
to June after Sharon Adams assumed a position in the
Learning Resource Branch In central office. Sharon had
been In the school as teacher-librarian for flve and a
half years and had been Instrumental, along with the
principal, In establishing cooperatively planned
resource-based learning in Prairle View School.

Since the school! had originally been designed on a
totally open area concept, the LRC was located In the
centre of the school. 1Its rectangular shape was open
with classrooms located on both ends. At the time of
the visit, only one end was still open to a classroom.
On the other end, the LRC had expanded into an area
designed to house two classrooms. This area was used
as a teaching area and for housing the reference and

non-fliction collections. A small conference room, a
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story room and a computer lab were located In an
enclosed area on one side of the LRC. The enclosed
areas on the other side were divided into audlio-visual
storage, library workroom, and teacher aid workroom.

The LRC had a fully automated card catalog and
circulation system. Three computers were avallable for
regular use by students to access the card catalog.

A full time teacher-librarian and a half time
‘library techniclan staffed the LRC. Parent-volunteers:
were used to do circulation, to shelve books, and to do
other jobs as required. Only five parent-volunteers
were coming regularly at the time of the research, but
fifteen had been helping on a regular basis earller In
the vear.

Flexible scheduling was used for all areas in the
LRC and there was a schedule book In which teachers
could reserve a particular area for use for a certaln
period. The teacher also indicated on the schedule
whether the teacher-librarian would be involved with
the class during that perlod.

A busy, qulet buzz of activity predominated
throughout each day In the LRC. There were classes
working on projects, students borrowing books, and
individuals working on activities. Rarely was there a

moment when some student or class activity was not
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occurring. At all times students exhibited good
behavior 2s they used the LRC.

The teacher-llbrarian was involved with the vice-
principal in a planning session on Friday afternoon.
They had a regular planning and evaluation session
booked at that time as they worked together on a soclal
studies unit. The teacher-llibrarian also met with the
Grade 4 teachers at recess to discuss a Newspaper Week
- workshop which she had attended. The teachers were
planning to use the Information from that workshop In
their classrooms. In addition to planned meetings, the
teacher-librarian also had short on-the-run meetings
with teachers to schedule times for future planning
sessjions.

Throughout the week, the teacher-librarian worked
with many classes on cooperatively planned
resource-based learning unit. Some of these classes
were held in the LRC and some In the classroom. One
unit which was occurring in the LRC, the
teacher-llibrarian explained had not been cooperatively
planned. She had organized it herself, because she
felt students In that class were missing out. She
wanted to provide an enrichment experience for the
students.

A Grade S5/6 French Immersion class came to the LRC

several times throughout the week to work on a unit
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which had not been cooperatively planned with the
teacher-librarian. The students were.researchlng
provinces and pollution. The teacher pulled materials
from the shelf and handed them to the students who were
unable to locate Information on their topic. There was
no evldence that the students had been taught how to
locate the materials which they would need and students
complained of lack of materials. Students were copylng
directly from the text rather than taking notes on the-
information.

The teacher-librarian exhibited many
characteristics of a successful teacher-librarian. She
showed great willlngness to help teachers who
frequently stopped by to ask her for help. Her
flexlibllity was obvious when she was prepared on
several occasions to change her schedule to accommodate
the teacher and students. The smoothly running LRC
testifled to the organization which was required to
achieve thls,

The principal was supportive of cooperatively
planned rescurce-based learning. He and the
teacher-llibrarian had regularly weekly meeting
scheduled during which they dliscussed ltems related to
the LRC. He also stopped to check on students and to
talk to them about what they were doing as he walked

through the LRC. The vice principal also showed
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interest in what the students were doing in the LRC by
sitting down with a group of students to discuss the

project on which they were working.

View f the Ch s

Only three teachers were available for interviews
in Prairie View School. Another Grade 3 teacher
declined té be involved because she was too busy with
other activities related to her retirement. The Grade
S Feacher interviewed was not typical because she had
been a teacher-librarian herself for many years. The
teachers interviewed do not adegquately reflect the
usage of cooperatively planned resource-based learning
techniques in Prairie View School as witnessed by'the
researcher during the visit in the school. Most
teachers appeared ﬁo be actively involved in working on
resource-based learning units with the
teacher-librarian.

Meaning - beljefs. The teachers’ beliefs about
cooperatively planned resource-based learning are
indicated in Table 4.9. Two of the three teachers
interviewed were users of the innovation although Judy
did not involve the teacher-librarian because of her
own background as a teacher-librarian. Susan and Linda

were concerned that the teacher-librarian did not have
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enough time to work with teachers as much as they would

like.

Table 4.9

M . - Belief

Susan What this has done, it has opened up the opportunities

: that [ feel that I can give to the kids.

There is just not enough time for the T-L to deal with
all the staff members as we would all like.

Judy Resource-based learning doesn’t standardize kids. I

- really believe that every child has to reach...they

are all expected to do what is best for them. It’s
the only way to meet the needs of the individual
students....

Linda We don’‘t have enough people...we need a librarian with

a split personality.

The teacher-librarian expressed frustration about
the lack of time to meet the expectations of the job.
She said, "I’ve been doing a lot of thinking about the
expectations for the job...so much has to be done to
keep everything running." In addition, she did not
feel it was necessary to work with each teacher on
gstaff, but stated the following:

I’‘m not going to plan a unit with a teacher just

to say I did it. I don‘t do that. If that

teacher is working fine, knows exactly what she is
doing, I really honestly don’t think she needs
me...Some people choose not to cooperatively plan
because there is no need for it, because they can
do it on their own." She also asserted that "T-Ls

must remember that when teachers plan with them,
the teacher is risking him herself.
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The principal also belleved that the time element
became a problem for a teacher-llbrarian in a school
which was committed to using cooperatively planned
resource-based learning strategles. He pointed out the
following:

I can’t think of a way you could destroy a T-L

more qulickly than through sheer overwork, Just an

overload. If suddenly the demands were to come
from all sides and the T-L was conscientious and
wanted to meet those demands, I‘d hate to foresee
the consequences of that. I think It would be
burn out.

He felt that teachers who were new to Prairle View
School generally adopted the ph!llosophy of the school
and became involved In using cooperatively planned
resource-based learning. However, he stated that there
were exceptions.

Meaning - materials. Table 4.10 shows that both
Susan and Judy belleved that the greater variety of
resources students were able to use was an asset to the
innovation while Linda expressed frustration over
finding the resources she required. The
teacher-1lbrarian agreed with Susan and Judy when she
said, "It Is far better for the child to be learning
about something using several sources of Information
rather than Just one book. So much more interesting, .
more creative, and a better way to learn." However,

she did Indicate that finding enough materials at the

right reading level could be a problem.
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Table 4.10

Meaning - Materials

Susan

Judy

Linda

The main strength I find is the pooling of resources -
human, A-V, and written.

Sometimes I give certain students selected materials
to work with in order to meet their individual needs.

It has enhanced both the information and the resources
that the kids are getting.

Any textbook is only going to hit one or two kid’s
interest.

Why should a publisher in New York decide what I am
going to teach to my particular kids?

We don’t have enough books. We have a huge |ibrary
here, but we don’t have enough. We can never have
enough. I don’t know if there is a library that has
enough.

...not being able to find a book when you want it,
because someone else is using it.

Meaning - teaching practices. Susan indicated in

Table 4.11

that using cooperatively planned

resource-based learning added variety to the ways a

group of c

teacher-11

hildren could be taught. The

brarian stated that the teachers who worked

with her did so because both she and the teacher

enjoyed working together.
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Table 4.11

Meaning - Teaching Practices

Susan With two bodies it |Is easier to handle the group of
children. You an do a couple of things. You can each
alternate teaching the whole group or you can break
the group into two and teach. Two people are
definitely helpful.

Klds appreciate different people.

Judy

Linda I haven’t used the T-L so much to teach...but to help
me so that I can teach.

Integration into repertoire. Based on the

comments recorded In Table 4.12, teachers at Pralrte
View School were using resource-based teaching
strategles through different levels on the taxonomy.
Susan, who was wdrklng in partnership with the
teacher-llbrarian, was using resource-based learning
strategles through level 7. Judy, whose entire program
used resource-based learning strategies, was not
directly lnvdlvlng the teacher-librarian In her program
because she, aiso, was a trained teacher-librarian.
Although she was acting as her own teacher-librarlan,
she was operating through level 6 of the taxonomy.
Linda, who viewed the teacher-llbrarlan as a resource

or an ldea source on which she could draw when she

82



required help, was working through Level 4 of the

taxonomy.

Table 4.12

Susan One of us comes up with an ldea. If it is something I

’ - have decided that I want to do, I ask to get together

with the T-L...I pull my resources and she pulls hers.
We get together and pool our resources and book a time
line well In advance for perlods when she is free and
I am able to fit in...from there we set up the unit.

Judy I don’t work directly in formal planning with the T-L
because I was a T-L myselif...But I always let her
know what I am doing and we swap ldeas In the staff
room... .

Linda One of the units that I use now in English is formula

fictlon and I planned it with a former T-L...This year
when it came time to do that unit, our T-L was doing
Telemedia which pretty well booked up her time, so I
did the unit without her.

I view a T-L...as a resource I can use to find out how
to do something for myself.

Susan has reached the refinement level on the
Levels of Use scale. She not only planned In
partnership with the teacher-1ibrarian but was
concerned with using the innovation to beneflt her
students. Judy was difficult to place on the Levels of
Use scale because she dld not fit the deflinition for
cooperatively planned resource-based learning used in
this study. However, she was using resource-based

learning successfully with her students. Because Linda
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had not reached the level of working In partnership
with the teacher-librarian, she is at the non-use
level.

The teacher-librarian stated that over the past
vyear she had planned resource-based units cooperatively
with all but three teachers on staff, "...all the
others have, not lots or extensively, but have done
some - at least one unit.® She said that Linda had
used cooperative planning the least and then a Grade 6.
teacher with whom she had difficulty working. She also
explained that when she came to the school, everyone
was expecting to do cooperative planned resource-based
units and they were contlnulng to plan resource-based
units with her.

Factors - characteristics of cooperatively planned
resource-based learning. In Table 4.13 Susan indicated
that percelved need influenced her to adopt
cooperatively planned resource-based learning
strategles. Linda‘’s complaint that the
teacher-librarian was not available when she needed her
suggests that she did not find the Innovation
practical. The varlous staff changes had affected
Judy’s usage of cooperative planning. Although she was
still an advocate of resource-based teaching methods,

she had decided to work by hersel €.
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Table 4.13
Characteristics of Cooperatively Planned Resoucrce-Based
Learning

Susan

Judy

Linda

If I have an ldea about something and I am not too
sure about winging it, I will go to the T-L and we’il
do It together for the first time around. That Is
something I can add to class work for the next number
of years.

I was trained as a teacher not educated as a teacher
in England and the process |s very different...we did
lots of what we called projects...So I have really
never worked in any other way...The difference now |8
that I have this wonderful llbrary right at my finger,
tips.

When Sharon left and Jane came was the point that I
sald, "Heck with this nonsense. I‘m going to do my
own thing." I didn‘t’ do it as much as I have done
this year. This year It was a planned action. Before
I‘’d ask the T-L something and she didn’t know. It
would be much quicker to just find out for myself. So
by the time Connie came the following year, I had been
doing this for six months so I didn’t really bother to
ask any more.

The T-L is not there when I need her.

The teacher-llibrarian indicated that most teachers

came to her to plan units cooperatively when they

needed help iIn setting up a research unit or In

teaching note taking. In additlon, the gquality and

practlicallity of the innovation influenced teachers to

use |t, because teachers soon realized that it was

easier to do resource-based projects when there were

two teachers Instead of one to work with students.
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The principal felt that teachers‘needed to see
themselves as facillitators of Information rather than
providers of information before they were ready to use
cooperatlvely planned resource-based teaching methods.
He also suggested that the “changes in
curriculum...because they are process oriented...by
thelr very structure encourage the use of resource
materials and draw the T-L into the planning process.*
- Factors - Staff development Clnservice) and
support. As shown in Table 4.14, both Susan and Linda
ment ioned staff development programs related to
cooperatively planned resource-based learning which had

been held In Prairie View School.

Table 4.14 PFactors

Staff Development C(Inservice) and Support

Susan We had a half day on lifelong learning that tied into
resource-based learning.

Judy I wouldn’t have gone to an out of school inservice
because I know what to do. If it was a school one,
they would likely ask me to help with it.

Linda As part of staff meetings we’ve done some things along
that line.

The teacher-llibrarian also Indicated that the
Needs Assessment had been done in the school as well as

a couple of workshops on the Independent Learnling
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strand from the Common Essential Learnings (Sask Ed,
August, 1988a). She stated that an excellent workshop
on this topic had been held In the fall of the 1987-88
school term, and that each individual in each class did
an Independent learning project which was exhibited for
Education Week.

School level factors. Table 4.15 Indicates that
teacher-teacher relations were important school level
factors for both Susan and Judy. Susan stated that
when cooperatively planned resource-based learning was
introduced in the school, she began using it because
she got along well with her teacher-llibrarlan at that
time. Although Judy did not work cooperatively with
the teacher-llb;arlan on resource-based teaching units,
she felt that her relationship with the

teacher-1ibrarian was an lmportant factor In her

teaching.

Table 4.15

School Level Factors

Susan It started a number of years ago when the school board
or the school administration decided there should be
more interaction between teachers and T-Ls...We had a
super librarian and she and I got along really
well...I started using her.

Judy I’‘m a bit of a renegade. [ llke to Just do my own

thing which is really neat with our T-L. I support
her in what she does and she supports me in what I am
doing. We say, "that ls a neat idea, can you give me
a copy..."
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I don’t feel that it ls the T-L‘s library.

Planning doesn’t take me as long because of my
experience and because I am a T-L, I know the
resources. | know who to go to and If they haven’t
got It here, I know It will be at one of the other
schools [ was at. I know the other T-Ls.

Linda

According to the teacher-llibrarlian, Sharon Adams,
her predecessor had done so much ground work on
“cooperatively planned resource-based learning when she
was in the school that all the teachers who were in the
achool at that time were qulte‘aware of what [t was.
She indlcated that she had to work harder getting
teachers who were new to the school In the past two
years to use cooperatively planned resource-based
learning technliques.

The principal indicated a varliety of ways he
encouraged teachers to use cooperatlvely planned
resource-based teaching techniques. He mentioned
always Including the teacher-llbrarian on the staff
meeting agenda and gliving her/him visibility on school
wide projects, e.g. Education Week activitles. He also
ment ioned the workshop on Independent Learning and
resource-based learning. He contended that "lIf
cooperative planning is going to work, the teachers

must want to do 1t. My wanting to do it may influence
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them to some extent but it doesn‘t give them
ownership."” He also felt that encouragement to the
teachers provided by the teacher-llibrarian influenced
the use of the innovation.

Continuation. As shown In Table 4.16, the three
teachers interviewed do not plan any significant
changes in their usage of cooperatively planned

resource-based teaching in the coming term.

Table 4.16
Continyation

Susan If Connie iIs here, we will contlnue to work together
as we have in the past. If there is someone eise, I
hope they would be experienced In resource-based

learning.
Judy I plan to continue the same as this year.
Linda When it is appropriate, I will work with the T-L.

The teacher-librarian indicated that she believed that
the teachers who were presently using this teaching
technique would continue to use |t regardliess of who
was In the LRC. This opinlon was confirmed by the
principal who felt that teachers in Pralrle View School
would continue to teach using this innovation.

Although cooperatively planned resource-based
teaching is firmly entrenched in Prairie View School,

the principal suggested that it could not
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be taken for granted that It would contlnue. He
stated,
I feel that there has to be some kind of policing
that someone has to keep encouraglng that thils
resource Is avallable in much the same way that
the sign on the highway reminds you about the

speed 1imit. You may be going the speed 1imit but
the sign iIs a reminder.

Schoo] Summary

The following summary statements have been
.complled based upon the interviews, observations and
print materials from Prairie View School.

1. Two of the three teachers Interviewed felt
that resocurce-based teaching provided more meaningful
learning experlences for thelr students through
exposure to a variety of resources and alternate
teaching strategies.

2. Both Susan and Judy included cooperatively
planned resource-based teachling in thelr teaching
repertoire. However, Judy did not conform to the
definition used in this study because she did not
involve the teacher-librarian, because she was, also, a
trained teacher-librarlan.

3. In addition to perceived need and the quality
and practicallty of the innovation, positive relations
between the teacher-librarian who originally
implemented cooperatively planned resource-based

teaching/learning and the teachers, as well as the
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current teacher-librarian and the teaéhers, had
positively Influenced the teachers to use cooperatively
planned resource-based teaching techniques. The change
of the teacher-llibrarians in the school and the lack of
accessiblllity to the teacher-librarian were factors
which contrlbuted negatively to the development of

a teaching partnership between the teacher-librarian
and teachers.

4. Although the three teachers interviewed had
not planned any signlficant changes in thelr use of
cooperatively planned resource-based teaching, both the
teacher-librarlan and the principal belleved that use
would continue because |t had become central to the

philosophy of Prairie View School.

HILLTOP SCHOOL

Context
Hilltop School had an enrollment of 452 students

and a teaching staff of 18 classroom teachers and 3
support staff, a resource room teacher, a music teacher
and a band teacher. Four of the 18 classroom teachers
taught half time. A major change In adminlstration had
occurred In January when the vice principal assumed the
role of principal and a classroom teacher was appolinted

acting vice principal.
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This relatively new school was bright and
attractive. The enclosed LRC was located In the centre
of the school. Students’ work was displayed throughout
the facility and brightly decorated bulletin boards
were visible above the book shelves which surroundec
the rocom. In addition to the
teacher—lfbratian, a half time technician and a few
parent-volunteers keep the facility functioning.

The teacher-librarian was new to the school this
year. When she met with the principal in the fall,
she was told toc move sliowly because teachers were not
accustomed to using the Learning Skills Continuum to
cooperatively plan resource-based learning units with
the teacher-librarian.

Although a sign in sheet was kept on the
circulation counter, some classes still had scheduled
library perlods; however, according to the
teacher-librarian, another class needing that period to
work on a resource-based learning activity had
precedence over the scheduled class. The
teacher-librarian said that the teachers had never
heard of flexible scheduling before she came to the
school. They were also surprised that more than one
class was allowed in the LRC at one time.

Throughout the week the teacher-llbrarian had been

very busy working with classes. Many of these
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activities were literature based and occurred in the
classroom during regularly scheduled library periods.
Because there was a split one/two class in the school,
the teacher-librarian had taken responsibility for a
weekly scheduled library period during which she
presented a story and a follow up activity based on a
farm theme. On another occaslon during the week, she
taught a lesson on the newspaper to a Grade S class
while the teacher assisted her. The teacher-librarian
complained of never having enough time to get
everything done that she needed to do.

While the teacher-librarian Qas working in the
classrooms or on administrative jobs, the LRC was very
quiet with little or no activity occurring in it during
most of the day. Neither the Grade S nor the Grade 6
teachers who brought their classes to the LRC to work
on research based projects related to their curriculums
had cooperatively planned the units with the
teacher-librarian. The teacher-librarian asked the
Grade S teacher what the students were researching and
Involved herself with helping the students locate
appropriate materlals for thelr assignment. Most of
the students were copying their information directly
from the encyclopedia.

When the Grade 6 class came to the LRC to do

reports on a state in the United States, the
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teacher-librarian expressed frustration about not being
able to get the teacher to plan the units
cooperatively. She had been handed the assignment the
night before and had not had time to bring in materials
from other sources; consequently, the students were
]lmited to the.encyclopedia. Another concern she
expressed was that students were being given a grade
for their jot notes but had not been taught how to do
Jot notes.

The teacher-librarian was anxious to establish
cooperatively planned resource-based teaching in the
school. ©She actively sought ways to become involved
with LRC projects which were not cocperatively planned
in the hope of persuading the teacher to cooperatively
plan a resource—baéed learning activity with her.
Flexibility was evident in her willingness to rearrange
the LRC schedule to meet the teacher’s needs.
Activities in which she was involved were well
organized.

The present principal was extremely supportive of
cooperatively planned resource-based teaching
strategies. In the fall, as vice principal, he had
been the first teacher to cooperatively plan a unit
with the teacher-librarian. 1In addition to modeling
the proper use of the LRC, he had included the

expectation, that every teacher would cooperatively
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plan at least one resource-based learning project with
the teacher-librarian, in the school goals for next

vear. However, since a completely new administrative
team would be in the school, he would not be there to

carry through on the goals.

View t e

The interviews accurately reflect the activities
which occurred in the LRC as witnessed by the
researcher.

Meaping-beliefs. The beliefs which the teachers of
Hilltop School held about cooperétively planned
resource-based teaching are presented in Table 4.17.
Three teachers expressed varying concerns about the
time required to use this teaching method. However,
Marilyn believed that time should not be an issue.

Joan believed that covering the curriculum might be
difficult if she attempted cooperatively planned
resource-based teaching. She exhibited lack of clarity
about the innovation because she did not understand
that this teaching method could be incorporated into

her curriculum and that it was not something extra to

do.
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Table 4.18

Meaning - materlals

Joan I can’t envision bringing 25 klds down and finding
enough materials on that topic.

Pat

Ellen The students can get so much more information by

using the LRC.

Marilyn What I try to do Is instead of teaching to the middle
Is I find materials that are high and materials that
are low and we work there in terms of designing the

- unit.

Fred When the materials are compiled for the unit, there
are a varlety of reading levels and different
vocabulary levels. There is enough variety there to
gatisfy all the needs.

The teacher-librarian expressed frustration with
the lack of good new materials with which to support
the new social studies curriculums. She said, "How can
we do all this resource-based learning |f we don‘t have
the resources?...There have to be funds or something
avallable for us to get it; otherwise, we can’t do it."

Meaning-teaching practices. As indicated in
Table 4.19, the teachling practlices required for
cooperatively planned resource-based teaching held
different meanings for teachers in Hilltop School. The
principal suggested that he belleved that "most or all
teacher-librarians would not only teach but teach with

a motlive which Is to use the resources in the LRC."
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teacher-librarian indicated that teachers have had to
change their teaching styles to incorporate different

resources.

Table 4.19

Meaning - teaching practices

Joan I like to do one where all the kids are doing the same
topic because I feel that I have so much more
control...l usually do that in the classroom with the
T-L finding materials and some ideas about what we
might try...The ideal thing is to come into the LRC
the second time.

Pat Sometimes I am interested in doing resource-based
learning. It feels right for me but at other times I
would chocse to go a more independent route.

Ellen 1 feel that, rather than just teaching students
things, letting them do the learning is better than
standing up and teaching the little limited
information that an individual may have.

Macilyn There could be a problem if you had really different
teaching styles, but we have been lucky because the
T-L and I have been heading in the same direction.

Fred It is easier because the whole process is not on your
shoulders...It is more of a team effort with everybody
contributing to the end result rather than it being
the responsibility of one person.

Integration into repertoire. Cooperatively
planned resource-based learning occurs at Level 6 of
the Taxonomy of Resource-Based Learning. As presented
in Table 4.20 only three teachers interviewed in
Hilltop School were actually using the Innovation.

Pat, Marilyn and Fred all indicated that, for at least
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one unit a year, they had worked in partnership with
the teacher-librarian in planning a resource-based
teaching unit or project. Since Ellen consulted the
teacher-librarian about when materials were available
and where she could find materials, she was operating
th;ough Level 4 of the taxonomy. When Joan gathered
materials fdr her animal unit she was working through
Level 3 and through Leve! 4 when she asked the

teacher-librarian for ideas and to gather materials for

a unlt.

Table 4.20

Integration of regource-based Leacning Technjaues

Joan [f we are reading about animals, I‘1] pull out a stack
of animal stories so the kids don’t have to trott off
to the library. I find that many Grade 3s don’t
select very wisely.

The T-L always has a library period on the go with
us...This is done during our regularly scheduled

library period. We come in twice a week to meet with
her.

In our social studies unit on settlers and pioneers,
the T-L helped an awful lot rounding things up and
giving me ldeas.

Pat We sit down and discuss what we want to accomplish in
a particular unit. The T-L has suggestions. I have
suggestions. We decide on a course of action. She
gets all the materiais together. We go from there.
We start interacting with the kids and we are on the
way.

Ellen When I plan a unit I usually get together with the T-L
If she ls avallable...to point me In the direction of
materials which will help me teach in the classroom.
[f there is a report to do or an assignment ...of a
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Marllyn

Fred

more independent and lengthy nature, I solicit her
help as weil in coming to the library for research
periods...l would like her help in the library very
much but she |s very busy and can‘t always accommodate
everyone.

When I do start a new unit about two or three weeks
before I begin, I consult with her to see 1f materials
will be available...lf some other teacher has the
materials out, I will postpone the unit unti]l the
materials are avallable. | also ask her to dig out
materials for me of ail kinds from kits, fllmstrips,
and books. That Is about the only way I use her.
Pardon me, 1’11 add one more thing - booktalks.

Gee! I didn‘t know working with teachers on
cooperatively planned resource-based teaching was part
of the T-Ls Job at all.

We work together in preparing a unit in two ways. The
first way we make an appointment and sit down to go
through our objectives and what we want to teach. The
second way...tends to be a little less formal In terms
of sitting down.

There Isn’t much more other than giving the T-L
forewarning so that she can do some searching around
to see |f there |s enough avallable material for the
project. We talk about It prior to doing it. She may
give me some advice or point out things that might
enhance what I am doing.

These teachers were also operating at dlfferent

levels of use. Marilyn had reached the routine level

when she sat down with the teacher-librarian to plan a

unit.

However, she also stated that Informal planning

seemed to be taking place more frequently and that "the

teacher-librarian and I have a pretty good intuitive

sense of what each other does and so it works fairly

well. v

When thls type of planning occurs, Marilyn no

101



longer 1s using cooperatively planned resource-based
learning as deflned.

Both Pat and Fred were using cooperatively planned
resource-based learning at the routine level. They
both Indicated that they cooperatively planned one or
. more units a year with the teacher-librarlan. Joan
expressed interest In using the Innovatlion for the
first time next year. She said, "I guess this would
be the time now to let the teacher-librarian know that,
I would really be interested to see what would come of
lt." Since she is considering using the innovatlon,
she is operating at the orlentation level. However,
Ellen’s lack of knowledge about cooperatively planned
resource-based teaching places her at the non-use
level. |

The teacher-librarian stated that she had seen a
change in the numbers of teachers using cooperatively
planned resource-based teaching, but that some teachers
were a little slower getting involved. According to
the teacher-librarian, there had not been “a lot of
cooperatively planned resource-based teaching in the
school before this year at all.* During the school
year, she indicated that twelve out of seventeen
teachers had planned at least one unit with her.

Factors - characteristics of cooperativelv planned
cesource-based learning. As {llustrated in Table 4.21
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clarity about cooperatively planned resource-based
teaching/learning was a problem for some teachlﬁg at
Hilltop School. Both Joan and Ellen seemed to lack
clarity about cooperatively planned resource-based
teaching. Joan could not imagine how it coulad work,
and Ellen did not feel that the teacher-librarian
needed to be involved. Marilyn and Fred asserted that
using cooperatively planned resource-based teaching
methods was nothing new which suggested that they both
mayhﬁave held a false clarity about the innovation.

For Joan the complexity of using cooperatively
planned resource-based teaching was aiso a concern.
The extent of the change required in her teaching
methods to allow her students to work on a curriculum
related‘proJect in the LRC, although it was planned and
taught by herself and the teacher-llibrarian, was

difficult for Joan to accept.

Table 4.21

Characteristics of Cooperatively Planned resoyrce-paged
Teaching

Joan To come here and throw everybody loose for that half
hour, I guess that 1’m not very imaginative but I just
don‘t know how we would make it work.

Pat Resource-based teaching is just like everything else; .

they just put a new name on it. I don’t think it is
much different from the way [ taught before.
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Ellen I feel quite independent as a teacher...following the
curriculum In my own classrcoom with my own students.
I don’t feel that the T-L has to take on that great
deal of the responsibility for it.

Marilyn Like a lot of things we do in education, 1 don’t think
this |s really new for a lot of people.

Resource-based teaching forces you to 1 00k

pretty carefully at the objectives of a unit and from
the objectives to the evaluation. Whereas otherwise,
I think that teachers tend to start a project, get
involved and go along in a rather haphazard fashion.
I mean great things happen but I think that this
forces us to take a closer look at, for ingstance, the
scope and sequence chart and to do a little more
concrete planning.

Fred I have been doing it for‘a long, long time.

The teacher-librarian felt that the success rate
of teachers who had tried it had influenced other
teachers to use 1t.. She suggested that because the
successful teachers "sort of talked it up" other
teachers had come to realize that cooperatively planned
resource-based teaching worked.

Factors - Staff development (inservice) and

sypport. Table 4.22 indicates that only Marilyn could
recall attending an inservice related to cooperatively
planned resource-based teaching. Joan insisted that 1 £
she had had support in implementing cooperatively

planned resource-based teachling, she would have become

involved in using it.
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Table 4.22 Factors
Staff Development ¢Inservice) and Support

Joan If I had recelved inservice similar to what we had for
problem solving and someone checking to see lf I was
doing It, I might have become more involved in
cooperatively planned resource-based teaching.

Pat 1 have never attended an inservice on cooperatively
planned resource-based teaching.

Ellen I have never attended an inservice on this.

Marilyn I have attended two lnservice on cooperative planning.
resource-based learning. One of the more recent was
part of a vice principals’ meeting with their T-Ls and
that was good. A senior administrator addressed the
lssue with all of us In terms of administration and
working with the T-L...He stressed how Important it
was that this kind of thing be trumpeted by the
administration to try to make provisions that was
happening with all members of the staff.

The other one that I attended was in connection with a
C.E.C. workshop.

Fred 1f I have attended an inservice, I can’t remember It.

The teacher-librarian referred to the same
inservice session that Marilyn had attended. The
teacher-librarian stated that a senior administrator
had sald that cooperatively planned resource-based
teaching was an expectation which would be written into
the school board’s plans for next year.

The principal’s response to whether there had beenv
any Inservices on cooperatively planned resource-based

teaching was "There have been no inservices as far as I
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know...that is a good ldea though...that would best be
followed by a directive from the principal."

School level factors. Different principals had
had different affects on cooperatively planned
resource-based teaching in Hilltop Schocl. In the fall
the teache;-librarian had met with the principal who
had counselled her to move slowly with implementing
cooperatively planned resource-based teaching using the
Learning Skills Continuum because the teachers were not
used to working in that way. However, the acting
principal at the time of the interview, indicated that
he felt that both the teacher-librarian and the
principal influenced teachers to use coocperatively
planned resource-based teaching. The teacher-librarian
described her present principal in this way, "I have an
administrator who was really keen on cooperatively
planned resource-based teaching. He has been checklng
with me during our meetings. He asks how many teachers
are left who have not worked with me.”

However, as Table 4.23 shows only Ellen remembered
that the principal had suggested that a teacher should
work cooperatively with the teacher-librarian. In
spite of that comment, from a conversation which the
teacher-librarlian revealed had taken place after
Ellen’s interview had been conducted, Ellen did not

realize that working cooperatively with the

106



teacher-librarian was an expectation. Following the
interview, Ellen shared the following statement with
the teacher-librarian.
I didn“t realize that this was an expectation
that people had for us to do this. One thing
that I liked about teaching was that [ could
go into my room and shut my door where [
could be the king in my castle and I didn’t
‘have to involve anybody else at all.
Relations between the teacher and the
teacher-librarian were factors identified by Marilyn
and Fred. Marilyn did not feel that having a new
teacher-!ibrarian had affected her usage in any way
while Fred indicated that he had had to learn how the
new teacher-librarian did things before he could work
with her effectively.
The characteristics of the teachers were also
revealed as a factor which affected usage of
cooperatively planned resource-based teaching. Both

Joan and Pat indicated that their independent nature

had influenced their usage of the innovaticn.

Table 4.23
Schoo] [eve] Factors

Joan I know that I am a fiercely independent person. I
just take care of me and the kids around me and know
what the heck we are doing and leave it at that...I
have never seen my way clear to plan enough to leap
off that diving board.
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Pat The T-L ls always encouraging us to be involved. I
suppose that part of It ls personal style and part of
it 1s that I worked at a school where the T-L was
somewhat different. Therefore, I kind of got out of
the habit of using the LRC. I have tended to just go
a lot of it on my own.

There are some people who thrive on group work and
planning together. I don’t happen to be one of those
kind of people. I like it once in a while because I
think it can provide a different dimension to your

~classroom. I tend to be more of an independent kind
of worker.

Ellen This year we have a new T-L and she had a new
directive which is different from the one that we had
last year. Last year classes would go once a week to

- the LRC for a book exchange plus any other time that
we needed. This year it was discouraged. We were
told that this came from the university or from where
T-Ls learn that only students who need to go to use
the library should be going - not the whole class. So
it has been a littie different this year.

The administration said that we should go to the T-L
and plan together.

Marilyn Different personalities always bring different
perspectives to the job. I would say that having a
new T-L hasn‘t particularly affected my usage.

Personality could also be a problem.

Fred It is just a matter of getting to know how the T-L
does things. As the year went along the T-L and I
learned more about each other and we have been
utilizing each other a lot better.

The principal felt that the characteristics of the
individual! teacher were a primary influence on whether
s/he used cooperatively planned resource-based teaching
methods. He expressed the following:

I think It Is the individual and how comfortable

they feel about their competencies...the teacher
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who will first use a teacher-librarian to work
with is a teacher who feels comfortable about
their own teaching...lf you don’t have the
conflidence that what you are doing is good, it is
very difficult to have another professional come
in.
The teacher-librarian concurred with the principal when
she stated, "I think that some people are threatened by
the teacher-librarian...They don’t see that it can be
very unthreatening and that it can be very supportive.
Some of them just aren’t ready for this."
- Contlnuation. As indicated in Table 4.24, Joan
was considering trying céoperatively planned
resource-based teaching next yedr. Both Pat and Eilen
contended that their usage would remain the same while
Fred hoped to use it more now that he was more familiar
with the curriculums. Since Marilyn would be in
another school as administrator next year, she planned

to model cooperatively planned resource-based teaching

in that school.

Table 4.24

Continuation

Joan The T-L and I do work well together. [ really should
try resource-based teaching. I guess this would be
the time now to let her know that I would really be
interested to see what would come of It.

Pat Quite frankly, I always have the best intentions but
when I get down to the actual planning, and looking at

the way I operate, probably it will be gimilar to what
it was this year.

109



Ellen [ guess the same as this year. 1 try to squeeze In
with our T-L whenever I can but as I say with 30 on
staff i1t ls difflcult.

Marilyn I will be part of an administrative team whici
hopefully encourages that sort of thing from square
one. I guess by modeling that kind of behavior it
will give a fairly strong message to the staff that
this is really Important.

Fred Next year I should be more familliar with the
courses...l found out this year what things work
better than other things...The more I learn about the
courses the better I can plan a unit which the T-L can
help me with.

The teacher-iibrarian predicted that cooperatively
planned resource-based teachlng would be used more lIn
the coming year. She stated that several teachers had
already told her that they were looking forward to
working with hgr next year and that they were glad to
have the opportunity to work with her In that way.

The principal also felt optimistic about the use
of the lnnovation In the coming year. He belleved lts
usage would continue to grow no matter who the
teacher-1librarian in the school was but that it
certainly would as long as the central office
administration left the present teacher-librarian In
the school. He indicated that he would talk to the
principal who would be in the school next year and

encourage him "to push it as well."
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School Summary

Using the Interviews, observations and print
materials obtalned during the research, the following
statements summarize the findings at Hilltop School.

1. Although four of the five teachers belleved
that students benefitted from using a variety of
materiais, concerns about the time required and a lack
of understanding about the Innovation had resulted in

limited implementation of the innovation.

2. While two teachers had not yet implemented
cooperatively planned resource-based teaching methods,
three had used It for at least one unit during the past
vear. However, these teachers were not using thils
teaching method at the same level of use.

3. Lack of clarlty and false clarity about the
innovation, as well as the complexity of the change,
had had a negative Influence on the teachers’
implementation of cooperatively planned resource-based
teaching/learning strategies.

4. Two of the four teachers who would be In the school
next year were conslidering either attempting usage for
the first time or expanding thelr usage of
cooperatively planned resource-based teaching while the
other two teachers were not considering a change In

their use of the lnnovation.
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RIVERBEND SCHOOCL

context

Riverbend School had an enrollment of 588 students
and a staff of thirty-one teachers. The principal who
was retliring at the end of the school year had been In
the school for two years.

The Learning Resource Centre was a large spaclious
facility in which three classes could easily be

- accommodated. It was located in the centre of the
original school. The L.R.C., as well as the entire
school, was built on the open-area concept. There were
four entrances, none of which could be closed off. The
walls did not reach the celling and the LRC was
surrounded by the hallway. Consequently, nolse from
the hal lways sometimes proved disruptlve to those
working in the LRC. One of the teacher’s interviewed
stated that the LRC was sometimes quite chaotic and
that not more than a few people were allowed to use It .
at one time.

A ralsed reading loft served as a story and
reading area. The four poles in the centre of the
facllity were decorated like trees which created an
inviting atmosphere. The LRC had a computer!zed card
catalog system which students used with ease. A full

time teacher-llibrarian and a half time library
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technician staffed the LRC with volunteer help provided

by parents from the area.

All classes were echeduled into the LRC for weekly

library periods. These periods were used for borrowing

books and reading periods. The kindergarten had a

weekly story and follow up activity carried out by the

teacher and the teacher-llibrarian. There was no

schedule book which indicated the scheduled periods and

provided teachers with an opportunlity to sign in to use

-the LRC other than during their scheduled periods. One

of the teachers interviewed described the schedule 1like

this:

At the beginning of the year the teacher
signs up for their llibrary period and that |is
It. Sometimes I come and say I really need
to get in here is there any time? I may do
that on the spur of the moment. It might be
a good ldeal to have it sort of rotating
because the same time every week doesn’t
always work out.

The visit to Riverbend School occurred the fourth

week In May and the LRC was very quiet throughout the

week.

Few students came to use the LRC on their own

and only a Kindergarten class worked with the

teacher-librarian on a cooperatively planned activity.

After the teacher-librarian had read the story iIn the

LRC, she worked on a follow up activity with the class

in the art room.
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The teacher-librarian indlcated that most units
had been completed the previous week and that no new
ones had been started because of the ret!rement tea for
the principal. No planning sessions occurred during
the week. The teacher-librarian shelved books, helped
with circulation problems, carded books, changed
newspapers and put perlodicals away In additlion to
other administrative jobs. One teacher expressed
frustration over the amount of time the T-L spent doing
overdue notices.

A group of ten students came to the LRC to use the
tables to work on centre cards. The centre card
actlvitles did not require the use of any resources
from the LRC. Since the teacher-librarian was working
with the kindergarten students In the art room and the
classroom teacher did not check on them, the students
were unsupervised and spent most of their time talking,
changing tables and foollng around.

On another occasion a Grade 3 teacher had students-
working iIndependently on animal reports. These reports
were not cooperatively planned with the
teacher-llibrarlan. Students relled on the encyclopedla
and materials which the teacher helped them locate.
Since the students were copying straight from their
resource materials, there was no evidence that they had

been taught note taking skills.
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Although the teacher-librarlian spent time each day
shelving books, she pulled books for teachers for units
in thelr classroom and shared new materials with
teachers who might find them useful. She also
expressed frustration over the number of books which
teachers had in their classrooms for whole language
units. When teachers had 200 books in their classroom,
she sald that there were not enough books left in the
LRC for others to use.

The teacher-llbrarian did not have regularly
weekly meetings with the principal where she could
discuss problems such as the nﬁmber of books taken to a
classroom by one teacher. The principal was not
visible In the LRC throughout the week; however, this
may have been because he knew that the staff were

preparing for his retirement tea.

Views of the Change Process

Flve teachers were interviewed in Riverbend
School. Carol was extremely reticent about the
interview and was not prepared to discuss the topics In
any depth. A second Grade 8 teacher who was scheduled
for an Interview was feellng too tired after the
retirement tea. Both Edle and Carol had been in the
achool for elght years and were to be on leave from the

school for the first half of the 1989-90 term. Monica

115




and Loulse were new to the school thfs year. Tom was
transferring to a different school for the 1989-90
term. The Interviews with these teacher were
representative of the activities observed by the
researcher while in the school.

Meaning - bellefs. Table 4.25 shows that four of
the five teachers interviewed maintained that for them
time limited their use of cooperatively planned
resource-based teaching. Both Monica and Loulse
implled that the teacher-librarian and the teacher must
be compatible 1f they are going to form a teaching

partnership.

Table 4.25
Meaning - Beliefs

Edle I hardly have time to sit down with myself to plan let
alone planning with someone else.

Carol I would have to reconstruct quite a large part of my
program which requires time. I would have to do that
during July and August which are supposed to be
hollidays.

The T-L is very busy. I don‘t think she has time for

every class In the school. This is a very large
school .

Monica The trick Is finding the time...If I want to Involve
the T-L, it takes more of my time.

The weakness |s setting up similar kinds of goals -
working together with another person.

I really believe that I shoulid be in here all the time
and that my children should be in here all the time.
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Louise I sometimes don’t think that all T-Ls have the same
philosophy.

Sometimes I would send my kids to the LRC and there
are books exchanges going on and a big hubbub going
on. I thought "How can we really work in this space?"
1 don’t know if It is the way our particular LRC ls
organized. Maybe we could have a quieter area where
it could be separated from the borrowing area, but
that is a physical problem.

" Tom A weakness with resource-based learning is the time
element and the preparation. The ability just to
physically sit down together and get it organlized.

The teacher-librarian qonflrmed the teachers
opinion that findling time to work cooperatively was a
problem. However, the princlpal stated that it did not
make sense not to use cooperatively planned
resource-based teachling, but that to use it meant more
time was required for planning which meént more effort
on the teacher’s part. He pointed out, "Some
professionals, unfortunately, are not prepared to put
out the extra time and effort it takes to sit down and
plan, to arrange a meeting, and simply to make the
program more adaptable and more interesting for the
kids."

Meaning - materlials. Together Monlca and Louise
had done one cooperatively planned resource-based
learning unit with the teacher-1lbrarian during the .

past year, and they felt that the number and variety of
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books added to their students’ learning experience.
Since neither Edie nor Carol had used resource-basgsed
teaching methods, the use of materials for this type of
learning activity did not have any meaning for them.
They were simply concerned with the difficultles they
had In obtaining materlals for thelr classcoom
programé. The teachers’ responses are shown in Table

4.26.

Table 4.26

Meaning - Matecials

Edie A T-L might have a better knowledge base as to what
might be avallable for a specific grade level and
reading abillity and that kind of thing.

If this was a wide open school...it might eliminate
the overlap in the materials...I think that needs a
bit of adjustment in scheduling because sometimes
there Just aren’t materials available at all.

Carol If you want to do a literature based program and need
30 copies of a book, it ls very frustrating because
rarely will you find 30 coples of the book that you
are looking for.

Finding materials and materials at the right reading
levels ls a problem. A lot of them are too hard for
primary level and yet the topic would be interesting
if only the students could ¢£ind material they could
read. Copyright laws are a problem.

The topics I like to do are somet imes obscure and I
can’t find the topic in the LRC. 1 have been here
eight years so I pretty well know what ls In here.

Monica Many texts.
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Louise We brought resources In and we had about three or four
resources for each explorer...Some of those were
better than others we discovered. We got hold of a
few extra books that were maybe a little easier.

Tom

Meaning - teaching practices. Table 4.27
indicates that the three teachers who have used
cooperatively planned resource-based teaching units
appreciate how students can work independently at

~learning. Louise noted that this was different from
when she stood In front of the class and presented the
information. For Edle, the teéchlng practices for the
innovation had no meaning because she had not used |t,
and she belleved that the teacher-llbrarian should be

teaching her class without any input from the classroom

teacher.

Table 4.27

Meaning - Teaching Practices

Edie I really feel strongly that the term T-L is loosely
based, because I think there should be more teaching
going on. I’m not always sure that that has to be a
direction from this teacher. I would like to see it
more of a two way street.

Carol
Monica Two teachers are better than one simply because the
kids have access...many people’s ldeas if the kids can

tap into them. We want the kids to have a goal of
lifelong learning; well, you‘re setting that up.
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If you have definite ldeas of how you want something
done you have to be ready to accept other people’s
Ideas and other people’s standards.

Louise I love to be In a situation where I‘'m not the focus,
where I can give over the responsibllity to the
children and let them go for It. I like to see that
kind of drive in them to learn and to find information
and to somehow paraphrase it or write It down so they
show that they understand it.

There were lots of people to help. That is what the
children commented on as well In the evaluation. They
really enjoyed having lots of adults to help them |f
they had trouble.

Tom When I do cooperatively planned units, it |s more )
student orientated than teacher orientated. There is
a lot of time that the students have - unstructured
time that they are expected to do work. That can be
very successful and it also has its down side. Some
students aren‘t at the level yet to be able to do that
sort of thing. That is a bit of concern that I have
with resource-based learning in our system all across
the curriculum.

The teachef-llbrarian indicated that some teachers
were sti]] relylng on the textbook method of teaching;
however, she polinted out that Grade 7 social studies
had been taught very differently during the past year.
She attributed this to the new vice principal who had
come into the school this year and taught the soclal
studies in Grade 7. He had been willing to use
cooperatively planned resource-based learning units and
together they have created several learning packages

for his students.
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Integration into repertolire. As shown In Table

4.28, the teachers lInterviewed were working through two
different levels on the Taxonomy of Resource-Based
Teaching. Both Edle and Carol who only used the LRC to
supply books for thelr classroom programs were worklng
through Level 3. The other three teachers had all
cooperatively planned one resource-based learning unit
in partnership wlith the teacher-librarlian which
indicated that they were working through Level 6 of the

taxonomy.

Table 4.28

Edie I say to the T-L, "I will be doing this unit. Could
you flnd the materials for me?*

Carol I take books out on a theme and take them to the
classroom for the students to look at.

Monica 1 have only done one unit. Oh, no, we had the T-L
introduce some books - mystery, at one point.

I don’t think that the T-L and I really work together.
I’ve planned one unit with her this year.

Louise I’ve used the T-L a couple time for finding books.

This year we’ve done one unlit...It was actually
already developed by one of the teachers and the T-L
helped improve lit...

The T-L was avallable on some occasions to help the
children In their small groups.

Tom The T-L and I have Just finished a unit of work for a
language arts group in which we basically sat down and
get out what we were going to do. I wanted to teach
the students how to write a report so that when they
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get to high school, they have some really good
skills...The students came down and we laid out the
goal and I handed out a hand out...the T-L was able to
help them with some of the resource materials in the
LRC

I think the T-L and I have done one unit this year.

Thg levels of use for the innovation were similar
to thelr levels on the Taxonomy. Edie and Carol who
showed no understanding of how to use cooperatively
_planned resource-based learning unlts were at the
non-use level. Monica, Louise and Tom had all reached
the mechanical use stage for the unit which they had
each planned with the teacher-llibrarian during the past
vear. They were implementing cooperatively planned
resource-based teaching step by step and were prepared
to plan a second unit with the teacher-llbrarlan In the
coming vyear.

The teacher-librarian indicated that she had seen
a change in the number of teachers plannling
resource-based learning units with her. She stated
that she grabbed them when they were new to the school
and suggested that they plan a unit together. When
teachers had come from other schools where they had
worked with the teacher-librarian, she found that those
teachers were more likely to be prepared to use

cooperatlvely planned resource-based teaching methods.
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Of the thirty-one teachers on staff, she reported
working with ten on cooperatively planned
resource-based learning units.

The principal confirmed that several new teachers
to the staff were using cooperatively planned
resource-based teaching techniques. He alleged that It
was difficult to get some people away from the concept
of using the teacher-llbrarian and the LRC for Just a
spare.

Factors - characteristics of cogperatively planned
resource-based learning. Table 4.29 indlicates that
three teachers were concerned with the quality and
practicality of uslﬁg the lnnovation. Carol explalned
that scheduling and planning were Jjust not practical
for her whlile Edie suggested that iIn her experience she
got more done by herself. Louise felt that to be able
to use cooperatively planned resource-based learning,
the teaéher-llbrarlan must be willing to accept her way
of doing things.

Both Monlica and Tom indicated that they had used
cooperatively planned resource-based units this year
because of a perceived need. Monica felt that her
students needed the experlence of working on a project
In the LRC while Tom was not quite sure how to plan his
unit until he worked cooperatively with the

teacher-librarian.
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Table 4.29 Factors

Characterjstics of Cooperatively Planned Resource-based

Leacning

Edie

Carol

Monica

Loulse

Tom

I have gone to the T-L and asked her to plan a unit a
few times in the past. I guess that I just found that
I was getting farther by myself.

I guess it Just takes more time to sit down with the
T-L. In our school she would be sitting down with 35
people. However that could be scheduled, I guess |t
would be good.

I really belleve that T-Ls are not used as they should
be used. I thought that this was a good unit to use.,
I just felt that my class hadn‘t been In...

I think It also has to suit what I want to do rather
than someone saying this is what I do. I have to say
well this Is my style or this |s what [ would like you
to do. It can’t be this |s only what the T-1 is going
to do.

When a T-L says s/he will help with a unit, s/he
should make him/herself avallable throughout the unit
- not start out and then disappear later in the unit
to sheive books or to do technical things 1ike they
are more lmportant than the unit.

When I came to the T-L and asked for help, I basically
had tunnel vision. I didn’t quite know how 1 was
going to get these kids to pick a particular topic.

The teacher-librarian bellieved that teachers were

often Influenced to try cooperatively planned

resource-based learning after observing other teachers

who have completed a successful unit. She also

suggested that others never attempted to use [t because

of lack of clarity..."Some don‘’t use it because its
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unfamiliar territory. They don’t really know what l|s
{involved."

The princlipal felt that the new social stulies
programs in Grade 7 and 8 were going to require the use
of more cooperatively planned resource-based teachlng
techniques. He explained the situation this way:

I think it forces everybody to look at the
subject and say "What can I do with it to
make a program that will really benefit
children?"...The teacher will look at that
subject area, look at the long term
objectives, break |t down into manageable
pieces and utilize someone |lke the
teacher-librarian. It is good to bounce

ldeas off someone else who is not in the
classroom.

Factors - Staff development (Inservice) and
asypport. As shown in Table 4.30, nelther Edie nor
Carol remembered ever having attended an inservice on
cooperatively plénned resource-based learning. The
other three teachers lndicated that they had all
attended lnservice programs on the lnnovation at

different times and iIn dlifferent places.

Table 4.30 Factors

Staff Develooment ¢Inservice) and Suoport

Edie No inservice or support.
Carol No inservice or support.
Monica I go to those kinds of inservices because I am

interested In them and I probably pick up one or two
Ideas whenever I go.
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Loulge I have only been here one year so I haven’t attended
one here but I have had many inservices where T-Ls
have talked about what they would like to do and the
different things that they do. I feel that that was
all the kind of Inservice I need.

Tom I have gone to two inservices in.which we had the T-L
there who actually talked about resource-based
learning. It was through the social studies
curriculum but that was two or three years ago.

The teacher-librarlan mentioned the inservice
sesslion which had been held for the vice principal and
his/her teacher-librarian at central office as well as
an inservice on the new Grade 7 social studles
curriculum. She felt that It had been very successful,
because "it really got him going."

According to the principal, last year at the
beginning of the year, a professional half day had been
devoted to cooperatively planned resource-based
learning. He stated that some teachers were still a
problem because they "see the LRC in a different light
than the school board policy enunciates.* Having the
consultants out to discuss the lssue had been
considered, but he was not certalin that the teachers
really wanted that to happen.

School leve] factors. As Indicated in Table 4.31,
teacher-teacher relationships were frequently mentioned
by teachers for using or not using cooperatlively

planned resource-based learning strategies. The
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teachers interviewed frequently mentioned that the

personal ity of the teacher-librarian and how s/he

worked with others was crucial to developling a working

partnership. Monica also mentioned that her own

characteristics could present a problem when planning a

unit with the teacher-librarlan, because she had her

own ideas about how she wanted things done.

Table 4.31

- School Leve]l Factors

Edie

Carol

Monica

Louise

Cooperatively planned resource-based learning has
never been made avallable to me. I see it

working with the kindergarten quite well. It doesn’t
seem that it carries over much more than that.

The trick to cooperatively plan Is making sure that
you have the same l!deas and that you can work
together.

It Is unrealistic for a T-L to think that she can work
with all teachers...l think that they have to make
sure that they do have the same kinds of ideas.

The problem I have had ls maybe I have too many
definite ldeas of my own about the way I want to do It~
and It Is hard to lnclude someone Jjust to Include the
resources.

The T-L invited us to work with her...the person I’m
sharing an open space with had developed this unit as
a T-L with another teacher. She was anxious to try it
again.

If you don’t work well together or have different
ideas, It Is going to be hard to get anything done. .

I see teaching style and personality as being crucial.

I have been through lots of T-Ls and I have noticed a
great deal of difference ...the whole ldea of working
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with someone is wonderful but 1f I have to first of
all teach them what I want, I find It a lot easler to
do [t myself.

Because 1 have been through quite a few T-Ls and there
are so many different personalities, I have found it a
lot better just to sit back and not put that many
demands on the LRC at first until I figure out...how
flexible the T-L Is, how s/he works with klds and how
s/he work with teachers.

~ Tom -1 would think maybe personality could be a problem
where somebody might have a certain idea about how
something should be done and the other person isn’t
exactly comfortable with that particular way of doing
it.

The teacher-llibrarlian explained that the teachers
who mainly were not working cooperatively on
resource-based teaching units were the ones who had
been in the school for a long time. She claimed, "No
matter what comes out from Central Office or the CELs,
they Jjust aren‘t doing iIt. I hear lots of complaining

and ‘oh no, this is Jjust another thing that we have to

dol . "

She also asserted that the administration had made -

no effort to push people into using cooperatively
planned resource-based teaching methods. This seemed
to be confirmed when the principal indicated that the
main support for the innovation came from the
teacher-1librarian.

Continuation. Since both Edie and Carol will be

out of the school for half of the year in the coming
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school year, neither of them were prepared to consider
implementing qooperatlvely planned resource-based
learning techniques. However, both Louise and Monica
worked with the teacher-librarian on one unit during
the past year, and expressed interest in continulng to
_work with her on further units next year. Tom who was
transferring to another school was planning to work
with his teacher-llbrarian on resource-based units in

soclal studies next year.

Table 4.32
Continuation

Edie 1 imagine that I will continue much as I am. Next
year Is going to be my last year in this school so I'm
sure that I am not going to change...l don‘t imagine
that I am going to shake any boats next year.

Carol 1 am not sure what I will do next year since I
understand that I will have a split grade and I will
be out of the country for half of the year.

Monica I actually would like to ask the T-L Jjust to sit down
and see how much she would like to do and in what
kinds of areas she would like to be involved. I think
that resource-based learning could fit Into just any
place in my curciculum

Louise I would llke to try working with the T-L on another
unit.
Tom I will be using the T-L a lot more than what I have

been using her here right now because of the social
studies 1’11 be teaching next year.

Since the teacher-librarian had begun to work with

some of the new teachers during the past year, she felt
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that thls would contlnue in the next school term. She
suggested that not only would they repeat the units
which she had worked with them on this vear, but would
probably create another one. She reported that some of
the teachers had already talked to her about putting

together another unlt in the next vyear.

School Summary

The following summary statements about Riverbend
-School have been developed from the data obtalned from/
interviews, observations and print materials in that

school .

1. Four of the flve teachers interviewed
expressed concern about the time required to do
cooperatively planned resource-based teaching; however,
the three teachers who had employed this teachling
strategy expressed positive feellngs about the
materlials and teaching practices.

2. Only three of the flve teachers interviewed
had lncorporated cooperatively planned resource-based
teaching strategies Into their teaching repertoire for
the year and each of them had used this techniques for
only one unit during the school year.

3. Perceived need had Influenced two of the

teachers to plan units with the teacher-librarian,
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while teacher-teacher relations motlQated a third to
become involved. The quallty and the practicality of
the lnnovatlbn as well as teacher characteristics and
the personality and style of the teacher-llbrarian
emerged as factors which could create barrlers to
implementation.

4. Only two of the four teachers remalining in the
school had plans to use cooperatlvely planned
resource-based teaching strategies in the next year;

" however, the teacher-librarian felt that some of the
new teachers on staff would also wish to continue using

it.

SUMMARY OF TEACHER VIEWS OF THE CHANGE PROCESS

A comparlson of the schools studied and their
relation to the elements of the change process are
presented in the following charts. In addition, a
discussion of the most influential positive and
negative responses to cooperatively planned
resource-based learning strategies as expressed by the
teachers interviewed is presented.

As summary Table 4.33 lllustrates, the subjective
meaning held by the teachers varied within each school
and among the four schools studied. A greater portion
of teachers In Lakewood and Prairie View than in

Hilltop and Riverbend believed in resource-based
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learning. In three of the four schools more teachers
had changed their teaching methods to resource-based

learning thah had changed their bellicfs.

Summary Table 4,33 - Subjective Meaning

Lakewood Prairie View Hilltop Rlverbend

(N=5> (N=3) (N=5)> (N=5)
Beliefg- 3 2 2 1
Supporters
Materlials- 3 2 3 2
Positive
"Methods- 4 1 3 3
usage

Summary Table 4.34 shows the Integration of
resource-based teaching strateglies in each school. The
levels of use for the teachers interviewed ranged from
non-use to reflned use. However, Lakewood School had
the most teachers working at a higher levels of use and
Riverbend had the most teachers workling at the lower

levels of use.
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Summary Table 4.34 - Integration

Lakewood Prairie V. Hilltop Riverbend

- (N=5)> (N=3)> (N=5)> (N=5)
Refined 1 1
Routine 3 3
Mechanical 3
Orientation 1
Non-use 1 1 1 2

Factors which influenced teachers to use
resource-based teaching strateglies and their concerns
about it are indicated in Summ&ry Table 4.35. Only
Lakewood reported both need for the lnnovation and its
quality and practicality as factors which Influenced
their use of cooperatively planned resource-based
learning. Both Pralrie View and Riverbend were
influenced by perceived need while Hilltop indicated
that neither of these factors had affected their use of
the Innovation.

Particlpation in staff and system inservice
sessions was reported by some of the teachers in each
school. In none of the schools studied had all the
teachers attended an Inservice session on the
Innovation.

Miles (1983) concluded that administrative

commi tment, support and pressure were essential to
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successful Implementation of an lnnovation. Both
Lakewood and Prairie View identlified principal pressure
and support és factors which had influenced thelr use
of cooperatlively planned resource-based learning
strategles while nelther Hilltop or Riverbend teachers
discerned this commitment in their principals.

The Stages of Concern delineated by Hall and
Loucks (1977) indicated that teachers concerns progress
from concern about self to concern with how the
‘Innovation will affect thelir students. Three teachers
In both Hilltop and Riverbend Indicated concern about
the working rapport between thémselves and the
teacher-llibrarian when using cooperatively planned
resource-based learning techniques, while only one
teacher in Lakewood held this concern. Teachers in
three schools identifled the quality and the
practicality of using the lnnovation as a concern,
which suggests that these teachers’ concerns are moving
from concerns about self to concerns about the teaching -
task and how cooperatively planned resource-based

learning can be used effectively.
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_Summary Table 4.35 - Factors
Lakewood Prairie V. Hilltop Riverbend

(N=5> (N=3> (N=5> (N=5)
A. Faclllitative
-R.B.L.
Need 3 1 2
Quallty 2
~-Support/
Inservice 2 2 1 3
-School
Principal 2 1 0
T-L 2 2 0
Teacher char 2 0
B. Concerns
-Rapport 1 6] 3 3
-Quality &
Practical 2 1 3
-Curriculum O 4 1

As indlicated In Table 4.36, In all four schools
teachers who were already using cooperatively planned
resource-based teachlng strategies expected to contlnue
to use them in the coming year. One teacher who had
been a non-user was interested In attempting
cooperatively planned resource-based learning in the
new school term, while one teacher who had used
resource-based learning for one unit felt that
cooperatively planned resource-based learning flt into
all her curriculum and planned to discuss with the
teacher-llibrarian how Involved she would like to be.
Two teachers felt that they would be using

cooperatively planned resource-based learning in the
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new school year because both would again be teaching

soclal studies.

_Table 4,36 - Contlinuation

Lakewood Prailirie V. Hilltop Riverbend
(N=95) (N=3) (N=5) (N=5S)>
4 2 3 3
Positive Influences

Beneflts to the students was the most frequent
positive influence mentioned by the teachers. Twelve
teachers mentioned the ways that students benefitted
when cooperatively planned resource-based methods were
used. They felt that the wide variety of materlals
which students could use made 1t possible to meet the
varying learning needs of their students.

A second significant influence, although mentioned
only by 3 of the 18 teachers interviewed, was the
principal’s expectatlons for the staff to implement
cooperatively planned resource-based teaching.

Teachers in Lakewood School and Prairie View, both with
a high level of implementatlion, mentioned this factor
while Rlverbend School, which showed a lower degree of
implementation of the lnnovation, did not cite the

principal’s expectations as a significant influence.
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Negatjve Infiuences

Time required for planning and rapport with the
teacher-1lbrarian were the two negative lnfluences most
frequently mentioned by the interviewees. Eight
teachers expressed concerns about the amount of time
required to cooperatively plan resource-based learning
units, while elght teachers asserted that their
relationship with the teacher-librarian influenced
whether or not they worked cooperatively with her/him..
» The purpose of thls study was to examine from the
teachers’ perspective how the teachers’ experiences
with cooperatively planned resﬁurce-based teaching had
influenced their use of this strategy. The findings In
this chapter indicate that the subjective meaning
teachers held about resource-based teaching strategies
and diverse factors of the change process had
influenced the degree of integration of thls lnnovation
into their teaching repertoire and their plans for
continued use. Beneflt to their students and principal
pressure related to this teaching strategy had
influenced the teachers positively, while the greatest
negative influences for using this teaching strategy
were the time required for planning and the teacher’s
rapport with the teacher-llibrarian. These findings

will be dlséussed further in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION
A summary of the study and a discussion of the
findings are presented in this chapter. In the final

section suggestions for further research on this topic

are made.

-Summarcy

The background of this study and the purposes for
it as well as the methodology used and the findings are
reviewed In the following sectlon.

Backaround. The school system involved in this
research had been in the process of implementing
cooperatively pianned resource-based learning In all
schools In the system since November, 1982. Commltment
to cooperatively-planned resource-based
learning/teaching had been reiterated on many occasions
by a senior administrator for the system. Further
commitment to the use of this teaching strategy was
exemplifled In a bookiet published by the system for
the 1989-90 school term. However, seven years later,
at the time of thls study, this teaching strategy had
not been fully implemented by all teachers in the

system.
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The operatlional deflnition was that
resource-based learning/teaching is a unit of study
which is cooéeratlvely planned by the teacher and the
teacher-librarian and involved students in a meaningful
use of a wide varliety of print, non-print and human
resources (Ontario Ministry of Educatlion, 1982; SAEMS,
1986 and Saskatchewan Education, 1988).

Purposes. This study investigated from the
teachers’ perspective how their experiences with
"cooperatively planned resource-based learning had
influenced thelr use of thls teaching method. The
subjective meanings about the innovatlon held by the
teachers, the degree of integration of thls method into
their teaching repertoire, the factors affecting
Implementation and the teachers’ plans for contlnued
use of the innovation were the questions which gulded
this study.

Methodology. Emphasis was placed upon the
teachers’ experiences with cooperatively planned
resource-based learning. In order to examine the
teachers’ experlences with the lnnovation, it was
necessary to be on site to see the total context of the
school and to talk directly to the teachers.
Semi-structured interviews were used to understand the
teachers’ experiences with the lnnovation, while

Information about the context of each school! where the
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teacher was expected to implement the innovatlion was
obtained through partlcipant observation.

Findings. Although all schools iIn the study were
of similar size, had been iIn operation for ten years or
more, were staffed by a full-time teacher-llbrarian,
and had an L.R.C. well-stocked with materlals,
lmplemehtatlon of cooperatively planned resource-based
learning/teachlng strategles by teachers varied among
the schools. The findings for each of the guiding
questions for the study will be discussed in the
following section.

Question 1: What subjective meanings about
cooperatively planned resource-based learning did the
teachers hold In terms of required changes In bellefs,
materlals and teaching strategles?

Cooperatively planned resource-based learning is a
complex change requiring changes in bellefs, materials
and teaching methods. In three of the four schools,
more teachers had begun to use cooperatively planned
resource-based learning strategies than had changed
their beliefs about it. The subjective meaning held by
the teachers varied within each school and among the
four schools studied. Teachers using thls teachlng
method belleved that their students benefitted from lits
use. Connie’s comment "Kids are really missing out If

this isn‘t used," exemplifies this bellef. Teachers
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who were not using this teaching strafegy belleved that
a shortage of time was one of the barrlers to their
usage of |t.

The teachers Interviewed belleved that the varlety
of materlals to which students were exposed when they
were involved in a resource-based learning unit was
superiof to the one text method of teaching. They
felt that by using a variety of materials the
individual learning needs of the students could be more
Nadequately met.

Working with another teacher and the
child-centredness of the teacﬁlng atrategy were the
positive aspects of cooperatively planned
resource-based learning mentioned by some of the
teachers Interviewed. Whlle other teachers stated that
the difficulties of working with another person who
might not share thelir expectations and teaching style
inhlblted them from implementing thls teachling
strategy.

In summary, eight out of eighteen teachers had
changed thelr bellefs about cooperatively planned
resource-based learning. These teachers belleved that
their use of this teachling strategy benefitted their
students. Ten teachers out of eighteen considered the
materlials used ln cooperatively planned resource-based

learning superior to the textbook approach because a
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variety of learning levels could be accommodated while
students were studying the same topic. Eleven of the
eighteen teachers interviewed had included this
teaching strategy in thelr repertoire because of its
child centredness and the opportunity to share
planning, teaching and evaluating with another teacher.
Fullan (1982) found that changes in teaching methods
precede changes In bellefs and these findings have been
confirmed In this study.
_ Question 2: To what degree have resource-based
learning technliques been lnfegtated Into their teaching
repertolre? |

Although teachers can be expected to work at all
levels of Taxonomy of Resource-Based Learning in the
course of a year, a teacher must be working at least at
Level 6 to be doing cooperatively planned
resource-based learning/teaching as intended. As the
teachers’ levels of use of the lnnovation varied, so
did the level of the resource-based learning taxonomy
which each teacher had attained. Summary Chart 5.1
illustrates the diverse levels at which teachers were
using cooperatively planned resource-based teaching
strategies. Since teachers should be working at level
6 of the Taxonomy of Resource-Based Teaching to be .
using resource-based learning strategles as expected

and only twelve out of elghteen reported doing so, many

142



teachers still require leadership and support in
implementing this teaching strategy.
The summary chart also reveals the di lference in

usage of this teaching strategy from school to school.

Lakewood Prairie V. Hilltop Riverbend

(N=5)> (N=3)> (N=5> (N=5)
Level 7 2 1
Level 6 2 1 3 3
Level 5 1
Level 4 1 2
Leve] 3 2

Question 3: How did various factors affect the
implementation of resource-based learning strategles?

The characteristics of resource-based teaching
strategles, of staff development and support, and of
each school guided the lnquiry into this question. Slx
teachers lndicated that perceived need to use this
teaching strategy and the quality and practicallty of
1t Influenced them to Integrate it lnto their teaching
repertoire. Liz explained the characteristics of the
innovation which influenced her to implement it In this
way, "What we are doing with the present T-L flts more
into the curriculum...!t meets more the needs of the

students in my classroom."
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However, other teachers viewed the quality and
practicality of the lnnovation as a negatlive. Edle
summed this Qlew up 1n this way, "I have gone to the
T-L and asked her to plan a unit a few times in the
past. I guess that I just found that I was getting
farther by myself." False clarity about cooperatively
planned resource-based teaching was a problem in
Hilltop School, with four of the five teachers ln the
school stating that resource-based teaching was a new .
" name for what they had always been dolng.

The characteristics of staff development and
support were split, with elght‘of the teachers
indicating that they had attended at least one
professional development session which presented
Information about using cooperatively planned
resource-based teaching methods. However, ten teachers
could not remember attending any such professional
development session presenting information on this
topic.

Three characteristics at the school level surfaced
during the Interviews. The most frequently mentioned
schoo! level characteristic was the effect that the
teacher-librarian’s personality and rapport with the
staff had on the teacher’s use of cooperatively planned
resource-based teaching. The principal’s expectations

that the teachers would use this teaching strategy was
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another school level characteristic cited by the
teachers for implementing thlis teaching strategy. A
characteristlic which negatively influenced the
teachers’ use of the innovatlon was the lndependent
nature of the teachers themselves.

Question 4: What are the teachers’ plans for
contlnuling to use resource-based learning techniques In
the 1989-90 school term?

Eleven of the eighteen teachers interviewed
_planned to contlinue to use cooperatively planned
resource-based teachling strategles in the 1989-90
school term. However, many oflthese teachers planned
to continue to use It at the same level at which they
had been worklng during the past year.

In summary; after seven years, fewer than two
thirds of the teachers interviewed had lmplemented
cooperatively planned resource-based learning/teaching
strategies as Intended. Concerns such as the
teacher’s working relationship with the
teacher-librarian, the amount of time and effort
required for cooperatively planning the units, and
covering the curriculum surfaced throughout the
interviews. Contlinued use and extended use of the
innovation were threatened in two of the schools by the
loss of principals who were key advocates of the

Innovatlon.

145




Discussion.

The discusslion of the flndings centres around the
subjective meénlng of the change, integration of the
innovation into the teaching repertoire, factors
influencing implementation and the teachers’ plans for
continued use of cooperatlively planned resource-based

'teachlng‘strategles.

Meaning. The subjective meaning of change and

its relation to the change process, as explained by
"Fullan (1982), suggested that implementing
cooperatively planned resource-based teaching
strateglies would have dlfferent.meanlngs for the
Indlvidual teachers lnvolved. The findings of this
study are consistent with the llterature. The
dlifferent subjective meanings held by Susan and Joan
illustrate how teachers’ views of the same innovatlon
can vary. While Susan felt using resource-based
teaching techniques increased the opportunities which
she gave her students, Joan worrled that the students
would not learn anything i1f she employed resource-based
teaching techniques.

Integration. The Integration of resource-based
teaching strategies into the teachers’ repertolires
varied as was expected. Also, the number of teachers
who were using the innovation at the higher levels of

use and at the higher levels on the taxonomy for
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resource-based teaching varied among the schools. The
variance in level of usage from school to school
indicated that the context of the situation influenced
the implementation of cooperatively planned
resource-pased teaching. Lakewood School had the
largest number of teachers working at the higher levels
of use and at higher levels on the taxonomy. Since
several teachers and the teacher-librarlian remarked on
the former principal’s expectations that teachers use
_thls teachlng strategy, lt Is apparent the princlipal
influenced the situation in this school.

Factors. In this study, éxterna] and system
factors were common for all schools. Both provincilal
and system policies strongly supported resource-based
learning. All schools had attractive, well-stocked
Learning Resource Centres wlth full time
teacher-llbrarians and half time technlcal support.

The varlation was found in the teachers’
perceptions of the innovation itself, lts meaning and
demands, and of school level factors particularly
administrative support, teacher interaction, and
benefits to students. This study confirmed Fullan’s
(1982) findings that the teachers’ perceptions of the
innovation Influence lts successful implementation.
While six teachers indicated that they viewed the need

and the quallty and practlcallity of resource-based
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learning strategles as positlve, others viewed |t
negatively. Cooperatively planned resource-based
learning had been successfully implemented by the
teachers who viewed |t positively, whlle teachers with
negative feelings about the innovation had had more
difficulty using it.

Wanh and Punch (1987) found that teachers will
consider whether the beneflits of the innovation are

worth the time required to Implement It. Teachers in
this study freguently mentioned time constraints as a
factors which Influenced their use of cooperatively
planned resource-based learnln§ techniques.

Strong and continuous pressure exerted by the
principal were factors which Huberman (1983) related to
the successful Implementation of an innovation.
Teachers at Lakewood school reported principal pressure
as a major factor ln their lmplementation of this
innovation, while teachers at Hilltop and Riverbend did
not Indicate that the principal had encouraged use of
the innovation.

Fullan (1985) reported that teacher interaction
was signiflcant In bringing about change in a school.
The teachers Involved in this study frequently reported
thelr relatlonshlip with the teacher-1lbrarian In the

school as a significant influence in their use of
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cooperatively planned resource-based learning
techniques. A

Teachers also cited the benefit to thelr students
as a factor which influenced them to implement and
continue to use cooperatlvely planned resource-based
learning strategies. These findings support Fullan’s
(1982) research that teachers are concerned with how
the innovation will meet the needs of their students.

Continuation. Although an innovation may be
msuccessfully implemented In a school, It must be
protected from threats, which may arise, to its
continuation. Loucks & Zacchei (1983) and Mliles (1983)
emphasized that the loss of a key advocate for an
Ilnnovation can infllct a mortal blow to an lnnovation.
Two schools in this study had lost or would lose a
principal in the 1989-90 who had been a key advocate of
cooperatively planned resource-based teaching
strategies. Lakewood School had a new principal at the
time of the interviews. The teacher-librarian
indicated that the present principal had not shown much
interest in the LRC and that there had been a notable
decline In the numbers of teachers using resource-based
units during the past year.

Hil1ltop School had a new principal in January who .
had promoted the use of cooperatively planned

resource-based teaching strategles. However, although
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he had written continued implementation of this
innovation into the goals for the 1989-90 school term,
he would no ionger be in the school to see that ine
goal was promoted. His leaving the school! posed a
threat to the continﬁed implementation of the
innovation.

A change in teacher-librarians in a school can
also pose a threat to the lnnovation as explalned by
Judy. She said that a change In the teacher-librarian.
had influenced her to choose to “do her own thing
thing."

Qther Considerations. In‘order for teachers to
use cooperatlively planned resource-based learning
effectively, they must understand not only its
characteristics, but how to use it effectlively with
their students. Lack of understanding about the
innovation makes its implementation difficult. In
addition, teachers must be willing to abandon their
traditional, classroom autonomy to form a working
partnership with the teacher-librarian in the LRC.
Since, according to Brown (1988), this is a complex
change, the principal as well as the entire staff must
be involved In it Implementatlon. The
teacher-llibrarian cannot be the sole change agent lf

teachers are to implement this teaching strategy.
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Implications.

Findings from this study suggest that school
systems which wish to achleve implementation of a
innovation such as cooperatively planned resource-based
learning should:

1. Provide leadership at all levels in terms of
expectations, professional development, and
monetary support.

2. Expect principals to support the system
innovations in their schools by providing strong
}eadership, voicing and‘demonstratlng comm| tment,
exerting strong and cont lnuous pressure on
teachers, monitoring teachers implementation,
supplyling continuing help and opportunitlies for
Interaction within the school, and developing a
trusting atmosphere where teachers feel free to
communicate openly about thelr successes and
concerns about the innovation.

3. Encourage teachers to implement the lnnovation and
share their ldeas and successes with other teachers
In the school.

4. Address concerns about lack of time for planning,

worklng rapport with the teacher-librarian and
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covering the curriculum.

5. Guard against threats to the innovation such as
lose of é key advocate and introduction of new
staff members who have not been properly oriented
to lt.

Further Regearch.

The following are suggestions for further research

on this toplc:

1.

An examinatlion of central offlce commitment to the
implementation In practice and how that is carrled
through into the schools.

More naturallstic studles'regardlng meaning and

interaction of factors over time.
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APPENDIX A

INTERVIEW SCHEDULES

Teacher Interview Schedule

Section A:

1.

How do you use the Learnlng Resource Centre in your
school?

If the answer ls that the teacher uses resource-based
learning techniques, ask the following questlions:

2.
3.

Describe how you work with your\teacher-librarian.

How often do you plan units using resource-based
learning techniques?

How many resource-based learning units have you
this year?

In what subject areas do you use resource-based
learning techniques?

Do you ever use resource-based learning for an
entire unit of instruction? Explain.

Are these units designed to meet the needs of
students with differeing learning needs? If so,
how?

If the answer to question one is that the teacher
doesn’t use resource-based learning strategies, ask the
following questions:

2.
3.

How do you use your teacher-1ibrarian?

Do you ever take llbrary materials to your
classroom and have students use them there?
If so, why?

For Grade Seven and Elght teachers only. How do

teach the new soclal studlies and the health and
lifestyles curricula?
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Section B:

Ask teachers‘who use resource-based learning the
following questions:

1.

what influenced you to start working cooperatlively
with your teacher-llbrarian in planning and
teachling resource-based learning units?

How |s using resource-based learning different from

the way you taught before?

Have you ever attended an lnservice about resource-
based learning?

what previous experiences have you had with
implementing lnnovations from Central Offlce?

a. How has having a new teacher-librarian affected

your usage of resource-based learning? (Used where
approprlate.)

b. Have you ever taught in another school? Did
you use resouce-based learning there? Explain why
or why not.

Ask teachers who do not use resource-based learning
strateglies the following questions:

1.

2.

Why are you not using resource-based learning?

Have you ever attended an inservice session on
resource-based learning strategies?

Have you ever had anyone encourage Yyou to use
resource-based learning? Who was 1t? Why didn’t
you respond?

What previous experiences have you had with
implementing innovations from Central Office?

Section C:

1'

what do you see as the strength of using resource-
based learning techniques?

Wwhat do you see as the weakness of using resource-
based learning technlques?
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3.

What kinds of problems have you had with using
resource-based learning or what problems are you
afraid you will have |f you used it?

Sectlion D:

What are the teacher’s plans for continuting to use
resource-based learning strategies in the 1989-90 term?

ELLBM&L:LS;M
Section A:

1.

How often do you see teachers in the L.R.C. with
their classes?

How regularly do you see a teacher and the teacher-
librarian having planning sessions for resource-
based learning units?

Which teachers seem to be the heaviest users of
resource-based learning strategles?

In which subject areas are these tachers using
resource-based learning?

Do you see teachers taking llbrary materials to
thelr classrooms to do resource-based learning
units? Why do you think they aren’t working with
the teacher-librarian on these units?

Section B:

1.

a. What do you think influences some teachers to
start working cooperatively with the teacher-
librarian in planning and teaching resource-
based learning units?

b. What do you think inhibits others from using
resource-based learning?

What have you done to encourage teachers to use
resource-based larning strategies?
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Have there been any inservice sessions on resource-
based learning held in the school? If s0, whiat?

a)> Who was the facilitator?

b> Did you notice any significant changes
resulting from thls inservice? If so, what
were they?

c) What assistance have teachers received In using
resource-based learning strategies?

4. What other innovatlions mandated by Central QOffice
have teachers in your school implemented? What
were the results?

S. How has having a new teacher-librarian in your
school affected resource-based learning?

OR

Have any new teachers used resource-based learning
for the first time in your school? Why do you
think this has happened?

Section C:

1. What do you see as the strengths of resource-based
learning?

2. What do you see as its weaknesses?

3. What kinds of problems have teachers had In using

resource-based learning techngliues?

Section D:

What do you think will happen with resocurce-based
learning In this school! next year?

Teacher-Librarian Interview Schedule

Sectlon A:

1.

How many teachers plan resource-based learning
units with you? At what grade levels?
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2. Have yo. seen a change ln the number of teachers
using rrsource-based learning techniques this
year? XNplaln.

3. How oft:t do teachers use resource-based learning
and In «nich subject areas?

4. How are thse units designed to meet the different
learnins needs of the students?

5. 1In what other ways besides resource-based learning
are you dlrectly involved with teachers?

6. How do ~rade seven and eight teachers teach the
new soc.al studies and health-lifestyles
curricu 3 in your school?

Section B:

1. What dec you think has influenced teachers to start
working cooperatively with you in planning
resource-based learning unlits?

2. Why do vou think some choose not to use resource-
based learning?

3. In what ways have teachers had to change their
teaching methods to incorporate resource-based
learning techniques?

4. Have there been any ingervice sessions on resource-
based learning held for the teachers? If so, what?

a) Who was the faclllitator? ]

b) Did you notlice any signiflcant changes in usage
resulting from this inservice session? If so,
what were they?

c) What assistance and support have teachers
recelved In Impimenting resoure-based learning?

Sectlion C:

1. What do You see as the strenths of resource-based
learning?

2. What do You see as |ts weaknesgsses?
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