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ABSTRACT

The implementation of competence-based curricula requires not only methodo-
logical change but also adequate material conditions that enable meaningful
learning experiences. This study examines the availability and use of teaching and
learning materials as a structural precondition for high-quality social studies edu-
cation in Lithuanian general education schools. Using a mixed-methods design,
the research combines national quantitative data from 1,315 schools with qualita-
tive interviews conducted with 32 school principals. The findings indicate a sys-
temic shortage of teaching materials in history, geography, and primary social
studies. Schools often possess only part of the required resources, with particu-
larly limited access to interactive and inquiry-based tools that support analytical,
spatial, and historical thinking. While traditional visual materials are more com-
mon, modern and subject-specific resources remain insufficient. School leaders
report prioritizing materials necessary for formal curriculum implementation, espe-
cially textbooks, while innovative tools are frequently postponed due to financial
constraints. Although many schools aim for equal distribution across subjects,
social studies are often perceived as relatively under-resourced. The findings sug-
gest that teaching materials function as an important mediating factor between
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intended curriculum and classroom practice. A more strategic, subject-sensitive
approach to resource provision is needed to ensure equitable and high-quality
competence-based social studies education.

IMPACT STATEMENT

This study demonstrates that the availability of teaching and learning resources is a
structural prerequisite for the successful implementation of competence-based social
sciences education. By combining nationwide quantitative data from 1,315 Lithuanian
schools with qualitative evidence from school leaders, the study reveals persistent
shortages of subject-specific and inquiry-oriented resources and explains how financial
constraints shape school-level resource allocation. The findings contribute to curricu-
lum implementation research by conceptualizing teaching resources as mediating
mechanisms between intended and enacted curricula and provide evidence to inform
educational policy, strategic school planning, and more equitable resource provision.

1. Introduction

In the academic literature, teaching and learning resources are defined, from both didactic and compe-
tency-based education perspectives, as purposeful and pedagogically grounded tools. From a didactic
perspective, teaching and learning resources are considered a classical component of the educational
process, helping to concretize content, visualize abstract concepts, model phenomena, and organize dif-
ferentiated instruction (Rozina, 2016; Shulman, 2005). In the context of competency-based education,
resources are evaluated not only in terms of whether they transmit information, but also whether they
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activate students’ engagement, foster problem-solving, collaboration, reflection, and the application of
knowledge in diverse contexts (Biesta, 2015; Redecker, 2017; Voogt et al., 2018).

The implementation of the general curriculum in schools is inseparable from the availability, quality, and
meaningful use of teaching and learning resources (Choppin et al,, 2021; Ordu, 2021; Scott, 2015). The litera-
ture consistently emphasizes that teaching and learning resources and instructional materials function as an
intermediary link between the intended curriculum and the implemented curriculum, as it is through them
that curricular content becomes actual learning experiences in the classroom (Choppin et al., 2021). In the
context of the Lithuanian general education system, this connection becomes particularly significant in the
implementation of competency-based education, where curricula emphasize not only subject-specific know-
ledge but also the development of students’ skills, values, critical thinking, problem-solving abilities, and the
application of knowledge in real-life situations (Lietuvos Respublikos svietimo, mokslo ir sporto ministerija,
2022; Lietuvos Respublikos Vyriausybe, 2012; Ponomarioviene & Jakavonyte-Staskuviene, 2022).

The OECD Education 2030 (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD], 2020)
initiative highlights that the development of competencies requires learning environments that enable
experiential, integrated, and contextualized learning, which is not possible without purposefully selected
and effectively used teaching resources. Such curricular ambitions demand not only methodological
changes but also appropriate teaching and learning materials that support experiential, inquiry-based,
integrated, and reflective learning (Bacon, 2018; Cuyacot & Cuyacot, 2022; Drake & Reid, 2018; Jonnaert
et al, 2020). The implementation of the Lithuanian general curricula risks becoming fragmented if
schools’ provision of teaching and learning resources is not aligned with the philosophy of the curricula
and the logic of competency development (IBE-UNESCO, 2016). Therefore, the provision of teaching and
learning resources and the practices surrounding their use become a structural condition for curriculum
implementation, directly influencing the quality of education, curricular coherence, and the genuine real-
ization of competency-based education in Lithuanian schools. If schools lack sufficient resources, compe-
tency-based education risks remaining declarative—formally embedded in policy documents but only
fragmentarily realized in everyday pedagogical practice (Nafisah et al., 2025).

In the context of Lithuanian education policy, an important step toward ensuring the consistent and
high-quality implementation of the general curricula was the approval of the Education Provision
Standard in 2024 by order of the Minister of Education, Science and Sport (Lietuvos Respublikos
svietimo, mokslo ir sporto ministerija, 2024). This document clearly defines the teaching and learning
materials and educational resources that schools must possess in order to implement the curriculum in
accordance with the provisions of the general curricula.

Although the standard will become mandatory from 2028, it already performs an important guiding
function by providing schools with the opportunity to assess their current level of provision, identify
missing resources, and plan long-term solutions. In this way, the Education Provision Standard functions
not only as a regulatory document but also as a strategic instrument that supports schools in systemat-
ically preparing for the implementation of competency-based education and in reducing the gap
between the formally defined curriculum and the real conditions for its implementation.

1.1. Research objectives

The main aim of this study is to analyze the availability and use of teaching and learning materials as a
structural condition for the quality implementation of competence-based social studies education in
Lithuanian general education schools.

To achieve this aim, the study pursues the following objectives:

1. To examine the current state of school provision with teaching and learning materials in Lithuanian
general education schools, focusing on their alignment with the requirements of competence-based
social studies education.

2. To explore school leaders’ perceptions, decision-making criteria, and priorities regarding the acquisition and
use of teaching and learning materials, including the balance between digital and traditional resources.
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The study contributes to the literature on competence-based curriculum implementation by conceptual-
izing teaching and learning resources not only as supportive educational tools, but also as structural mech-
anisms that shape curriculum enactment, educational equity, and disciplinary balance within schools.

2. Background

2.1. The quality of resources and their alignment with the general curricula as a precondition
for coherent curriculum implementation

The quality of teaching and learning resources and their alignment with the general curricula constitute one
of the key factors determining the coherent implementation of the curriculum in school practice. Teaching
and learning resources are not neutral instruments—they structure teachers’ decisions, influence the flow of
lessons, shape content emphases, and affect students’ learning experiences (Pia, 2015; Remillard et al., 2014).
Learning environment support is defined as a set of factors and conditions that facilitate student learning,
encompassing curriculum provisions, teaching and learning methods, learning resources, teachers’ peda-
gogical practices, material infrastructure, and learning comfort (Azzahra, 2025; Fitria et al, 2020). Such sup-
port is considered a crucial precondition not only for students’ motivation and learning effectiveness, but
also for their ability to actively engage in thinking and knowledge construction processes (Samodro et al,
2020). A high-quality and well-organized learning environment positively influences student learning and
educational outcomes, which is particularly relevant in the context of competency-based education, where
emphasis is placed on the active role of the learner and meaningful learning experiences (Azzahra, 2025;
Jannah & Yaumi, 2024; Ponomarioviené & Jakavonyté-Staskuvieng, 2025).

Research highlights that diverse teaching and learning resources support active student participation
and knowledge construction (Pia, 2015), while digital and technologically enriched learning environments
may additionally strengthen engagement and interaction processes (Azzahra, 2025; Etzel et al., 2025).

Research indicates that the availability of teaching and learning resources and their meaningful use sig-
nificantly influence students’ knowledge formation; however, the extent of this impact varies depending
on the educational context, subject area, and the management of resources within the school. Teaching
and learning materials make complex concepts tangible through visual representations, facilitating under-
standing and enhancing learning effectiveness (Juwariah & Aprima, 2025). Moreover, empirical evidence
suggests that appropriate school facilities and infrastructure can contribute to learning effectiveness, but
this impact becomes significant only when the learning environment and teaching resources are systemat-
ically integrated into curriculum implementation (Azzahra, 2025; Susilawati et al., 2020).

For coherent curriculum implementation, not only the quantity of teaching and learning resources is
important, but also their quality, internal consistency, and alignment with curriculum goals and stand-
ards. Research shows that schools which strategically plan the acquisition of teaching and learning
resources and deliberately align them with curriculum provisions create more favorable conditions for
coherent curriculum implementation (Mwita & Onyango, 2022). In such schools, teaching and learning
resources become not merely technical tools for ‘implementing’ the curriculum, but strategic factors
influencing curricular coherence, teachers’ professional practice, and the overall quality of education
(Abad & Hattie, 2025; Bouckaert, 2019; Hattie, 2023; Momen & Aich, 2025).

The OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD], 2020) Education 2030
framework emphasizes that contemporary curricula should be implemented as ecosystems encompass-
ing not only content, but also teaching and learning resources, school leadership, teacher competencies,
and decision-making processes. Within this model, teaching and learning resources are perceived as
active participants in the educational process, capable of either strengthening or weakening curriculum
implementation. Even clearly articulated curricular requirements will not be effectively realized if schools
lack a well-developed ecosystem of teaching and learning resources. Insufficient provision of resources is
one of the factors contributing to the gap between the official curriculum and actual teaching practice,
particularly when teachers are forced to adapt content based on available resources rather than those
required by the curriculum (Fasinro et al., 2024). Such situations increase the risk of fragmentation and
hinder the maintenance of curricular coherence, especially in the context of competency-based educa-
tion, which requires purposeful and well-aligned use of teaching and learning resources.
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Limited material and digital resources constitute one of the main barriers to implementing modern com-
petency-based education, despite the declarative ambitions of curricular reforms (Nafisah et al,, 2025).

These insights suggest that teaching and learning resources and the learning environment should not
be viewed as supplementary elements of education, but as structural components of curriculum imple-
mentation, directly linked to the quality, coherence, and effectiveness of competency development.
However, much of the existing literature approaches teaching and learning resources primarily as sup-
portive conditions for curriculum implementation, while less attention is given to how resource provision
itself may shape curricular priorities, disciplinary hierarchies, and schools’ strategic decision-making proc-
esses within competence-based education reforms.

2.2. The impact of teaching and learning resources on teachers’ professional practices

In the educational context, teaching and learning resources function not only as tools for conveying curricular
content, but also as structural factors shaping teachers’ professional activity and their everyday didactic deci-
sion-making. Teaching and learning resources influence how teachers interpret curriculum goals and organize
instruction (Remillard et al., 2014), while curriculum ergonomics research further demonstrates how interactions
between teachers and materials shape everyday pedagogical decision-making (Choppin et al., 2021).

Teaching and learning resources, including instructional materials, operate as a structural condition
for pedagogical practice, as their planning and use shape teachers’ decision-making spaces, professional
autonomy, and opportunities to implement curriculum objectives (Organisation for Economic Co-oper-
ation and Development [OECD], 2017). Teachers who work with flexible, adaptive, and reflection-oriented
resources more frequently demonstrate higher levels of pedagogical content understanding, greater pro-
fessional confidence, and a stronger inclination to employ deeper learning strategies (Abad & Hattie,
2025; Priestley et al., 2015). In contrast, rigidly structured and normative teaching and learning resources
may constrain teachers’ decision-making autonomy, directing pedagogical practice toward content trans-
mission rather than the facilitation of students’ learning processes.

Teachers’ professional decision-making spaces are formed through the interaction between individual
competencies and the structural conditions of the education system. Within this context, teaching and
learning resources function as one of the key structural conditions that can either enhance or restrict
teacher agency (Priestley et al., 2015). Teachers who are able to critically evaluate, adapt, and creatively
apply teaching and learning resources are more likely to act as designers of the learning process rather
than as implementers of pre-defined instructional scripts.

Certain teaching and learning resources can function as ‘educative’ resources—that is, materials
designed not only for students but also to support teachers’ own development of subject-matter and
pedagogical understanding (Davis & Krajcik, 2005). Such resources foster teacher reflection, enhance pro-
fessional confidence, and contribute to workplace-based professional learning.

Teaching and learning resources also influence collective pedagogical practices within schools. Shared
agreements regarding the selection and use of resources help to establish a common pedagogical lan-
guage, strengthen professional dialogue, and contribute to more coherent curriculum implementation
(Coburn, 2001; Spillane, 2006). In this way, teaching and learning resources operate not only at the indi-
vidual level, but also at the organizational level, shaping school pedagogical culture and leadership prac-
tices. While previous studies have mainly focused on the pedagogical use of teaching and learning
resources and their influence on teacher agency, less attention has been devoted to how institutional
resource allocation practices shape the actual implementation of competence-based curricula across dif-
ferent subject areas. This study addresses this gap by examining resource provision not only as a peda-
gogical issue, but also as a structural and organizational dimension of curriculum enactment.

3. Materials and methods
3.1. The strategy of the empirical study, the context of the school, and the participants in the study

The empirical study was based on a mixed-methods research strategy, combining quantitative and qualita-
tive data collection methods. This research design was chosen in order not only to assess schools’ provision
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Table 1. Distribution of schools by implemented education programmes (n = 32).

Implemented education programmes Number of schools
Primary education and Lower secondary education (Grades 5-8) N=12
Primary education and Lower secondary education (Grades 5-10) N=4
Lower secondary education (Grades 5-8) only N=1
Lower secondary education (Grades 9-10) and Upper secondary education (Grades 11-12) N=6
Upper secondary education (Grades 11-12) only N=2
All general education levels (Primary, Grades 5-8, Grades 9-10, Grades 11-12) N=7

of teaching and learning resources at the national level, but also to provide a deeper understanding of the
context in which these data are interpreted, the decision-making logic of school leaders, and the challenges
encountered in practice. The application of a mixed-methods approach enabled data triangulation, thereby
strengthening the reliability and analytical depth of the research findings (Creswell & Creswell, 2023; Creswell
& Poth, 2018; King & Horrocks, 2010; Patton, 2014; Zydzitinaité & Sabaliauskas, 2017).

The quantitative data used in this study were obtained from the Lithuanian National Education
Agency, which in 2025 conducted a nationwide survey of educational institutions to assess schools’ pre-
paredness to implement the Education Provision Standard for schools implementing pre-primary, pri-
mary, and general education curricula. This standard was approved on 4 December 2024 by Order No.
V-1374 of the Minister of Education, Science and Sport of the Republic of Lithuania and became a key
instrument of educational policy reform aimed at the systematic development of schools’ material learn-
ing environments. For the purposes of this study, the National Education Agency granted the researchers
access to the survey dataset Svietimo-aprupinimo-standarto-igyvendinimas-2025-m.pdf.

In the context of national education policy reforms in Lithuania, this standard provided the concep-
tual foundation for the study, enabling the analysis of schools’ material provision not as an isolated or
fragmented phenomenon, but as a structural condition for curriculum implementation, directly linked to
educational quality and the realization of competency-based education.

In the survey conducted by the National Education Agency, data were collected from school represen-
tatives responsible for organizing the educational process, planning material resources, and implement-
ing curricula. This logic of data collection ensured that the information reflected an institutional rather
than an individual pedagogical perspective, allowing for the evaluation of systemic aspects of schools’
provision of teaching and learning resources.

The qualitative part of the study involved 32 school principals representing different school types and
levels of education (Table 1). The participants for the qualitative phase were selected using purposive
sampling in order to ensure variation in school type, educational level, and institutional context. The
selection aimed to include school leaders representing different combinations of general education pro-
grammes and diverse experiences in implementing competence-based curricula and managing teaching
and learning resources. Such a sampling strategy was chosen to capture a broad range of institutional
perspectives relevant to the research objectives (Patton, 2014).

The inclusion of school leaders in the study made it possible to reveal a strategic perspective on the plan-
ning and use of teaching and learning resources and their alignment with curriculum implementation.

3.2. Research sample, duration, and procedure

The quantitative part of the study was conducted in the form of a national survey. The survey took place
from 21 October to 21 November 2025 through the Education Management Information System. The
survey instrument was developed based on the Education Provision Standard approved in 2024 and cov-
ered only the mandatory teaching and learning resources required for the implementation of the
updated General Curricula. Educational institutions provided data on the quantity of available resources,
their compliance with the requirements of the standard, and the additional need for specific resources,
taking into account curriculum requirements, the number of students, the number of subject-specific
classrooms, and lesson schedules.

A total of 1,315 Lithuanian general education schools participated in the survey and submitted their
responses.
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Table 2. Interview questions for schools principals.

Rationale (which scientific sources were referenced, what is intended to be

No Questions discovered with this question)

1. How would you describe a ‘well-equipped school’ Through this question, the researchers sought to explore school leaders’
from the perspective of teaching and learning understanding of the concept of a ‘well-equipped school’, to identify the
resources? criteria they consider essential when evaluating the sufficiency of

teaching and learning resources, and to examine how they relate
resource provision to the implementation of the general curricula and
the quality of education (Coburn, 2001; Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development [OECD], 2017; Spillane, 2006).

2. What criteria determine the decision about which The purpose of this question was to identify the criteria school leaders use
teaching and learning resources should be when setting priorities for the acquisition of teaching and learning
acquired first in a school? resources, how these decisions are linked to the requirements of the

general curricula, teachers’ needs, and students’ educational needs, and
how limited resources are transformed into strategic decisions at the
school level (Abad & Hattie, 2025; Coburn, 2001; Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD], 2017; Remillard et al.,
2014; Spillane, 2006).

3. Which teaching and learning resources are usually This question aimed to identify which teaching and learning resources are
given the highest priority when planning their considered most important in school leaders’ decision-making and why,
acquisition in a school? as well as to reveal how national requirements, the general curricula,

students’ needs, and practical aspects of school operations are reflected
in concrete decisions regarding the acquisition of resources (Abad &
Hattie, 2025; Leithwood et al., 2020; Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development [OECD], 2017, 2020; Remillard et al., 2014).

4. How do you assess the balance between digital This question sought to examine how school leaders perceive the balance
and other teaching and learning resources in between digital and other teaching and learning resources in social
your institution when teaching social sciences sciences subjects, and how this balance is related to the specificity of
subjects? the curriculum content, students’ age, and the goals of competency

development (Hattie, 2023; Leithwood et al., 2020; Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD], 2017, 2021; Wineburg
& Reisman, 2015).

5. Is there a subject area that, in your opinion, Through this question, the researchers aimed to determine whether school
consistently remains less well-equipped with leaders identify systemic inequalities in the provision of teaching and
teaching and learning resources? Please justify learning resources across subject areas, what reasons they believe
your answer. explain these disparities, and which subjects tend to remain on the

‘margins’ when planning resource allocation (Apple, 2004; Biesta, 2010;
Leithwood et al., 2020; Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development [OECD], 2017).

6. How are teachers’, students’, and parents’ opinions This question aimed to explore the extent to which different groups within
taken into account when making decisions the school community—teachers, students, and parents—are involved in
about the acquisition of teaching and learning decision-making processes regarding the acquisition of teaching and
resources? learning resources. It sought to reveal whether such decisions are based

on dialogue and shared agreement, or whether administrative or
normative criteria tend to dominate, and how the voice of the
community contributes to educational quality, the relevance of
resources, and their meaningful use in school practice (Epstein, 2018;
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD], 2017;
Priestley et al., 2015; Spillane, 2006).

7. How does your school seek to balance This question aimed to explore how school leaders understand and

sustainability principles, the use of information
technologies, and the quality of education?

practically reconcile three interrelated priorities—sustainability, the use
of technologies, and educational quality. It also sought to assess
whether sustainability is perceived as a strategic element of educational
quality rather than as a separate or merely formal initiative (European
Commission, 2020; Hattie, 2023; Leithwood et al., 2020; Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD], 2017, 2021; Sterling,
2010; UNESCO, 2017).

To complement the quantitative findings and enhance their validity, a qualitative component was

conducted in the form of semi-structured interviews with school leaders. The interviews were carried out
after the analysis of the quantitative data in order to provide a deeper interpretation of the identified
trends and to explain differences that emerged in the quantitative analysis (Baskarada, 2014; Yin, 2018).
The interviews were conducted between 25 February and 3 March 2026. Thirty-two school principals
participated in the semi-structured interviews and responded to seven pre-prepared open-ended ques-
tions (see Table 2). The number of participants was considered sufficient to ensure variation in institu-
tional perspectives and to achieve thematic saturation in relation to the study aims.

The qualitative interview data were analyzed using thematic analysis. Interview transcripts were coded

inductively and iteratively in several stages, moving from initial open coding to the development of broader
thematic categories related to resource provision, decision-making practices, and curriculum implementation.
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The coding process was continuously discussed among the researchers in order to refine category definitions
and ensure analytical consistency. To strengthen the credibility of the findings, emerging themes were com-
pared across participants and interpreted in relation to the quantitative data.

The application of the data triangulation principle made it possible to compare and integrate quanti-
tative and qualitative data, ensuring a systematic analysis and a deeper interpretation of the research
findings. The quantitative data provided a broad overview of the national situation, while the qualitative
interviews revealed contextual factors, decision-making logic, and practical implementation experiences,
thereby strengthening the reliability and analytical validity of the study results. The integration of quan-
titative and qualitative findings also contributed to the validation and contextual interpretation of the
results (Creswell & Creswell, 2023).

3.2.1. Scientific research ethics

The study was approved by the Research Ethics Committee of the Institute of Educational Research,
Vytautas Magnus University (Approval No. SA-EK-26-88, 25 February 2026). The research complied with
the requirements of confidentiality and data protection throughout all stages of the study.

Quantitative data were obtained from the National Agency for Education as part of a nationwide insti-
tutional survey. These data were provided in aggregated form and did not include any personally identi-
fiable information. Participation in the qualitative part of the study was voluntary. School principals who
took part in the semi-structured interviews were informed about the purpose of the study, data collec-
tion procedures, and their right to withdraw from the study at any time without any negative conse-
quences. Written informed consent was obtained from all interview participants prior to data collection.

4, Results

In this article, the empirical analysis focuses on social sciences subjects—history (Grades 5-12), geog-
raphy (Grades 5-12), law (Grades 9-12), and social education (Grades 1-4)—with the aim of highlighting
the specific features of resource provision in these subjects and identifying systemic trends at the
national level.

Although the social sciences subject block within the General Curricula also includes economics, phil-
osophy, and—within the elective subjects of upper secondary education—psychology, these subjects
are not analyzed in detail in this study. This choice is justified by the fact that, at present, there are no
formally defined mandatory material teaching and learning resources for economics, philosophy, or
psychology that schools are required to acquire.

Table 3 presents the level of schools’ provision of teaching and learning resources in percentage
terms, indicating the proportion of required resources that schools report having for each subject across
different levels of education. These data allow for an assessment of the sufficiency of material resources
for curriculum implementation.

At the primary education level (Grades 1-4), schools have on average 53.19% of the required resour-
ces for social education. This indicates that schools lack nearly half of the prescribed materials, which
may limit opportunities for experiential, visual, and contextualized learning at the early stages of social
understanding. Without appropriate teaching resources, opportunities for experiential, visual, and

Table 3. Information on the provision of teaching and learning resources in Lithuanian schools.

Primary education Lower secondary Lower secondary Upper secondary
(grades 1-4) education (grades 5-8) education (grades 9-10) education (grades 11-12)
Social Education 53,19 proc. The subject is not taught.  The subject is not taught.  The subject is not taught.
(Grades 1-4)
History The subject is not taught 64,50 % 62,52 % 54,61 %

as a separate

discipline. History

content is integrated

into Social Education.
Geography The subject is not taught. 59,79 % 59,79 % 51,85 %
Law The subject is not taught.  The subject is not taught.  The subject is not taught. 81,32 %
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contextualized learning may be reduced, potentially limiting students’ engagement with social studies
content and the development of deeper understanding (Lama, 2024).

In the first stage of lower secondary education (Grades 5-8), schools report having 64.50% of the required
history resources and 59.79% of the required geography resources. At this stage, students begin working
with collections of historical sources, maps, diagrams, and statistical data; therefore, a shortage of resources
may restrict inquiry-based, analytical, and data-interpretation activities. Appropriate resources enhance stu-
dents’ ability to analyze and critically evaluate information, whereas their absence reduces opportunities for
active engagement in learning and the development of interpretative skills.

In Grades 9-10, the level of provision remains very similar: 62.52% for history and 59.79% for geog-
raphy. The data show that as students move to a higher level, where content becomes more complex
and conceptual, the quantity of resources does not increase proportionally. Such a mismatch may hinder
deeper analytical learning and limit opportunities to systematically develop higher-order thinking skills,
particularly those related to the interpretation of statistical data (Andres et al., 2025).

At the upper secondary level (Grades 11-12), the situation becomes even more challenging in history
(54.61%) and geography (51.85%), with schools possessing only about half of the required resources.
This is particularly problematic because at this stage students prepare for final examinations, analyze
complex textual, visual, and statistical sources, and engage in interpretative tasks.

The data presented in the table reveal a systemic shortage of teaching and learning resources in the
field of social sciences, particularly in history and geography in the upper grades. In most cases, the pro-
portion of available resources reaches only about one-half to two-thirds of the required amount. This
may limit the implementation of contemporary, inquiry- and analysis-based education and widen the
gap between the intended curriculum and the actual learning conditions in schools. Previous empirical
studies suggest that insufficient teaching resources may reduce opportunities for student engagement
and present challenges for the pedagogical process, particularly in implementing active and compe-
tency-based learning approaches (Andres et al.,, 2025; Lama, 2024).

Table 4 presents detailed information on the availability of specific teaching and learning resources in
social sciences subjects in Lithuanian schools. Together with Table 3, it demonstrates not only the over-
all level of school provision but also the qualitative deficiencies within particular groups of teaching and
learning resources. The history subject is relatively better equipped with traditional visual materials—
maps for Lithuanian history (60.77%) and for world history topics (60.30%). However, there is a
significant lack of interactive, modern learning-support tools, such as an interactive timeline that visually
complements and illustrates the coherence of different historical periods, major phenomena, and events
(15.99%). This indicates that history teaching still relies more heavily on static forms of information pres-
entation, while the visualization of chronological understanding, cause-and-effect relationships, and the
dynamics of historical processes remains limited. Interactive digital tools and modern technologies can
significantly enrich history education, promote engagement, and deepen students’ understanding of his-
torical events, whereas traditional materials often remain passive and insufficiently stimulate higher-level
analysis and critical thinking (Lee, 2023). This is particularly important in history education, where
inquiry-based learning depends on students’ ability to work with multiple historical sources, evaluate evi-
dence, and construct interpretations rather than reproduce factual knowledge (Saye & Brush, 2006;

Table 4. Availability of social sciences teaching and learning resources in Lithuanian schools (%).

Percentage of

Subject Resources school provision
History Maps (digital or print) for learning Lithuanian history — 7 units covering 60,77 %
different themes
Maps (digital or print) for learning world history — 14 units covering different 60,30 %
themes
Interactive history timeline from prehistory to the present day 15,99 %
Geography Posters (digital or print) — 12 units for teaching different themes 3932 %
Maps (digital or print) — 8 units for teaching different themes 58,98 %
Political globe 34,73 %
Physical globe 73,92 %
Law Constitution of the Republic of Lithuania 81,32 %
Social Education (Grades 1-4) Globe 50,28 %

Wall map of Lithuania 55,97 %
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Wineburg & Reisman, 2015). The limited level of resource provision also restricts the individualization of
the educational process and its adaptation to students with diverse special educational needs.

In geography education, the situation is uneven. The relatively high provision rate of the physical
globe (73.92%) indicates that basic tools for understanding the structure of the world are more fre-
quently available. However, the shortage of political globes (34.73%) and thematic posters (39.32%) lim-
its opportunities to examine geopolitical, social, and economic phenomena using diverse sources of
information. Research shows that visual tools—maps, diagrams, graphs, and other graphical representa-
tions of knowledge—are essential in geography education because they help students ‘see’ spatial and
relational concepts, such as territorial relationships, topography, or demographic data, which verbal
explanations alone cannot convey as effectively. Visual resources not only facilitate understanding but
also foster problem-solving and spatial reasoning, which are central to geographical thinking compe-
tence. In geography education, the availability of visual and spatially oriented resources is particularly
important because geographical competence is closely linked to the interpretation of spatial relation-
ships, data visualization, and map-based inquiry learning (Trahorsch et al., 2019).

In the context of primary social education, the shortage of globes (50.28%) and wall maps of
Lithuania (55.97%) suggests that even at an early stage, children are not always provided with sufficient
opportunities to develop spatial and geographical understanding of the world through visual tools.

The analysis of the school leaders’ survey data reveals that decisions regarding priorities for the acqui-
sition of teaching materials are shaped by a complex interaction of educational policy requirements,
internal institutional needs, and financial constraints, as presented in Table 5.

A key factor is curriculum renewal (N=12): regardless of the type of school they lead, principals consist-
ently emphasize the necessity of first ensuring the provision of resources (especially textbooks) required for
the implementation of the updated general curricula. This aligns with Fullan’s (2016) argument that success-
ful curriculum implementation is directly dependent on the availability of material resources and their align-
ment with curricular goals. At the same time, the findings confirm a prevailing educational practice in which
the textbook is treated not only as an essential but often as the primary—or even sole—teaching resource,
regardless of the subject taught, the grade level, or the intended learning objectives.

Table 5. Criteria influencing schools’ decisions on prioritizing the acquisition of teaching and learning materi-
als (n=32).

Number of
Category responses lllustrative quotes from school leaders (language unedited)
Requirements of the General Curricula and N=12 ‘First and foremost, we acquire the resources that are essential for
the Updated Content implementing the general curriculum’ (P6); ‘Textbooks are purchased in

accordance with the updated curricula’ (P4); ‘Changes in the content of the
updated curricula’ (P13).

Teachers’ Needs and Professional Judgment N=11 ‘Teachers’ reasoned justification of which resources are needed’ (P7);
‘Teachers’ well-argued needs are taken into account’ (P22);

‘Needs expressed by teachers’ (P30).

School Strategic and Operational Priorities N=9 ‘The priority objectives set out in the school’s strategic and operational plans’
(P1); ‘The directions for educational improvement planned in the school’s
strategy’ (P7); ‘The priorities established by the institution’ (P9).

Financial Capacity and Resource Constraints N=8 ‘No funds remain for other teaching resources’ (P4);

‘Insufficient funding’ (P8); ‘If the school cannot afford to purchase
something ... it does not buy it at all’ (P14).

Analysis of Available and Missing Resources N=6 ‘The ratio between available and missing resources’ (P3);

‘Resources already available’ (P11); ‘Those that are most outdated and
unsuitable for use’ (P19).

Impact of Resources on Educational Quality N=7 ‘What is most needed to achieve results becomes the priority’ (P14);
and Outcomes ‘< ...> help improve students’ achievement and engagement’ (P15);
‘<...> make the curriculum more engaging’ (P25).
Students’ Needs and Learning Level N=6 ‘< ...> students’ learning level’ (P3); ‘Ensuring inclusion — whether the

resources are needed for students with special educational needs (SEN)’
(P15); ‘< ... > students’ age stage’ (P24).
Universality of Resources and Frequency N=5 ‘< ...> accessible to the widest possible range of users’ (P15);
of Use ‘< ... > whether they will be used across multiple classes or subjects’ (P15);
‘The universality of resources (the possibility of using them across different
grade levels)’ (P24).

Examination Criteria (Lower Secondary N=3 ‘Resources that significantly contribute to preparing students to achieve final
Assessments and State Matura results in the lower secondary achievement assessment and the state
Examinations) matura examinations'’. (P25); ‘First and foremost, those subjects that are

included in the state matura examinations’. (P26).
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Simultaneously, the importance of teachers’ professional autonomy emerges (N = 14), as decisions are fre-
quently based on teachers’ reasoned needs and their capacity to integrate new resources into the teaching
process. Rather than making unilateral decisions, school leaders delegate responsibility for selecting resources
to subject specialists, acknowledging that teachers’ professional competence is a crucial factor in ensuring
the meaningful use of materials (Spillane, 2006). However, strategic planning is constrained by limited finan-
cial resources and short-term budget cycles (N =8), which compel schools to choose between necessity and
innovation, often prioritizing resource universality and their direct impact on student achievement (lower sec-
ondary assessments and state matura examinations). It can be concluded that schools tend to follow a
‘minimum necessity’ strategy, in which innovations (such as digital content or modern laboratory equipment)
compete with the foundational standards of resource provision.

The analysis of the data shows that the majority of respondents state that all social sciences subjects
are equally provided with resources (N = 18), indicating an institutional intention to ensure equal oppor-
tunities (see Table 6). However, the subjective differentiation among social sciences subjects (geography,
N =7; history, N=6; social education, N=5) confirms the phenomenon of ‘disciplinary hierarchy’ dis-
cussed in the academic literature. According to Bleazby (2015), educational systems often prioritize STEM
disciplines, which may result in relative funding deficits for other subject areas.

This imbalance may also be interpreted through the lens of curriculum reform: when core resources
are directed toward compulsory examination subjects (such as mathematics and languages), other sub-
jects tend to receive the ‘remaining’ funds. It can be assumed that investment priorities are directly
linked to their impact on final standardized outcomes (Ball, 2003). Such a situation indicates the need
for school leaders to adopt a more differentiated, needs-based resource allocation strategy—one that is
grounded not only in proportional financial distribution but also in the methodological specificity of
subjects, educational goals, and the long-term balance of competency development.

School leaders’ responses reveal a consistent relationship between the institutional approach to sus-
tainability, educational quality, and the balance between digital and other teaching and learning resour-
ces (see Table 7). Schools that perceive technology as a means to achieve educational goals—rather
than as an end in itself—are more likely to adopt a balanced, blended model in which digital and other

Table 6. Subjects perceived as being less well equipped with teaching and learning materials (n = 32).

All subjects are equally provided with resources Geography History Law Social education
N=18 N=7 N=6 N=0 N=5

Table 7. Interrelation between sustainability—technology—quality strategies and the balance of digital and other teach-
ing materials in social studies education (n=32).

Number of
Category responses lllustrative quotes from school leaders (language unedited)
Balanced use of technologies N=11 ‘Technologies help improve the quality of education’. (P6);

‘We strive to ensure that the use of technologies is not an end in itself, but
provides added value'. (P11);

‘We apply technologies purposefully, only when they genuinely contribute to
educational quality’. (P28).

Integration of digital and other resources N=14 ‘Textbooks and digital resources — 50/50 percent’. (P10);

‘< ...> both complement each other, through a balanced combination’.
(P19);'(Grades 9-10) other resources — 70%, digital — 30%'. (P25).
Sustainability as the reduction of N=9 ‘Digital resources reduce paper consumption’. (P6);
paper use ‘Most assignments for students are digital (in the Moodle environment) ’. (P8);
‘We reduce paper use by providing digital teaching and learning
resources’. (P21).

Critical approach to technologies N=6 ‘< ...> not the abundance of resources, but high-quality selection and consistent
use of resources’. (P27); ‘Rather negatively. We do not have as much as we
would like’. (P14);

‘It is not sufficient at all’. (P17).

Technological infrastructure N=7 ‘At the school, alongside new IT equipment, devices with a residual value of 0
euros are still being used'. (P2);

‘Almost all classrooms are equipped with interactive whiteboards'. (P4); ‘We
purchase a few resources and many teachers share them’. (P17).

Lack of policy and strategy N=4 ‘There is no specific school-wide policy aimed at aligning sustainability
principles ... " (P3); ‘First and foremost, we assess the available financial
resources’. (P9).
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Table 8. School leaders’ conceptions of a ‘well-equipped school’ from the perspective of teaching and learning materi-
als (n=32).

Number of

Category responses lllustrative quotes from school leaders (language unedited)

Digital and technological resources N=12 ‘It is a school equipped with modern IT equipment and digital content’. (P2); ‘A
school that has all the necessary modern technologies’. (P11); ‘It is a school
where there are sufficient modern IT resources’. (P22).

Traditional teaching and learning resources N=10 ‘There should be a sufficient number of textbooks, e-textbooks, and

(textbooks, literature) methodological materials at the school’. (P6);
‘Sets of the latest essential teaching materials and textbooks'. (P4); ‘A school
where teachers and students are provided with textbooks’. (P10).

Specialized classrooms N=5 ‘< ... > laboratory equipment and similar resources are of high quality and
accessible’. (P19);

‘It has resources for both theoretical and experiential learning (spaces for
experiential activities and materials for completing tasks) '. (P23).

Alignment of resources with the general N=4 ‘It has most of the resources required for implementing the general curricula’.

curricula and standards (P9); ‘Methodological materials aligned with the curriculum content’. (P17); ‘A
school is well-equipped when it has all the prepared programs’. (P14).

Availability and ease of use of resources N=6 ‘When a teacher has free access to resources for organizing activities'. (P30);
‘Resources that empower the teacher to work effectively and creatively’. (P27);
‘When, after conducting a survey of teachers regarding teaching materials,
those materials are purchased’. (P13).

Inclusive resources (for students with special N=2 ‘The more and more diverse resources are needed for certain groups of students

educational needs) (students with special educational needs) . (P18); ‘< ... > appropriate and
accessible for all students’. (P20).

Purposeful and meaningful use N=4 ‘Not the abundance of resources, but high-quality selection and consistent use of
resources’. (P26); ‘Schools that not only have modern resources but also know
how to use them'. (P12).

Orientation toward experiential learning N=3 ‘When students can practically apply the knowledge they have acquired using
resources’. (P24).

Continuous updating N=2 ‘A school equipped with the necessary equipment and digital resources that are
continuously updated’. (P25).

Spaces dedicated to students’ emotional N=2 ‘Provision also includes the physical environment (leisure and relaxation spaces)

well-being ' (P1).

resources complement one another. This perspective aligns with Hattie’s (2009) insight that the effective-
ness of technology depends not on its mere presence, but on how it enables specific teaching strat-
egies. The study indicates that successful integration is most often realized through a ‘50/50" principle,
which helps maintain methodological flexibility.

In contrast, in schools where a clear strategy is lacking, or where technological development is driven
primarily by infrastructural or sustainability arguments—such as reducing paper consumption—the bal-
ance is more frequently perceived as insufficient or fragmented. According to Fullan (2016), such a situ-
ation reflects ‘superficial digitalization’, in which technical provision outpaces pedagogical readiness. This
suggests that educational quality is determined not by the type of resources used, but by their peda-
gogical meaningfulness, aligned with the level of education, subject specificity, and teachers’ competen-
cies. A strategic understanding of sustainability—expressed through the long-term use of equipment
(e.g. devices with a residual value of 0 euros)—combined with a critical approach to technology selec-
tion, becomes a foundation for a sustainable and high-quality educational process.

The qualitative analysis of the research data reveals that school leaders understand a ‘well-equipped
school’ not merely in terms of material resources, but also in terms of their functional applicability and
pedagogical activation (see Table 8). The dominant category is digital and technological resources
(N=12), which are identified as a foundational element of a modern school. This trend aligns with
Fullan’s (2016) argument that digital infrastructure has become a necessary condition for educational
change; however, its mere presence does not guarantee a transformation in educational quality.

The second most significant dimension is traditional teaching and learning resources (N = 10), includ-
ing textbook sets and methodological literature. Digitalization should not displace fundamental tradi-
tional resources but rather complement them, creating more flexible learning trajectories (Selwyn, 2016).
The study highlights a shift from quantitative to qualitative evaluation—respondents emphasize pur-
poseful and meaningful use (N=4) as well as accessibility (N=6). A well-equipped school is described
as one in which the teacher has ‘free access and resources’ to organize activities and is capable of using
those resources professionally.
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The analysis also reveals attention to experiential learning (N =3) and specialized classrooms (N=15),
which are associated with the practical application of knowledge. Although inclusive resources and
spaces dedicated to emotional well-being were mentioned less frequently, their inclusion indicates the
emergence of a more holistic understanding of the school environment, in which physical infrastructure
is expected to serve the diverse needs of all students.

5. Discussion and conclusion

The research findings confirm that teaching and learning resources function as a key structural link
between the declared curriculum and actual learning experiences in the classroom. When material and
digital resources do not align with curricular goals, the curriculum tends to be implemented in a frag-
mented manner, and the principles of competency-based education remain more declarative than genu-
inely realized in practice. This situation corresponds to the gap described in the literature between the
intended and the implemented curriculum, where teaching and learning resources become a limiting
rather than enabling factor (Choppin et al., 2021; IBE-UNESCO, 2016; Remillard et al., 2014).

The findings reveal systemic tensions between curriculum ambitions and the material conditions avail-
able for social sciences education. Notably, as students progress to higher grades, where content
becomes more analytical and conceptual, the level of resource provision does not increase proportion-
ally. In the absence of visual, interactive, and inquiry-supporting materials, learning naturally shifts
toward reproductive transmission of content rather than deeper understanding and critical thinking.
Although the quantitative data reveal national-level patterns, the qualitative findings also suggest that
resource-related challenges vary across school contexts. School leaders representing different school
types and programme structures described similar financial constraints but emphasized different prior-
ities depending on the educational level they served. For example, schools providing upper secondary
education more frequently highlighted the need for examination-related resources, whereas schools
with primary education programmes emphasized basic curriculum implementation and age-appropriate
learning materials. These findings suggest that resource allocation should be understood not only as a
national policy issue but also as one shaped by institutional context and programme profile.

The qualitative analysis showed that decision-making logic in schools is dominated by a ‘minimum necessity’
strategy: priority is given to resources that formally enable curriculum implementation, while more innovative
or methodologically significant materials are often postponed due to limited financial capacity. This practice is
consistent with findings in the literature suggesting that resource allocation is often influenced by institutional
priorities associated with measurable educational outcomes rather than by longer-term investments in learning
conditions and curriculum development (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD],
2017; Fullan, 2016). As a result, teaching and learning resources become not only a pedagogical issue but also a
managerial one, where educational goals are continuously negotiated in relation to financial constraints. These
findings also reflect broader international debates on competence-based curriculum reforms, where ambitious
curricular goals are frequently introduced without sufficient alignment between pedagogical expectations and
schools’ material capacities. The study suggests that curriculum implementation cannot be understood solely as
a pedagogical process, but also as a question of educational governance, resource allocation, and institutional
prioritization within contemporary school systems.

Beyond confirming previous research on the importance of teaching and learning resources for curriculum
implementation, this study extends the existing literature in several ways. First, the findings suggest that
teaching and learning resources in competence-based education should be understood not merely as sup-
portive pedagogical tools, but as mediating structural mechanisms that actively shape how curriculum
reforms are translated into classroom practice. The Lithuanian case demonstrates that when resource provi-
sion is uneven or insufficient, schools tend to adopt a ‘minimum necessity’ implementation logic, prioritizing
formal curriculum compliance over deeper competency-oriented learning. This finding refines existing cur-
riculum implementation literature by showing that resource allocation practices themselves become part of
the curriculum enactment process rather than an external condition for it.

The tension identified in the study between the declared principle of equal provision across subjects
and the perceived shortage of resources in social sciences reveals a structural imbalance linked to the
concept of disciplinary hierarchy discussed in the literature, whereby priority is often given to subjects
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associated with standardized achievement and examinations, while other areas experience a relative def-
icit of resources (Apple, 2004; Bleazby, 2015). The study also contributes to discussions on educational
equity by demonstrating that equal distribution of resources across subjects does not necessarily ensure
equitable conditions for competency development. Subjects differ in their methodological and epistemo-
logical resource demands; therefore, formally equal provision may reproduce hidden disciplinary
inequalities.

School leaders’ understanding of a well-equipped school reflects a significant qualitative shift:
emphasis is placed not only on the quantity of resources but also on their accessibility, classroom activa-
tion, and alignment with curriculum content. A balanced integration of digital and other resources is
highlighted, consistent with research showing that the impact of technology on learning depends on
pedagogical meaningfulness rather than on the mere presence of technology (Hattie, 2009; Selwyn,
2016). This suggests that the core issue lies not only in the quantity of provision but also in the lack of
a systemic approach to resource integration, professional support for teachers, and strategic planning.
From a broader perspective, this raises questions about how competence-based reforms are operational-
ized in practice when schools are expected to simultaneously ensure innovation, inclusion, digitalization,
and high academic achievement under conditions of limited resources. The findings indicate that cur-
riculum reforms may unintentionally reproduce inequalities between subject areas when resource alloca-
tion mechanisms are not sufficiently sensitive to disciplinary differences and methodological demands.

The findings suggest that the current level of provision of teaching and learning resources in
Lithuanian schools may present challenges for the full implementation of competency-based education
in social sciences subjects. In particular, shortages were identified in resources intended to support ana-
lysis, inquiry, interpretation, and the development of spatial and historical thinking, as well as resources
designed to address diverse student needs. The qualitative findings further indicate that school-level
decisions on resource acquisition are frequently shaped by immediate needs and financial constraints,
while the principle of equal distribution across subjects does not necessarily result in resource provision
that reflects the specific pedagogical requirements of different subject areas.

The Lithuanian case analyzed in this study illustrates challenges that are increasingly visible inter-
nationally in competence-based education reforms: while policy frameworks emphasize deeper learning,
inquiry, and interdisciplinary competencies, schools often continue to operate within resource allocation
systems oriented toward minimum compliance, standardized assessment pressures, and financial con-
straints. This tension highlights the importance of viewing resource provision as an integral component
of curriculum reform rather than as a secondary technical issue.

In order to reduce the gap between curricular aspirations and actual learning conditions, it is essential
to move toward a strategically planned, subject-specific, and quality-oriented model of resource provi-
sion, in which material conditions are systematically aligned with pedagogical goals and schools’ educa-
tional capacities. The findings of this study suggest that resource provision should be treated not as a
secondary technical aspect of schooling, but as a central component of curriculum enactment and com-
petency-based education reform.

6. Limitations and directions for future research

This study has several limitations that should be considered when interpreting the findings. First,
although the research combines quantitative and qualitative data, the sample is limited to a specific
national context and reflects the perspectives of school leaders rather than the full range of stakeholders
involved in the educational process. While school leaders provide an institutional and strategic perspec-
tive on resource allocation, their views may differ from those of teachers, who directly use teaching
materials in classroom practice, and from students, who experience these resources in everyday learning.
Consequently, the qualitative findings primarily reflect institutional decision-making and should not be
interpreted as representing classroom-level experiences or practices. As a result, the findings cannot be
fully generalized to other educational systems with different funding models, policy frameworks, or cur-
ricular structures. In addition, the reliance on self-reported data introduces the possibility of subjective
bias, particularly regarding perceptions of adequacy, priorities, and decision-making processes related to
teaching and learning materials.
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Another limitation lies in the focus on availability and perceived sufficiency of teaching materials
rather than on direct classroom observations of how these resources are used in practice. While the
study highlights structural conditions for competency-based education, it does not systematically exam-
ine how differences in material provision translate into specific pedagogical practices or student learning
outcomes. Accordingly, although the findings identify resource-related conditions that may facilitate or
constrain curriculum implementation, the study does not provide direct evidence of the effects of
resource availability on teaching effectiveness, student achievement, or other educational outcomes.

Future research could address these limitations by extending the scope of participants to include
teachers, students, and policymakers, thereby enabling a more comprehensive understanding of how
material conditions interact with classroom practice and learner experience. Future studies could also
compare different school contexts (e.g. primary, lower secondary, and upper secondary schools or
schools with different organizational profiles) to explore how institutional characteristics shape resource
allocation priorities and implementation strategies. Comparative studies across different countries or
educational systems would help identify how various funding and governance models influence the dis-
tribution and pedagogical use of teaching materials. Longitudinal research would also be valuable in
tracking how investments in teaching and learning resources affect instructional practices and student
competencies over time, particularly in the context of ongoing curriculum reforms.
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