








It appears that many efforts in the movement toward technology
education have failed because the changes have been made in the name
only, rather than in the instructors understanding of the philosophical
differences between industrial arts and technology education ( Clark, 1989,
p- 23).

There seems to be confusion as what technology education
programs are and what must we do to have them. Various levels or
focuses of technology education exist. John Holley, an Australian from
Hawthorn Institute of Education, visited the states in the fall/winter of 1988-
89. In Holley's "Initial Report on USA study Tour 1988," he indicated that
there were a number of different approaches to technology education
implementation. John M. Ritz, of Old Dominion University, Norfolk,
Virginia, has written on the program changes in technology education. He
has attempted to clarify Holley's observations of the existing technology
education programs. The following six types of technology education

programs exist in today's schools (Ritz, 1990, p. 6).

Shop:

Emphasis is on material usage and tool skill development. The making of
projects is the primary instructional outcome. Students memorize tools,
machine parts, safety rules, and types of materials while student activities
focus upon the "making” of products.

Industrial Arts:

The program focuses on the development of knowledge and skills of the
processes used by industry. Some examples are of the content studied are
drafting, woodworking and metal working.

Industrial Technology:

This is a modern form of industrial arts. Focus continues to be on
knowledge and skill development learned through industrial processes.
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However, these programs bring in the new tools of technology such as
computers, CNC mills and lathes, lasers, and digital electronics.

Design Technology:

This type of program originated with the British system of Craft, Design
and Technology. Focus is on the development of problem solving skills with
technological content becoming secondary. Students encounter activities
which require the application of problem solving technique to design
products.

Technical Systems:

This type of program is focused on the study and application of modern
systems of communication, construction, manufacturing and
transportation. Emphasis is on an analysis of technical system resources,
applications and outputs.

Technology Education:

This level of program focuses on the study and application of systems of
technology including communication, production and transportation.
Study includes system design, their application and outcomes, however the
impacts that the application of technology has on individuals, societies and
the environment are also stressed.

As has been illustrated, various levels of technological study exist in
the program that we call technology education. Can we accept all of the
viable options for technology education in today's schools? If not, which
ones are we willing to accept as viable programs? Can we expect all

teachers to teach a true technology education program?

Requirements for Selection as
Technology Teacher of the Year Award
Each year throughout the United States, there is a Technology
Teacher Award of teaching excellence in Technology Education. There are
certain criteria that the candidates must possess. The following criteria

were taken from the Teacher of the Year Selection Committee, Technology



Education, James Madison University, Harrisonburg, Virginia.

According to Virginia's guidelines, the teacher must meet the following

requirements:

3.

4.

Must be a current member of both the Virginia Technology Education
Association and the International Technology Education Association.

Must have held memberships in both the state and National
Association for the preceeding year.

Must be certified to teach technology education in his/her state.

Must be a teacher whose superiors believe is worthy of being
considered an outstanding state educator (Van Dyke, 1991).

In determining a candidate for the Technology Teacher of the Year

Award, the teachers are evaluated using the following checklist:

Al

© PN

The teacher is and has been an active member of the state association
and the ITEA.

Students are enthusiastic about their technology education program.
Students show pride in their work and participate in TSA activities.
Students admire and respect the teacher as a model adult.
Instruction is based upon the interests, needs and abilities of the
learner.

The teacher keeps abreast of developments in technology education.
The teacher maintains an orderly and effective teaching environment.
The teacher is active in profession organizations and activities.

The teacher attends state and national conferences on technology
education.

. The teacher makes a strong effort to improve and grow professionally

(Dyke, 1991).
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As teachers are nominated for the award in his/her state, they are then
sent to the state chairperson who is responsible for Teacher of the Year
selection committee. The teachers are then visited. The one that is selected
is given their award at the International Technology Education Association
annual conference.

Summary

It appears that for many, the movement from industrial arts to
technology education has been in name only, rather than teachers
understanding the differences between industrial arts and technology
education. In a technology program the "arts" or skills are no longer an
end product. The key to technology education is in the study and
applications of technology to solve human needs and problems. In its
application it becomes necessary to look at the impact and significance of
technology on individuals, society, and the enviroment.

Each year those teachers who practice the traditonal methods or the
new methods of technology education will be selected by their superiors as
outstanding educators in their field. Being selected, the teacher should
have either changed or improved his/her program in technology education.
Each year, technology education will have new programs allowing for
changes to occur. Until standards for technology education occur, there

will always be a gap between program focuses.
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Chapter III

Methods and Procedures

Chapter III, Methods and Procedures, will define and discuss the
population studied, the instrument used, procedures for collecting data,
and the statistical analysis used. Chapter III should aid the reader in
obtaining a clearer understanding of what actually took place throughout

the research study.

Population

The population of the study were male and female teachers who were
members of International Technology Education Association. The
teachers were either teaching technology education at the junior high or
high school level. In order to make this study feasible, the teachers who
were surveyed were teachers who had been désignated technology
education teacher of the year for their representive state.

The population included teachers who were teacher of the year
starting from 1988 to 1990. There were 110 teachers used as the population

for this study. Appendix A contains the listing of the population.

Instrument
The instrument used in gathering the data for this study was
designed from an article titled "Where Might our Changes Lead Us?" by
John M. Ritz, D.T.E. of Old Dominion University, Norfolk, Virginia (see
Appendix B ). The survey consisted of a listing of the six levels or focuses

of technology education programs that Ritz stated were being taught by our
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profession. The survey included three questions concerning technological
program classifications. It asked teachers to describe the type of program
they were teaching before and after being selected for the honor as
technology teacher of the year. It also asked if there had been any

programmatic changes since being selected as teacher of the year.

Data Collection Procedures

The purpose of the study was to determine ITEA Teachers of the
Year recipient program status since being selected teacher of the year. A
cover letter was sent to all ITEA Teachers of the Year for the years 1988-
1990 (see Appendix C). A cover letter explaining the purpose of the study
was compiled. Each teacher was also provided a survey. Along with the
survey the teachers were given instructions on how to answer the survey
questions and when the survey was to be returned (Appendix D). The
survey was administered from May 13 to June 21, 1991. Upon completion of
the survey, the teachers responses on their program status before and after
their award will be scored and recorded . |

Once the surveys for each teacher have been calculated, the surveys
will be grouped according to their program classification. The first group
will include the technological classification the teacher was teaching before
being selected for the honor. The second group will include the
technological classification the teacher is teaching after the honor. Finally,
the third group will include if any programmatic changes have been made

after being selected for the honor.



Statistical Analysis

Each of the program classifications for the teachers before and after
being selected as teacher of the year were tabulated in frequencies of
response according to their classification. Each of the classifications will be
marked into percentages according to the number of teachers answering
each category.

A percentage will be recorded for the level of technology education the
teachers were practicing before being selected as teacher of the year. A
second percentile will be recorded as the technological classification the
teacher was practicing after being selected for the honor. Finally, a
overview of all the surveys will be calculated according to the program the

teacher was teaching prior to the award and after the award.

Summary

Compiling the results of the instrument, it may determine the state
of technology education programs as taught by ITEA Teacher of the Year
recipients. With this data it will be possible to determine the technological
classification of Teacher of Year programs when they were selected for the
honor. It will also determine if any programmatic changes have been

made since being selected as teacher of the year.



CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS

The purpose of this chapter is to report the findings of the research
study. Thé study's purpose was to determine ITEA Teachers of the Year
program focus in technology education.

The research instrument used was a survey with three questions
concerning the status of their technology education program. The
questions were designed from the article "Where Might Our Changes Lead
Us?" by John M. Ritz, D.T. E. of Old Dominion University, Norfolk,
Virginia. The survey listed the six program options taught within the
technology education field. The first question of the survey asked the ITEA
Teacher of the Year to check one of the decriptions which best describes
his/her program upon their selection as Teacher of the Year. The second
question asked these teachers if any changes had occurred in their
technology education program since beening selected as ITEA Teacher of
the Year . A " yes "or "no" answer was given and if the teacher answered
"yes," they were to again select one of the descriptors of technology
education that best described their present program. The final question
offered the teacher an opportunity to decscribe any major changes they had
made in their program since being selected Teacher of the Year. Most of
the responses from the teachers were that they changed their program
from a tradtional approach to industrial arts to a more design and problem
solving concept. Applications and outcomes were also important.
Furthermore, emphasis on the impacts technology has on individuals,
societies and the enviroment were stressed.

The survey was administered to 110 ITEA Teacher's of the Year for
the past three years (1988-1990). The teachers were from throughout the
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United States, ranging from middle school/junior high to the high school

level. A total of 75 surveys were returned (68 percent).

Status Prior to Being Selected as Teacher of the Year

The following percentages were recorded for question number one,
"When selected as ITEA Teacher of the Year which of the following
descriptions of Technology Education best described your program.” The
percentages indicate the program categorization the teachers were
teaching when they were selected as ITEA Teacher of the Year. The
percentages are taken from the 75 surveys that were returned. The data
was calculated by taking the total number of checked descriptors for each

survey and dividing the number by the total of surveys returned.

Program Descriptor Total Checked Percentage
(N = 175)

Shop . 18 24%
General Industrial Arts 16 21%
Industrial Technology 13 17%
Technological Systems 12 16%
Design and Technology 11 15%
Technology Education 6 7%
TOTAL 75 100%

Table 1
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Program Status After Being Selected as Teacher of the Year

The following information was compiled from question number two.:
Since being selected as ITEA Teacher of the Year have you changed your
Technology Education. The percentages are obtained from teachers who
had changed their program since being selected aé ITEA Teacher of the
Year. The percentages were calculated by taking each checked descriptor

for each survey and dividing the number by the total surveys returned.

Program Descriptor Total Checked Percentage
(N =175)

Technology Education 21 28%
Industrial Technology ) 16 22%
Technological Systems | 7 9%
Design and Technology 2 2%
Industrial Arts 1 1%
Shop 0 0%

No Change in Program 28 37%
TOTAL 75 100%

Table 2



Program Changes

The final information gathered dealt with a overview of all the
surveys dealing with major program changes. The percentages were
calculated by taking each survey and using the program the teacher was
teaching when he/she was selected for the honor and then taking the
program he/she has changed since being selected. After going through all
75 surveys that were returned, there were six major program changes.

These are presented in Table 3.

Program Descriptor Total Changed Percentage
Shop to Industrial Technology 17 23%
Industrial Arts to Technology Ed. 16 21%
Industrial Arts to Technological Systems 6 8%
Design & Technology to Industrial Tech. 5 7%
Technological Systems to Design & Tech. 3 4%
Teachers Did Not Change 28 37%

Table 3

Summary

The findings of the research study were obtained from the survey
questions. In Chapter Five of this study the research will be summarized,
a conclusion of the data gathered and recommendations of how the

research can be of value to the profession.



CHAPTERV
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The problem of this study was to determine International Technology
Educational Association Teacher Of The Year recepient program status

since being selected as teacher of the year by their individual states.

Summary

This research study has presented a problem that is a valid one in all
technology education programs. Technology education programs have
been undergoing many changes. Some teachers are following the trend,
while others are sticking to their traditional methods. In order to keep pace
with this every changing society, programs in technology education must
change appropriately. Teachers today are teaching a variety of what we
call technology education. Are these various levels of technology education
working toward the proper direction? What should we be focusing on in
technology education? This study has attempted to determine the current
program focus in technology education by surveying ITEA Teachers of the
Year in technology education.

The research survey was administered to 110 ITEA Teachers of the
Year for the past three years (1988-1990). A total of 68 percent of the surveys
were returned.

In Chapter IV, Findings, the actual figures from the data gathered
were presented. The figures showed that when the teachers were selected
for their honor they were teaching various levels of technology education.
Technology education at this point was the lowest percentage. General

industrial arts had the highest percentage. Also, the second figures



showed that since the teachers were selected for the honor, they have
changed more toward a truer technology education program.
Furthermore, the final figures showed that a large percentage of teachers
who were selected have changed from traditional methods to a industrial

technology approach.

Conclusion

The research had showed that a greater percentage of teachers have
changed from a general industrial arts program to an industrial
technology approach since being selected as ITEA Teacher of the Year. It
seems that the technology education programs are more effective in
stimulating students' creativity and decision making ability than its
forerunner industrial arts.  Also, the focus in technology education is
toward more of the technological aspects and the impacts that the
application of technology has on individuals, societies and the environment.

As a whole, industrial technology scored the highest percentage in
progrém change. Is industrial technology the direction we want for
technology education? What do we want our programs to teach? It seems
that our profession is directing our programs more toward a technology
education approach, but it seems that industrial technology is the program
focus being implemented by most of the teachers.

The data showed that 23 percent of the 75 teachers surveyed are
moving toward industrial technology. This could be the beginning of
further movement toward technology education. At the same time,
teachers are learning how technology can be used in the classroom and
students can relate it to the real world. Also, the data showed that 21

percent of the teachers are teaching a true technology education program.
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But again, seven percent of the teachers are still teaching the traditional
methods which they believe are just as good as the new methods.
Recommendations

It is evident when reading this research study and examining its
findings that industrial technology and technology education seem to be the
programs our profession are working toward. We can conclude that
technology education seems to be moving towards a more technological
approach. The following are recommendations that should be reviewed by
the profession as it moves to modernize its programs.

1. All teachers who are planning to teach technology education
programs should be given workshops and seminars on technology
education philosophy. At the same time, supervisors should be well
informed and educated on the new philosophy. Supervisors should work
closely with curriculum development and changes in their programs to
ensure adequate materials are available in assisting teachers to implement
technology education.

2. The International Technology Education Association should
present special workshops and conferences for the ITEA Teachers of the
Year on developing a technology education program. ITEA should sponsor
the workshops every year to familiarize teachers on what is technology
education and what directions should they take. If teachers are not
informed on what technology education really is, they may only think they
are teaching technology education and may only be teaching a minor part
or not teaching it at all.

3. Universities must restructure their teacher preparation programs

to ensure graduates are prepared to implement technology education.
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PERSPECTIVE

Education

Where Might Our
Changes Lead Us?

by John M. Ritz, D.T.E.

+

Technology

John M. Rits, DTE, is a chairman of
Graduate Technology at Old Dominion
University, Norfolk, VA.

t appears to be the right time
for our discipline to position
itself as the subject arca that

can provide technological
literacy to our socicty. At the National
Governors’ Association meeting last year,
our state leaders adopted educational goals
to make our schools second to none. Goal
5 of their agenda focused on Adult Literacy
and Lifelong Learning. Within the text of
this statement is an objective which reads:
“All workers will have the opportunity to
acquire the knowledge and skills needed to
adapt to constantly emerging new
technologics, new work methods, and new
markets through public and private
vocational, technical, workplace, or other
innovative programs™ (Education Wecek,
March 7, 1991, p. 16). If we continuc to
adapt our programs to the changes of
technology and the needs of our
technological society, we should become
the NEW BASIC of education. The
question [ have and will address is “Can we
make the adjustments to make technology
education a reality?”

The philosophy for technology education
is not new. William E. Warner addressed
programs of this nature in his curriculum to
reflect technology. Face and Flug and Lux
and Ray proposed industrial arts programs
which reflected the contemporary industry
and technology of the 21st century. DeVore
has provided much guidance during the
past two decades to make us realize what
technology education could become. And
during the 70%s and 80’s, members of our
profession have written numerous
publications and have discussed their ideas

on implementing technology education
programs, programs that were much
different than their forerunner, industrial
arts. In addition, numerous textbooks line
our shelves that explain what technology is,
and how we can “do” technology in our
laboratories.

However, it is few and very, very far
between that we can find teachers teaching
a “true” technology education program in
our schools. Only a few years ago when our
associations or state departments wanted to
cite model technology education programs,
they had problems finding such models.
How could they write about, photograph,
or send politicians to see these programs?
Fortunately for our profession, some
excellent programs have emerged. But as
have stated earlier, these are very, very few
and far between.

If technology education appears to be the
NEW BASIC, why aren’t school systems
everywhere boasting of their shining
cxamples of these programs? The Sixth
Annual Survey of the Profession (Dugger,
et. al., 1991, p. 10) shows change is
occurring within our profession. However,
will we ever reach our goal of a truc
technology education program? Table 1 of
this report contains a listing of the top ten
courses being offered in industrial
arts/technology education (N=508).

As can be seen, the top courses still
remain as unit shop industrial arts courses.
Some might call these programs truer
reflections of trade and industrial education.
When I visit true T & 1 programs I do not
sce many differences from our secondary
school industrial arts (labeled technology

CHANGE CHANGE CHANGE
FROM FROM FROM
COURSE 1980-90 1988-89 1987-88  1986-87
Woodworking 38.8% 5.5% -10.0% -13.2%
Drafting 38.1% 0.5% -0.5% -0.8%
Architectural Drafting 32.3% -5.3% +1.4% +2.2%
Mechanical Drawing 27.8% -3.3% +0.8% +2.5%
General Metals 27.8% -2.1% -8.4% -12.2%
Technology Education 26.1% +2.3% +5.5% +4.5%
Electricity 21.3% -1.1% -1.9% -1.2%
Electronics 21.3% -0.2% -0.3% -4.6%
Manufacturing 21.3% +1.0% +1.0% -0.8%
Communications Technology 21.0% +2.5% +4.5% +4.6%
(N=198)
Table 1 “lop len Conrses
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education) programs. If we are teaching
mechanical drawing IT or wood working
II1, what distinguishes these from
vocational school T & [ programs? Aren't
we really teaching job skills at this level?

However, some promise can be gleaned
from the data in Dugger’s report (1991).
While most descriptions arce of industrial
arts courscs, they are decreasing in
ofterings. And to our pleasure, technology
education courses have shown statistical
increases over data from the past two years.

However, will significant change occur
soon enough, or even at all, within our
technology education profession?
According to Clark (1989):

Through various means, thousands of
administrators, educators, and ancillary
staft members have been exposed to
technology education. . . Still, the unit
shop remains the primary delivery
method in the field. . . This serves to
accentuate the scope of the erisis, and the
professional reaction (or lack thereof) to
it. It appears that many ctorts in the
movement toward technology education
have failed because changes have been
made in name only, rather than in
instructors’ understanding of the
underlying philosophical difterences
benween industrial arts and technology
cducation (p. 7).

1 am aware of school systems that have
allocated large financial sums toward the
development of their industrial arts faculty
hoping to have them become technology
teachers. However, as [ visit these systems, |
find fittle, if any, progress toward the new
philosophy. Have our teachers become lost
in the transition, or as Wilkinson (1990, p.
64) summarized, the people in the trenches
(classroom teachers) do not have the
financial resources or the “practical™
guidance of teacher educatc 1s to help them
bridge the gap.

The above instances make me question
whether we are making any significant
progress toward change. Where are our
programs going and will we cver achieve, at
a significant level, truc programs that reflect
the philosophy of technology education?
There is much confusion in our field as to
what technology education programs are
and what must we do to have them.
Although thousands have received inservice
training and numerous hours have been
consumed redesigning curriculums and
their accompanying materials, I contend,
unacceptably however, that we must realize
that various levels of technology education
will exist. However, we must sct a standard

of what we find acceptable for the
education of our society.

In recent weeks as I was planning how [
would write this article, T received an initial
report of an Australian colleague who
visited the States in the fall /winter of
1988-89. During his visit, John Holley of
the Hawthorn Institute of Education
happened to spend three days in my home.
His ventures brought him to 22 states and
visitations with technology education
classrooms, and leaders identified by our
professional association. John just did not
visit any place; he had recommendations of
where to visit to observe technology
education firsthand.

In Holley’s “Initial Report on USA
Study Tour 1988, he indicated that he
tfound various Ievels of technological study
in practice. He labeled these as follows:

I. Industrial Arts—pre-vocational,
preparing students for employment.

2. Industrial Arts General—exploring and
understanding, industrial applications.

3. Industrial Technology—being,
influenced by career preparation.

4. Technology Education—area of
technology which is broad based and
includes the study of industrial, agricultural,
informational, cte. technologics.

5. Design and Technology—focus on
problem solving without much regard to
content. ,

6. Technological Systems—integrating
problem solving within the systems content
of technology.

Although Holley provided us with a
paradigm for viewing transitions toward
technology education, his interpretations
may be somewhat misleading since his
paper did not provide further clarification of
his categories. However, he has attempted
to show us that confusion exists within our
technology education profession. This was a
view pereeived from an outsider. Therefore,
as a profession, we should have concern of
how others view our activitics.

For a point of departure, I shall attempt
to clarify Holley’s and my observations of
programs that cxist in the technology
cducation milicu. Following are six types of
technology education or industrial arts
programs that can be identified in our
nation’s schools. These include:

1. Shop—cmphasis on material usage and
tool skill development. The making of the
project is the outcome. Students memorize
tools, machine parts, safety rules, types of
materials while student activities focus upon
the “making” of products.

2. Industrial Arts—development of
knowledge and skills of the processes used

#

by industry, i.e. drafing, wood working,
metal working, etc. ‘

3. Industrial Technology—modern
industrial arts. Focus continues to be on
knowledge and skill development through
industrial processes. However, these
programs bring in the new tools of
technology such as computers, CNC mills
and lathes, lasers, digital clectronics, etc.

4. Design Technology—Originates in the
British system of Craft, Design and
Technology. Focus is in the development of
problem solving skills with technological
content becoming secondary.

5. Technical Systems—Study and
application of modern systems of
communication, construction,
manufacturing and transportation.
Emphasis is on system resources,
applications and outputs.

6. Technology Education—Study and
apply the systems of technology including
communication, production and
transportation. Study includes system
design, application and outcomes, however
the impacts that the application of
technology has on individuals, socicties and
the environment are also stressed.

As this analysis shows, vast differences do
exist in the program outcomes of what the
profession is calling technology education.
Can we accept all of the above as viable
options for technology education in today’s
schools? If not, which ones are we willing
to accept as viable programs?

Furthermore, can we ever expect all
localitics and teachers to teach level 6
technology education? Or are we asking too
much of our colleagues and profession?

One solution to the problem would be
to say ycs, if you are teaching what T have
labeled as level 3, industrial technology, it
will be better than what we have done in
many places in the past and it is acceptable
by our profession. Do a good job at it and
we will be proud of you and your efforts. If
we buy into this scenario, then we might
cven recognize this program and possibly
fabel it as “program of the year” in our
state. Probably in recent years, programs
that have taught a lower level of technology
education have been labeled program of the
year.

Should we require programs to obtain a
level 5 classification, technical systems,
before we will acknowledge them as
technology education and be worthy of
recognition? Or, will we be unsettled until
all programs reach level 6, technology
education?

Continued on page 12
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House, 1990
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Achieving the National Education
Goals. NGA, 1990
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11. Perelman, Lewis J.: Technology and
Transformation of Schools: Public
Education Strategics for a More
Competitive Nation. Version
1.1—March, 1987

12. Stern, Barry: New Directions for
Vocational Education: Implications fior
Data Programs, Career Guidance and
Connseling. Speech to the Thirteenth
Annual National State Occupational
Information Coordinating Committece,
August 1990

13. Technology Education Advisory
Council: A National Imperative.
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Dr. Stern is Deputy Assistant Secretary of
Vocational and Adult Education at the U.S.
Department of Education.

Editor’s Note

The following rcference was omitted
from the article, “‘A Conceptual
Framework for Technology Education
Part 2, by Ernest Savage and Lconard
Sterry, The Technology Teacher,
November 1991, Vol. 50, No. 2,

pp. 7-11. “Practial Implications for the
Study of Technology,” p. 8, should have
been cited from “A Phitosophical
Framework for Understanding
Technology,” by Rodncy Frey, Journal
of Industrial Teacher Education, Fall
1989, Vol. 27 No. 1, pp. 23-25.

Continued fiom page 4

I feel that these are decisions that our
profession must come to grips with, if we
are to provide the education that our
governors are Jooking for as we move into
the 21st century: “1o acquire the
knowledge and skills needed to adapt to
constantly emerging, technologies.”™ We can
probably achicve this goal through
industrial technology programs, but are we
doing cnough for our socicty if we accept
this level of technology education?
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O Workshop #3
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registration is May 31.

Namie

Summer Workshop Registration

Workshop prices do not include food and lodging. Full
payment must accompany registration. Deadline for
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O Workshop #9
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Phone
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Charge : 0 Master Card

Account #
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Signature

Sceand to: ITEA Registration

Reston, VA 22091
703-860-2100

1914 Association Drive
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Solutions

Action Labs
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at the ITEA Conference
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)fice of the Chair
804) 683-1305

Adult Education
683-3307

sraduate Vocational
“ducation

683-1305

Marketing Education
“raining Specialist
“ashion

683-3307

Technology Education
ndustrial Technology
»83-1305

OLD DOMINION UNIVERSITY

Department of Occupational and Technical Studies 37
Norfolk, Virginia 23529

address

Dear Mr./Ms.

In recent years Technology Education has undergone many
changes. We have moved our programs from general shop to
programs that provide technological literacy. In order to
better understand these changes, I am trying to determine
what International Technology Education Association Teachers
of the Year recipients feel toward program change in
Technology Education.

To do this, a survey is being distributed to all ITEA
Teachers of the Year for the pass three years (1989-1991).
The questions were developed from a perspective article
that appeared in The Technology Teacher, February 1991.
Ritz observed that six types of programs existed within
this relm of technology education. I am attempting to
determine how you would classify your program when you
were selected Teacher of the Year and what changes, if
any, you made since you received this honor.

Please complete and return the enclosed survey by May 31,
1991 to insure that your response is included in the results
of this study. There is a self addressed stamped envelope
enclosed for your convenience. I thank you in advance for
assisting me in this information gathering process.

Sincerely,

Kevin W. Wong
Graduate Teaching Assistant

Dr. John Ritz, DTE
Professor and Chairman

kww/ej

Enclosure

Old Dominion University is an affirmative action, equal opportunity institution.
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Survey For International Technology Education Association 29

Teacher of the Year Recipients

Purpose:

Directions:

To determine ITEA Teachers of the Year program
focus in Technology Education.

CAREFULLY read the following program descriptor. Answer the
following questions as accurately as possible. Where requested, please
add any additional comments you may feel are relevant to the question(s).

When selected as ITEA Teacher of the Year which of the following descriptions
of Technology Education best described your program (check only one)?

Education?
program now:

Since being selected as ITEA Teacher of the Year have you changed your Technology

D YES D NO If yes, which description best describes your

]

D O ODoOOdCLC
L L L L

J

My program reflects the British system of designed and problem solving.
Its focus is on the development of problem solving skills.

My program emphasizes material usage and tool skill development. The making
of the project is the primary focus. Students use tools, memorize machine parts
and safety rules. Student activities focus upon the production of products.

My program focuses on the development of knowledge and skills of the processes
used by industry. Some examples are of content studied are drafting, woodworking
and metal working.

My program emphasizes the study communication, production

and transportation systems. The study includes systems design, application and
outcomes. The impacts that the application of technology has on individuals,
societies and the enviroment are stressed.

My program consists of the study of modern systems of communication, construction
manufacturing and transportation. Emphasis is on system resources, application,
and outputs.

My program emphasized industrial technology. The focus is on knowledge and
skill development associated with industrial processes. The programs bring in
the new tools of technology such as computers, CNC mills and lathes, lasers, and
digital electronics.

Since being selected as ITEA Teacher of the Year, describe the major changes you have
made with your program. (Additional comments can be made on the back of this page)




