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If curriculum and teaching
standards for technology subjects are to
become a vital addition to the public
school curriculum in the 21st century,
then two important challenges must be
resolved.  The first is to communicate
clearly, with solidarity, what technology
education is and what technology
educators do.  The second challenge is

to prepare technology education
teachers to collaborate in different
school settings with teachers from
different disciplines. Communication
and collaboration efforts will teach
public school students, educational
policy makers, teachers, and others of
technology education’s cross-curricular
value.  School subjects such as language

arts, math, science, and social studies
provide opportunities to develop the
technology curriculum into the
public school curriculum.

Communication
There has been considerable debate

within the technology education
community about its purpose and

Focus on Communication and Collaboration:
Suggestions for Implementing Change in the 21st Century
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49mission (Volk, 1997; Wicklein, 1997;
Zuga, 1993).  Where is the profession
going?  Some of the central questions
asked include the following:
1. Should the technology curriculum

emphasize skills, technological
systems and concepts, or a
combination?

2. Where does it fit in the public
school hierarchy? Can, and
should, technology content be
assimilated into the K–12 public
school curriculum?  If so, how?

3. Should technology teachers be the
only ones to teach technological
skills and concepts, exclusively?
Or should preservice teachers,
primarily elementary, have techno-
logical concepts, skills, and
teaching strategies designed
into their university curricula?

These questions, and others, need to
be addressed in a succinct and
proactive manner by technology
administrators and practitioners.

The technology education
profession is, and has been, immersed
in an on-going change process for
almost 20 years with varying degrees of
success. Research has shown that
changing established educational goals
and curricula requires innovative change
agents, facilitators, and coordinated
strategies to assure success (Guskey,
1990).   When teachers are involved in
the educational change process, trained
change agents can alleviate their
personal concerns and anxieties.  Two
important factors in educational change
theory are quality facilitation and
trained, subject-specific facilitators who
can be proactive and communicate well
(Fuller, 1969).  Bensen (1990), who
studied curriculum change in
technology, asserted, “To improve, one
must change, and making change in any
human endeavor involves some element
of risk” (p. 3).  After studying the
concerns of technology teachers
involved in the change from industrial
arts to technology, the one concern that
kept recurring most often was the
anxiety that teachers felt when they were
“mandated” to implement the new
technology curriculum (Linnell, 1991).

The teachers were unsure of their
abilities to master the requirements of
the new “high tech” curriculum.  The
study found that after organized
inservice activities and exposure to
proactive change facilitation, the
majority of the teachers were more
confident and better prepared to work
with the new curriculum.  However, a
substantial number were not.  Openness
to change has not always been one of
our discipline’s strengths (or any
educational content area).

The hesitancy and concerns that
teachers have when they are involved in
a curriculum change effort are usually
concerns about their own ability to
understand and work successfully with
the anticipated curriculum requirements
(Hall & Hord, 1984).  These are serious
personal concerns.  In different locations
specific technology teachers’ questions
and concerns have been identified; in
some places specific inservice and
preservice strategies designed to assist
teachers exist.  Yet, the majority of
teachers do not participate in state
association activities, let alone alter the
way they teach.   Approximately one half
of the teachers of technology subjects
in South Carolina are members of the
state’s technology education association.
Only about one fourth of those are
members of the International
Technology Education Association
(ITEA) and regularly attend the state
association’s scheduled meetings.  I
contend that only with support from
state government, proactive local
education associations, qualified,
enthusiastic, change facilitators, and an
organized, well-funded public relations
campaign will teachers be able to accept
and take a personal interest in the
technology curriculum.  I also believe
that this situation is not unique to South
Carolina technology educators. However,
there are some bright spots.  Our
neighbors, Georgia and Florida, have
made funding technology subjects a
priority.  Their state teacher organizations
and Technology Student Associations
(TSA) are thriving and effective.

Technology professionals, from
classroom teachers to the administrators

of the ITEA, are, historically, a fairly
cloistered group. Their individual
dedication, teaching, and research
efforts are genuine and admirable.
However, this hard work and fervor is
going unnoticed by the public,
specifically, public school teachers and
administrators.  This may stem from the
fact that we do most of our communi-
cating within our own profession, that
is, Tech Directions, TIES, The Technology
Teacher, The Journal of Industrial Teacher
Education, The Journal of Technology
Studies, The Journal of Technology
Education, and others.  In fact, how
many other discipline’s research journals
and mass-market publications, such as
Teaching K-8,USA Today, and Time, have
articles describing the processes,
strategies, and positive student
outcomes gained from the technology
classroom and lab?  Not many.  The
ITEA staff has been developing, and
implementing, good public relations
strategies.  However, public relations
campaigns are very expensive and, as
Saunders (1999) suggested, “we” must
get “political.” Saunders stated further:

If technology education is to realize its
potential in the 21st century, we simply
must become aggressively and outwardly
political.  Very little of real significance
will happen in our field until we re-direct
our energies and resources toward this
task. (p. 26)

Collaboration and Flexibility
The lack of a clear curricular focus

and the determination of some
technology professionals to resist change
does not bode well for our discipline.
If the Technology for All Americans effort
is embraced by the public schools in the
United States, and K–12 students will
be required to take courses that
investigate technology, then technology
as a field of study becomes important, a
required part of all students’ education.
However, if the Technology for All
Americans movement is not accepted by
the public, then we will need to do what
we should have been doing since the
change from industrial arts to
technology: Collaborate with teachers
from different subjects.
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50 Understanding the objectives of a
course of study is important for students
and the public.  Some basic questions
make this point clear. What are the
objectives of math and science
education?  What is the purpose of
studying different cultures?  Why should
students be familiar with great works of
literature?  What is the purpose of
vocational education?  Ask yourself these
questions, and the odds are that for each
one you will have your own neat,
compartmentalized understanding.
However, when you ask someone,
“What is technology education?” the
answer could be anything.  The answers
are usually “computers” and/or
“information or educational tech-
nology.”  This misunderstanding is
slowly, and in some locations rapidly,
blurring the quality goals and objectives
of the technology curriculum, and
renaming, reassigning, and even closing
many technology classes and
departments (Volk, 1997).  Technology
professionals have traditionally been
“masters of their domain” with their
own unique pedagogy, skills, and
resources.  However, if they want to
represent a legitimate subject in schools
yet still have a unique, collaborative
reputation, then they must be prepared
to accept change and communicate a
willingness to be flexible.

Some of the public’s (and even the
profession’s) difficulty in understanding
who we are stems from the lack of a
clear curriculum definition, course and

subject titles, and focus.  Some of the
different technological subject area titles
are Industrial Arts, Industrial Arts
Education, Industrial Technology,
Industrial Technology Education, and
Technology Studies, among others.  If
professionals in the technology field do
not have a clear understanding of our
mission, then how can we expect the
general public to buy into the
profession’s efforts to standardize the
curriculum?

It used to be that our mastery of
techniques set us apart from other
school subjects.  Not any more.
Technological innovations and changes
are happening almost every day in
business, industry, and technology.  In
order to keep up, everyone will have to
retrain and reeducate themselves if they
want to keep abreast of technological
innovations.  We have moved beyond
the competitive mind-set of “America
First.”  Now we realize that for the
world’s economies and social
structures to succeed, we will all need
to collaborate.  It is the same with
technology education.  The goal of our
profession is still to produce students
who are conversant with different
aspects of technology.  Hopefully, by
collaborating with teachers from other
subjects and at all grade levels, the
practical value of our discipline will
become an integral part of the public
school curriculum. The technology
education profession must not hesitate
to inform the public and the

education community that we are here
and that we have unique skills,
strategies, and content that will benefit
the education of every student.

Recommendations
Hopefully, these following

recommendations should assist the
implementation of technology
education and increase the awareness of
technology educators:
1. Increase and improve communi-

cation and collaboration efforts
with K–12 public schools via
publications, inservice workshops,
demonstrations, and by assisting
future teachers in the implementa-
tion of technology concepts and
activities.

2. Use the same positive communi-
cation and change facilitation
strategies within the technology
education profession, that is, to
promote the value of cross-
curricular collaboration, to
improve solidarity and
professional pride in
professional technology education
organizations, and to prepare
future technology education
teachers to confidently accept and
implement change.

Dr. Charles Linnell is an associate professor
at Clemson University in the Department
of Technology and Human Resource
Development. He is a member of Alpha
Chapter of Epsilon Pi Tau.
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