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Foreword

The Engineering Council has consistently argued the importance of
technology in the school curriculum. It is beyond debate that our future as a
highly competitive and innovative manufacturing nation rests on the
technological understanding and capability of the young people who are in
our schools today. But technology in schools is more than this. Well taught
and well resourced, it develops in young people the skills of problem solving, -
team-work and time management that are fundamental to their adult future
in a complex and rapidly changing world. Good technology, in other words,
is good education — and the Engineering Council is delighted that technology
is again a required subject throughout the four key stages of compulsory
education.

But good technology education demands good resources. In particular it
requires specialist accommodation, equipment and materials, and it makes
significant demands upon the time and management skills of highly trained
teachers who are still, over much of the country in conspicuously short
supply. The Engineering Council therefore asked Professor Smithers and
Dr Robinson, in the fourth of the Technology Reports we have commissioned
from them, to carry out a survey into the level of resourcing currently
available for the teaching of technology in secondary schools in England and
Wales. Technology in Secondary Schools is their response.

//lulu Hzmc

Michael S. Heath
_ Director General
The Engineering Council
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Summary

Technology is an expensive subject and schools are not being given enough money
to run it properly. A survey of a representative 10 per cent sample of 344 maintained
secondary schools in England and Wales revealed:

The average technology departmental grant in 1994-95 was £5.86 per pupil. In 88.7
per cent of schools it was below the £9.30 recommended by the Design and
Technology Association. The amount received per pupil varied from 40p to £21.10.

In 1995-96, 39.2 per cent of technology departments actually received less than in
1994-95, while DATA’s estimate of what was required increased to £9.60.

63.3 per cent of technology departments reported that they were inadequately
equipped to deliver Key Stage 4 of the new curriculum order.

The average technology group size at Key Stage 3 was 21.1 and at Key Stage 4,
20.2, both above the maximum recommended by the National Association of
Advisers and Inspectors in Technology. In some schools average group sizes were
touching 30.

Many of the workshops were not large enough to cope with such numbers nor were
there enough specialist rooms. Over a fifth of schools were having to overspill into
ordinary classrooms. 71.2 per cent reported unsatisfactory or no space to store
pupils’ projects and 62.9 could not provide satisfactory office space for staff.

Staff expertise was not sufficiently aligned with the requirements of the new
curriculum and 77.6 per cent of schools wanted more inservice training in
technology.

45.1 per cent of technology departments did not have the equivalent of a full-time
technician, including 10.2 per cent with no technician at all.

Only 13.9 per cent were planning to put on short courses and 17.4 per cent general
national vocational qualifications. The staff were generally punch drunk with all the
changes to courses and examinations which they had had to take on board.

Not all the schools were poorly resourced. The City Technology Colleges were
examples of what could be done. The 316 Technology Schools or Technology
Colleges had received grants towards improved accommodation and equipment, but
even so did not always receive enough for running costs. Some grant maintained
schools had benefited from the capital fund and there were also local authority
initiatives. But the great majority of schools were under-funded both with respect to
recurrent and capital costs.

It would take a relatively modest £10 million per year to bring recurrent funding up
to an acceptable level and a rolling programme of £100 million per year for ten
years to provide the necessary capital investment. If the government is serious about
applied learning for all it must find ways of making the money available.







Recommendations

This is the fourth in our series of reports on school technology. The first,
Technology in the National Curriculum (1992), identified an urgent need to
clarify the nature of technology, and that has now been addressed. The
second, Technology at A-level (1992), recommended that the qualifications
framework for 16 to 19 year-olds be adapted to allow students to take more
subjects, and that has been partly met through Sir Ron Dearing’s review. The
third, Technology Teachers (1994), showed there was a severe staffing
problem and that has yet to be taken fully on board.

Four years on from the first report we find that technology — a resource
intensive subject — is not being adequately funded, and what is on offer is
often what can be afforded rather than what was intended. As part of a
national strategy to enable technology to be taught to all pupils we, for the
reasons discussed in chapter 10, Resourcing the New Order, recommend.:

The government should be asked to fund a rolling programme over, say, a
ten year period to make good the shortcomings in capital investment in
accommodation and equipment identified in this report.

The government should find the relatively modest extra £10 million per
year to meet the day-to-day running costs of school technology.

Governors and headteachers should address the variability of technology
capitation allowances and compare their school with others and the
national average, and the level recommended by the Design and
Technology Association. "

The government should earmark funds for the recruitment of technology
teachers and their training, both initial and inservice.

Governors and headteachers should act to ensure that the good technician
support which is essential for the successful implementation of school
technology is provided.

The senior management of schools should actively seek support from their
community, including business and industry, Education-Business
Partnerships, Training and Enterprise Councils, and from national
programmes such as the Technology Enhancement Programme, Nuffield
and the Royal College of Arts.

The Engineering Profession, together with organisations like DATA, TEPF,
Nuffield and RCA, should lobby for the proper resourcing of school
technology.
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Introduction

It has not been easy to establish technology as a school subject. It burst on the
scene in 1988 when it became compulsory in the national curriculum for all
children aged five to 16, on an equal footing with other subjects. It did not
emerge fully fledged, however, and since receiving statutory backing it has
been in continual flux. In this report, the fourth in our series' on school
technology for the Engineering Council, we describe school technology seven
years on, through a survey of a representative 10 per cent sample, 344 of the
3,440, of maintained secondary schools in England and Wales.

The difficulties school technology has had seem to be for two main reasons: it
is unclear what it is, and it is expensive. In Technology in the National
Curriculum we traced the transformation of craft, design and technology (itself
a portmanteau subject, with the fashionable sixties subjects of design, and
technology added to traditional craft skills), through the addition of home
economics, business studies, art and information technology, to become
generalised problem solving without a specified. knowledge base. That
approach was severely criticised’ and the need for reform accepted. Her
Majesty’s School Inspectors were asked to undertake a review’. Their proposals
were further revised by the National Curriculum Council?, itself much changed.
NCC’s revision got caught up in Sir Ron Dearing’s review of the whole national
curriculum leading to yet another version’. This latest one, adopting the view
that technology is in essence about designing and making quality products,
made it to the statute book.

TABLE 1: Curriculum 1994-95 = per cent
R ' Year10 Year 11

At the time of our survey there were therefore at least three versions of school
technology. There was the existing Statutory Order based on problem solving,
there was the new Order emphasizing designing and making, to come into force
for 11 to 14 year-olds in 1995 and 14 to 16 year-olds in 1996 and 1997, but
there was also the suspension of the requirements for those starting Key Stage
4 in 1994 and 1995 allowing schools if they wished to revert to pre-national
curriculum arrangements. Table 1 shows the pattern of provision in 1994-95.
About two-thirds of schools stayed with the existing Order, rising to over four-
fifths in year 11, the examination year. Most of the rest applied, as they were
able to under section 16 of the Education Reform Act, to work to the new Order
from September 1994. But about a quarter of the schools reverted to pre-
national curriculum arrangements for year 10 under which subjects included
within technology became optional once more.



The upheavals have exacted a price. Across the range of schools, those in
charge of technology commented, as we can see in Box A, on the adverse
effects of the changes on, among other things, staff morale, planning and
budgeting.

BOX A : Changes and Uncertainties

reatest dtfﬁculty is keepmg pace with development . As the dust settles on the natton: l

up is not a strong enough expresston
.y ,Comprehenszve, LEA~;

;“F rom the start of the nattonal currzculum the teachtng schemes of work have been ﬂuzd and ~
ablew Key Stage 4 GCSE June 1995 has proved to. be a nightmare to teach and assess. .
Final assessment of coursework and zts moderatton left department sta/f wzth no Easi K,
break.” : : . :

Comprehenszve, GM '

J“Our present Year 1 ( now in exams) have had a dreadful ﬁve years with upheavals and!
changes and I feel very sorry for them. Staffin the. departmen e dedtcated but enthu.wasmw
at the present time is low and re- wrttmg the scheme of work for all of KS3 is yet another

: mountam we have to clzmb at least we can use these Orders whtch is-some consolatzon’ i
; : D Grammar GM /

"‘0wmg t0 staff changes shzﬁmg prtortttes assesstng and respondtng 10 new Orders coptng'
with internal funding changes, provision of new. bulla'zngs uncertainty of outszde agency
grants etc, itis dtﬁ‘icult to plan coherently for budgets roommg and staffing.” ;

T Secondary Modern, LEA ‘

BOX B : Nature and Image of Technology

: “Technology is now largely applied science. It all too. often manzfests itself as a Heath
‘Robinson way of doing physics. There is little time avatlable 10 teach students to do things
:':properly ~ whatever materia they are working in. The problem -solving” approach is
seriously fla

. The idea that children can be taught to design and create things from the
_depths of their inexperience before they are fully conversant with the limitations of matertals
~¥and equtpment is mtsconcetved and is ltkely only to produceshoddy results.”.. - ;
~ i Comprehenswe, LEA

:;“Stlll thought of as woodwork’ 7— whole attttude of s
'changmg, as well as some staﬂ’ and. governors.. Very dtjﬁcult




Even with, or perhaps because of, the revisions there are still uncertainties
about the nature and image of technology, as we can see in Box B. This is
reflected in the wide variety of titles given to the ‘technology’ department or
faculty in a school. Most often it was technology, or design & technology, but
it was also variously called science & technology, materials science, art &
technology, technology & business studies, enterprise, design & technology,
expressive arts & creative design, design, the Creative Faculty, while some
schools retained the old labels of CDT, home economics, textiles, and
information technology.

Table 2 shows what was included in technology in the schools®. In nearly all it
was based on wood, metal and plastics plus food and textiles. In over two-
thirds, it also comprised electronics and graphics. Computing/information
technology is taught as part of technology in about 60 per cent of schools, in
about half as part of the department and in half elsewhere. Relatively few
incorporated business studies and art.

TABLE 2 : Technology Taught

al, Plastics 1965

Food

1. N=339, 5 missing cases.

But it is not enough to agree the ends, it is also necessary to will the means. It
was largely the costs of establishing technical schools that turned the planned
tripartite approach of the 1944 Education Act into a de facto grammar/
secondary modern split. Once again technology has become caught up in a
policy to establish specialist schools and the selective funding which that
implies carries the risk that the subject will not be properly resourced for all
pupils.
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Technology Schools

City Technology Colleges

The government’s first attempt to set up specialist technology schools was
through a network of privately-financed City Technology Colleges (CTC)’. Mrs
Thatcher had been persuaded that this is what business wanted and there would
be no difficulty in securing the funds for 200 or more. In the event, following
the passage of the legal framework in the 1988 Education Reform Act, sponsors
were slow to come forward, and some potentially major players like Sainsbury’s
and BP refused to participate on the grounds that they thought the initiative
divisive.

The first CTC opened in Solihull in 1988 and since then the total has crept up
to 15, including one school devoted to the performing arts. However instead of
most of the capital cost being provided by business, government was left to pick
up the tab. Only about £37 million of the £150 million needed came from
industry with the rest being provided from public funds. Recurrent costs are
also met by the state. Although difficult to get off the ground CTCs have proved
popular with parents offering as they do free independent education with a
special emphasis on maths, science and technology to pupils across the ability
range.

Technology Schools Initiative

The interest shown in CTCs led the government to look for other ways of
establishing specialist science and technology schools. The first was the
Technology Schools Initiative or TSIE. In 1991, LEAs in England were invited
to select up to two bids from their secondary schools to receive grants for
capital development. Separate bids were allowed from grant maintained and
voluntary aided schools. The initiative was spread over two rounds, 1992-93
and 1993-94, and altogether 222 schools, 163 LEA, 46 GM and 13 VA were
successful. In Wales, TSI was launched later and 27 schools received funding.

Capital grants totalling approximately £25 million in each round in England
were provided by the Department of Education and Science as it was and the
Department for Education as it became. In the second round, the criteria seem
to have been tightened and targeted at accommodation and equipment.
Sometimes supplementary sponsorship from industry was obtained also.
However, the funding was only for capital development and it did not
contribute towards running costs, for example, consumables. There was also the
challenge of sustaining the use of the resources beyond the initial funding.

Technology Colleges

After the two rounds of the Technology Schools Initiative, the emphasis shifted
to developing Technology Colleges® from existing schools. Launched in 1993,
at the time of the survey, 67 Technology Colleges had been established in
England. (There are now 151.) Originally the initiative was limited to grant
maintained and voluntary aided schools, possibly to encourage schools to think
seriously about GM status, but following representations from local authorities
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the Secretary of State opened up the initiative to all secondary maintained
schools in the November budget statement of 1994.

The financial support of Technology Colleges differed from the TSI in requiring
matched funding from sponsors, though not necessarily as a cash donation. Up
to £100,000 can be provided by the Department for Education and
Employment, as it now is, for an initial capital grant and further grants of £100
per pupil can be made available for two years in the first instance if certain
performance criteria are met. In addition to buildings and equipment the new
money can be spent on teachers and technicians, but consumables still have to
be provided from general running costs.

BOX C : Technology Initiatives

“We have recently been awarded Technology College status ‘which will dramatzcally aﬁ’ect
the avazlabtlzty of resources We are also undergomg a three-year refurbzshment programme

enough money to buy consumables to last out the next academic year We could do with an
_extra member of staff and another food room to cater for students who opt to do food at KS4.
This would also help to reduce the numbers in each teachzng group. We. conszder ourselves

»

lucky in regard to.our faczlztzes
i : TSI 12-16 Comprehenswe, Mtxed LEA

5 “The resourczng is not the problem Staﬁ are nventlve and hard workzng What is missing
“is the planmng time 1o allow for a properly integrated curriculum of design and technology.
f all six staff could be released for one day, followed by a two week gap, followed by a
further two days everything would be sorted out. But what we get is the odd 1 hr faculty
meetmg plus whatever time we can make between ourselves.”
TSI 11 16 Co prehenszve' Mlxed LEA

“As the Teehnology Schools' Initiatzve in Wales: was launched much later than in England

safety, new equipment, etc. Dep‘ ding upon the money requzred for butldmg, our allocanon
for new equipment may be less than generous, but it’s too early to say.” ,
Technology College, 11-1 8 Comprehenswe, Boys, GM

Some schools Were evidently plugged into obtaining selective funding of this
kind and in our sample four schools had first become grant maintained and then
successively a TSI school and a Technology College, and one LEA school had



similarly transformed itself. For example, one mixed 11-18 comprehensive,
with about 1,100 on the roll, including 100 in the sixth form, had become grant
maintained, then in 1992-93 obtained £208,000 in TSI money which it had
spent on refurbishment of buildings, furniture and equipment, and in 1994-95 it
became a Technology College receiving a further £100,000 capital grant,
matched by industry, which it spent on furniture, equipment, curriculum
development and an information technology network. It also stands to receive
around £110,000 per annum based on pupil numbers for two years in the first
instance. Not all the money goes to technology; science and maths benefit as
well.

BOXD: Selective Funding

: foreseeable future
: take alot of nme m

15.  Notunnaturally, as we can see in Box C, schools that bid successfully for either
or both of the initiatives tended to be delighted. But those left out in the cold
were inclined to question the fairness of this kind of selective funding,
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commenting as in Box D. In addition to the national initiatives, there were
schools that had benefited from the grant maintained schools capital fund or
local initiatives (Box E).

BOX E : Local Initiatives

The differential funding of schools and their different histories led us to adopt
four main types as the basis of comparisons in this report:

° Technology (N=38) — Technology Schools plus Technology
Colleges, but not City Technology Colleges which are classified as
independent;

® Comprehensive (N=275);
) Grammar (N=17);
° Secondary Modern (N=14).

These were cross-tabulated with grant maintained (N=65) and LEA (N=279),
with sixth form (N=190) and without sixth form (N=154), and girls’ (N=23),
boys’ (N=21) and mixed (N=300), and the results are given where interesting
differences were found. The sample is fully described in the Appendix.

Technology schools would have, and grant maintained schools could have,
received some extra capital funding but with regard to day-to-day running costs
they were liable to be in the same boat as other schools. The management team
of the school described in para. 14, which was not only grant maintained but
had received a cash injection from both TSI and Technology College initiatives,
was, for example, able to make available only £5.50 per pupil aged 11-16. This
is just over half that estimated by the Design and Technology Association as
necessary to run national curriculum technology successfully™.
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Running Costs

The running costs of a school department, in this case technology, have to be
met mainly from that part of the school’s income set aside by the headteacher
and the senior management team for this purpose. The actual sum delegated can
be arrived at in a number of ways — on a historical basis, in response to bids, or
by formula. Sometimes it is for the different components of technology and
sometimes an overall integrated figure. It usually covers materials, hand tools,
textbooks, software, photocopying and stationery, but can also include machine
tools, hire charges, minor works, equipment installation and library books".

Expressed on a per pupil basis'?, or capitation, we can see from Table 3 that in
1994-95 it averaged out at £5.86. This compares with the £5.03 per pupil found
by the Design and Technology Association (DATA)" in its self-selected sample
of 178 maintained secondary schools, and Ofsted’s" figure of just over £5.00
for 1992-93.

TABLE 3 : Capitation 1994-95

335)

The technology schools (TSI and Technology Colleges) as a group seemed only
marginally better provided for in this respect than other schools. But there were
striking differences between schools of the same type. For example, the
technology department in one comprehensive was having to manage on 40p per
pupil (the school had virtually run out of money in the wake of the budget
settlement) while, in another, the technology capitation was £15.30. The
technology department in one technology school was receiving £21.10 but in

-another only £1.40. Nearly 90 per cent (88.7 per cent) of schools were receiving

less than the £9.30 estimated by DATA as necessary in 1994-95.

Although there were no appreciable differences between the technology
schools and the rest, grant maintained schools tended to do better than their
LEA counterparts, with average capitation at £7.50 compared with £5.45. The
higher levels in GM schools may reflect greater departmental responsibility for
such things as equipment maintenance, hire charges and minor works.

The fact that nearly 90 per cent of technology departments were receiving less
than DATA’s estimated requirement has severely limited the implementation of
the national curriculum. Many of our respondents commented, as we can see in
Box F, that the capitation provided did not allow the purchase of quality
materials for projects, and much of the work had to be done on the cheap.
Technology teachers had to spend part of their time begging, borrowing and
scrounging resources, even to the extent of scrabbling about in industry skips.
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The technology department grant has not generally kept pace with the subject
becoming compulsory for all pupils, and there were fears that 1995-96 would
bring further cuts.

BOX F : Consumables

“The delzvery of national curriculum reqmres all students to deszgn and make a number of
arttfacts This is becommg dtﬁicul the price of ¢ nsu nables and matertals is mcreasmg .
y t0 ; etc— hardly professional.”

Technology, LEA )

] kCapttanon does j allow e to provzde -quality materials for. prOJects We rely on
-collections made from local -industry- skips!" The workshops need- refarbzshmg and old:
‘ equzpment needs replacmg = not posszble wzthout a substanttal grant ' ;

o : fComprehenszv LEA

“Over the last

1 in deszgn and technology we. have ltved on reclazmed tzmber mcludzng;
old desk'tops!~~” , : e

' Comprehenswe, LEA

“thh 1 200 students deszgnmg and makmg across ﬁve or six medza areas each week for
three hours the amount of consumables requtred is quite daunting. The range of resources,
adhesive fixings, foodstuﬁs, textiles, papers, etc, elc, is wide and catering for individual
destgn projects takes a great deal of time. The hardware, machlnery and handbooks are also
numerous and need constant managemen It is llke managmg a factory with an unruly
,workforce sometzmes/ ”o [

"‘Comprehenswe, :LEA

repalr/replacement of tools/equtpment never mmd matertals Our department works ‘very
_hard to beg, borrow, scrounge resources. Many firms help out and we have. excellent
t zndustrzal ltnks Nevertheless courses are restrlcted by lack of some very basic equlpment

est problem.in the.year
isover 30 pe cent down

The comments of Box F also bring out how much the teaching of technology is
having to look elsewhere for cash and kind. This can lead to healthy co-
operation with the community, but also to schools feeling that they have to
continually go cap in hand. Table 4 shows that nearly 60 per cent of schools
were receiving support from industry. The technology schools seemed to be
doing particularly well, over and above what they obtained to facilitate their
TSI and Technology College bids. About a third of the technology departments
were being helped by Parent/Teacher Associations (PTA), but only just over
10 per cent had tapped into the Training and Enterprise Councils (TEC). Again
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it was the technology schools, along with the secondary moderns, which have
been most successful in this respect. None of the grammar schools was
apparently receiving TEC support.

TABLE 4 : Sources of Support
School Type
_ Technolog

per cent
- Other

 Secondary Modern

The nature of the support varied with the source. Industry seemed to give
relatively little financial help but contributed mainly through materials,
teaching as with the Neighbourhood Engineers scheme, and the donation of
prizes. PTAs most often helped through equipment purchase and cash
donations. Support from the TECs was mainly for training, but with some
financial help as well.

The departments are also obtaining some income by selling completed articles
to pupils. This has to be voluntary since following the Education Reform Act
(section 106) it is illegal to impose a direct charge. Recovery is however very
uneven. Table 5 shows that about one in six schools was getting back over
10 per cent of the budget in this way. One school, for example, was recovering
£1,380 out of £7,642 (18 per cent) from pupil contributions. But in 60 per cent
of the schools the return was minimal.

TABLE 5 : Payments by Pupils

As difficult as things were in 1994-95, the situation in 1995-96 is not any better.
In fact, Table 6 shows that 40 per cent of technology departments said they
would be receiving less in 1995-96 than 1994-95, and only just over a quarter,
more. The effects of these further cuts are spelled out in Box G. The
consequences for equipment, staffing, group size, and having a safe working
place are all picked up again later. But especially disturbing is the view,
frequently expressed, that what is being taught — the switch from practical to
theory, and the use of materials like paper — is being determined more by what
can be afforded than what was intended.

10



TABLE 6 : Income 1995-96

per cent

Less

ﬁ,;Tptal‘f(N-_-;‘Qy

1. 30 schools did not know at the time of the survey.

BOX G : Cuts

515
38.2
31.3

35.7

w2

taﬁ” in technology have been reduced by.1 three m‘ the last four years in my sc ool.”

the school. Our”

Comprehenswe, LEA

ising activities i

11



27.

28.

Equipment

The national curriculum also implies major equipment needs. Table 7 shows
that about half the schools regarded theirs as inadequate to deliver Key Stage 3
and two-thirds Key Stage 4. In those schools it became a matter of what could
be taught not what should be taught.

There were appreciable differences with type of school. The technology schools
which had enjoyed extra investment through the TSI and Technology College
programmes were more likely to rate their equipment good than were other
types of schools. Four-fifths of the grammars and two-thirds of the secondary
moderns and comprehensives, on the other hand, rated theirs as inadequate for
Key Stage 4. Grant maintained schools seemed somewhat more satisfied with
their equipment than were LEA schools. The concerns of the heads of
technology departments are spelled out in Box H.

BOX H : Equipment Concerns

“Asa department our main resource problem is in n the area of CNC worlc We have an old
“unreliable Boxford CNC that the pupils, especially lower ability, find difficult to use due to
the ‘G’ cc dzng We need a more user-, frtendly version so that all abtlzty levels can succeed %

“We have had to set up two food technology roomsms;, he last two years — thls has been a.
:”dram on budget We now have to purchase cookers, etc. In 1996-7 we are hoping to.
fremtroduce textzles, but once again we need to start from scratch buytng and setting up a

“In terms of equtpment and- consumables — we are only able 10 keep going ( often uszng
recl materzals) Buymg new or replacmg worn equtpment is impossible.”
S e .. Comprehenswe, LEA

“Investment is requtred in the har technology areas of the new Orders znclu ing products '
rand. appltcattons Exlstmg machtnery and equlpment is-also in poor condttton followmg
“increased loadlng over the last:5 years ~ .

,:N;order that we can trtgger matched fundmg from other bodtes, eg, TEC If the Government
sttpulates that certain courses should be followed thati require speczﬁc ttems of hardware to

12
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TABLE 7 : Equipment per cent

V ey Stage 4
nadequate  Good

B4 4216

Table 8 shows the technology heads’ views on equipment needs for the new
Order. Three-quarters indicated that the prime requirement was for equipment
for the systems and control area, and two-thirds, for materials and components.
Health and safety, products and applications, and structures also all featured
prominently.

TABLE 8 : Priority Needs

Conversely, nearly half the schools had equipment they did not use. Table 9
shows that about one in six, in each case, had equipment not used because it
was out of date, the staff were not trained to use it, they were unable to repair
or maintain it, or it was no longer relevant to the curriculum. Secondary
moderns were most likely to say the equipment was out-of-date, grammars that
they were unable to repair it, and technology colleges to have equipment their
staff were not trained to use.

TABLE 9 : Equipment Not Used per cent

 Total (N=344

Technology is expensive to run and requires appropriate equipment. Without it
the curriculum becomes an unattainable aspiration. Ways have to be found of
equipping all schools to a good standard.

13



Accommodation

32. The chequered history of technology in schools has left a legacy of poor
accommodation. Many heads of technology departments mentioned it as an
even greater problem than capitation (Box I). The more succesful technology is,
the greater the pressure. :

BOX I : Accommodation

33.  The transformation of CDT for some boys and home economics for some girls
into technology for all pupils has posed problems for most schools but
especially the single-sex:

“We are an all-girls school. Our construction materials rooms
consist of two refurbished classrooms in huts, and a third room set
up for computer control. The workshops are extremely cramped and

we often have groups of more than 20 in a 50m* room.”
Comprehensive, LEA

14
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“We are an all-boys school and have no tradition or
expertise/facilities for food/textiles. The school should see this as a
desirable feature of design and technology, but how can it possibly
be resourced and funded ie, a new room and a new member of staff
or two. I think it is still the case that schools should be working to
the highest standards possible in their field of expertise and not
diluting the quality of education by trying to do everything —
basically an element of realism.”

Grammar, GM

Table 10 shows that while just over a third of all schools thought their
accommodation for working with resistant materials was inadequate, this rose
to over half for girls’ schools at Key Stage 3. Food was less of a problem for
the boys’ schools since it will not be a compulsory part of the secondary
curriculum. As might be expected, girls’ schools had less difficulty than other
schools in putting on food and textiles at Key Stage 3. But the somewhat
surprising finding that graphics and electronics were apparently no problem
either is perhaps explained by the fact that over 60 per cent of girls’ schools did
not offer them at either Key Stage 3 or 4.° ‘

per cent inadequate
~ Ks4
" Boys o MiXed
N2 N2 (N=295)
39;‘1,‘ 286 342
304 333 288

e

O3B 159
o524 163

TABLE 10 : Rooms

Re

iy;Electromcs

Per cent

 Total (N=339)

The inadequate accommodation led to overspill into non-technology rooms in a
fifth of the schools (Table 11), with all the limitations that imposes on the
delivery of a practical subject. Forced use of non-technology rooms was
particularly prevalent in grammar and secondary modern schools, which
frequently occupy older premises. Relatively few technology schools had to
make use of non-specialist rooms, reflecting the greater level of investment they
have enjoyed.
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The storage of the products of the pupils’ projects emerged as a particular issue.
Table 12 shows that 70 per cent of schools reported a lack of satisfactory
storage accommodation. Nearly 50 per cent also had no or unsatisfactory
display space. Staff too seemed poorly provided for. One in five of the schools
had no office accommodation for them and in a further 44 per cent it was
regarded as unsatisfactory.

per cent

TABLE 12 : Accommodation

The technology accommodation in many schools, especially the older ones, is
well illustrated in these comments from the head of what is now an LEA
comprehensive:

- “We have just completed the KS4 GCSE with 203 pupils in facilities
designed to cope with 100. Each student has produced two 20hr
practical projects — 406 projects which require storage until
September. There is nowhere to keep them, so I have had to
commandeer a disused toilet which we were repairing to put them
in. The whole department was designed for boys’ crafts and girls’
crafts as per the old secondary modern regime. It is totally out of
date as a design and technology department but we have to cope.
Ideally, the whole department wants a complete re-fit and cleaning
up, with an additional workshop built on.”

The accommodation issue must be addressed.
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39.

Staffing

Teachers

The staffing of technology departments, including recruitment and
qualifications of the teachers, was explored in detail in the third report of the
series, Technology Teachers. In that survey we found for 1993-94 an average of
5.6 full-time technology teachers per school; in this new survey, as Table 13
shows, for 1994-95, we found 5.4. The estimates are satisfyingly close,
indicating if anything a slight drop in full-time staffing levels. When part-time
teachers — part-time either because they do not work full hours or because of
their commitments in other departments — are expressed as full-time
equivalents, the staffing works out to 7.89 per 1,000 pupils. Grant maintained
schools were no better off in this respect than their LEA counterparts, but up-
to-18 schools had, on average, 0.3 of an FTE more for their 11-16 pupils than
schools without sixth forms.

TABLE 13 : Technology Staffing : mean

About a third of the heads of technology departments would like to have had
more staff as indicated in Table 14. This included over 40 per cent of the
grammar schools which consistent with their traditions, as Table 13 shows, .
tended to have fewer technology teachers. But over three-quarters of the
respondents thought the prime need was more in-service training. This concern
to align staff expertise with the demands of the national curriculum is
underlined by the comments of Box J.

TABLE 14 : Staffing Needs _ per cent
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BOX J : Staff Expertise

“By far the bzggest problem in this school is ageing staff traditionally tramed Most expect
reluctant to teach new aspects of courses. weak in destgn
lectromcs, mechamsms and structure

e . ':'Com ehenszve, LEA

Not only were the heads of technology departments concerned about expertise,
they also felt strongly that they and their staff did not have enough time to
implement the national curriculum properly. Some, as we can see in Box K, put
it even above money.

BOX K : Staff Time

“Time from the school day for staff to experzment/buzld prOJects, develop teachmg styles
kwould be of benefit ( use of advi ory staff h

ComprehénStve, quEA
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Technicians

One factor in the amount of time a teacher has to think, plan and prepare is the
availability of technician support. Table 15 shows that ten per cent of technology
departments, including those in technology schools, had no technician help at
all. A further 35 per cent had some access but not up to the level of one full-
time equivalent. Only just over half had one technician or more, with the
technology schools strongly represented in this fortunate group. Some of the
technology departments with a low level of support looked enviously over their
shoulders at the science departments which sometimes had the support of two
or three technicians, and from whom they had to beg the occasional hand.
Grant maintained schools were no better provided for in this respect than LEA
schools.

TABLE 15 : Technicians per cent

The urgent need for more technician help is brought out in the comments of
Box L. Sometimes there was no technician because there was no post; in other
cases the wage offered was too low to attract applicants. Where a department
did have access to a technician this could be to no more than the school
handyman, the reprographics assistant or an audiovisual aids technician.

BOX L : Technicians

elp

Modern, |

If the technology national curriculum is to be successfully implemented not
only do the right teachers need to be recruited and retained, but they must also
be given adequate technician back-up in what after all is a practical subject.
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Group Size

The size of school classes generally has been an issue much discussed recently
with no firm conclusion about its bearing on performance. But technology is a
practical subject with a relatively high requirement for individual tuition and
supervision so, on commonsense grounds, there are reasons for supposing the
optimum group size would be lower than for desk-bound subjects. The National
Association of Advisers and Inspectors in Design and Technology has been
campaigning for a maximum of 20 pupils per technology class.

Table 16 shows, however, that the average group size, across both Key Stages
3 and 4, is above this suggested limit. The average is above 20 across all types
of school at Key Stage 3 and only dips below in the grammars and secondary
moderns at Key Stage 4 where at the time of the survey technology was not a
statutory requirement. The technology schools had the largest classes, on
average, presumably because as specialist schools they had more pupils taking
the subject and better facilities. Classes in grant maintained schools were just
as large as in their LEA counterparts.

TABLE 16 : Group Size

Not only were the overall averages above what is thought desirable, but the
mean class size by school varied enormously. Whereas it was as low as 13 in
one school at Key Stage 3 it also reached 30; at Key Stage 4 the range was from
14-28. The consequences of over-large groups for the teaching of technology
are described by the heads of department in Box M.

A particular issue raised was health and safety, clearly important when pupils
are using, perhaps for the first time, potentially dangerous tools and equipment,
and potentially hazardous materials. These concerns are expressed in Box N.
Thoughts about safety alone are enough to focus attention on the need for more
technology teachers. However, with the dispensation to treat technology as
optional at Key Stage 4, the pressure was not being fully felt. From 1996-97 all
pupils will be involved and, unless staffing levels are improved, group size may
well increase to above what is manageable.

20



BOX M: Group Slze

. Comprehenswe, LEA:,
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Curriculum, Courses and Exams

However necessary the introduction of technology as a national curriculum
subject and the revisions to the Order may have been, the state of continual
transition has been very uncomfortable. A common complaint has been: do we
have to invent yet another curriculum? There was also general concern, as we
can see in Box O, about the lack of guidance and support.

BOX O : Curriculum Support

; for natzonal purpose

A number of major curriculum development projects are underway like those
of the Technology Enhancement Programme, Nuffield and the Royal College of
Arts/DATA. Table 17 shows that at the time of the survey they had helped about
one in twenty of the schools. Over 90 per cent of the schools, however, said
they had had to develop their own materials in house. When looking to the
future, Table 18 shows, over a quarter were hoping to draw on the support of
curriculum development projects.

TABLE 17 : Course Materials

per cent frequently used
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52.

TABLE 18 : Anticipated Increased Use of Course Materials per cent

Where the school had experienced the Technology Enhancement Programme or
used the DATA resource pack, as Box O shows, there was often favourable
comment. The lack of stability in the curriculum and exams has meant, however,
that there has been a lot of catching up to do with regard to text books and
curriculum support generally. The examinations are changing dramatically too.

What is taught at Key Stage 4 is determined as much by examination syllabuses
as by the requirements of the national curriculum. As Chart 1 shows, GCSE
technology entries began to take off in 1995 helped by some re-definition of
technology to come into line with the national curriculum. In 1996, however,
entries fell back as a consequence of suspension of the Key Stage 4 Order and
the reversion to pre-national curriculum arrangements shown in Table 1 (p.1).

CHART 1 : GCSE Technology® Entries

Thousands
[y
17
[—}

100

50

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996

Year

1. As defined by the Joint Council for the GCSE. From 1995 includes all previous CDT
syllabuses and major parts of Home Economics.

From 1996 all Year 10 pupils are required to work to the new Order and there
will be a major revision of GCSE syllabuses. Out goes the present core and
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extension structure, itself a recent replacement for the old style courses in CDT
and home economics, and in comes ‘focus areas’. The new approach is
designed to allow for some specialisation in an aspect of technology like
resistant materials, systems and control, graphic products, textiles or food, with
opportunities for combinations.

TABLE 19 : New Courses per cent

f’Short Courses

, ":School Typ

‘:Technology (N—38)
' *Compre 'enswe (N-275

;;Second yModem (N-14 :
Total (N=344)

BOX P : Courses and Examinations

“We are experiencing problems in ﬁtttng GNVQs into. KS4 and. wzth staﬁ‘lng combtned,
courses in D&T blocks. Whole school review of planning is taking place in relatlon to thef
) whole urrtculum at KS4 with the purpose of addresstng these zssues

echnology, LEA

“In my role as heaa’ of department and examiner for one of the exam groups my expertences
would suggest that the fundamental problem that design and technology IS experiencing is
- not down to resourcmg, nor lack of time, nor groups that are too large. It is the fact that the
courses in their current form are too broad. Thousands of students must have been very
distressed with their deszgn' and technology exams at GCSE. I fear that this w adversely

“GCSE short courses area dtsaster creattng too many . candtdates thh 100 few s ﬁ to cover;
the lessons 1 have taught stx separate GCSE groups this year =T

. will continue to be squeezed by
curriculum order allocated time for a large n

children have therefore not Wfficier
felt that the old style courses will enable them
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Three kinds of course will be available — full, short and combined — with the
full GCSE based on ten per cent of curriculum time. Short courses are generally
sub-sets of the equivalent full syllabuses designed for five per cent of the
timetable over two years or ten per cent over one year. Combined courses will
include design and technology plus business studies, information technology or
art. As well as the changes in GCSE, part one general national vocational
qualifications equivalent to two GCSEs are being piloted, and some like
manufacturing and engineering could be expected to be offered by technology
departments. '

Schools on the whole were cautious about the new developments (Box P). The
heads of department were wanting to teach technology as a full subject. Table
18 shows that only about one in seven were thinking of offering the short
courses. A number wrote remarks against the question of whether they would
such as “I hope not’. The main objection appears to be the belief that they
would undermine school technology’s newly-found status and relegate it to a
supporting role. Reactions to introducing GNVQs varied with school type.
Over a third of the technology schools were wanting to put them on, but only
one grammar school was considering doing so.
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Technology in Five Schools

Not all schools have insufficient technology resources, nor do those with
shortages always lack for the same things. In this chapter we turn from the
general issues to look at how technology is operating in five particular schools:
a City Technology College, a LEA comprehensive, a GM comprehensive, a TSI
School and a Technology College.

The City Technology College described in Box Q stands out as a beacon of
what is possible. The head of technology found it hard to think of any gaps in
provision. “No we are not lacking in very many things. We’ve got an adequate
resource.” He was keen to point out how much the success of the department
was due to the staff not money. “You can’t just throw money at things and
expect it to work. The commitment of staff is fundamental.”

At the other end of the scale is the school in Box R, a split-site inner city LEA
comprehensive. The difficult financial position of the school is compounded by
the fact that the head does not like technology. It has borne more than its fair
share of cuts losing half its teaching staff, its technician and it is expected to
manage on £2,500 a year for 850 pupils. Technology has been so reduced that
it is to become part of the art department. It has contracted to what has to be
rather than what was hoped for, often working from what’s shown in textbooks
and cancelling practicals for groups which are too large to be taught safely.

The capitation of the GM Comprehensive described in Box S is not much
higher than that of the LEA Comprehensive of Box R. Technology in this
school does however have the support of the headteacher, a clear sense of where
it is going, a full complement of well-qualified and committed teaching staff,
and a technician. Its excellent examination results show what can be achieved
on limited resources.

The LEA Comprehensive in Box T had benefited from a TSI grant of £205,000
which enabled it to refurbish its design and technology block and buy
equipment but it is still struggling to find the money for technology. The
department has also lost its technician. “The joke of it is we’re getting very little
money, we’re getting no technician and we say we are a technology school.”
The head of department also wonders about other schools. “The basic
equipment we have got now through TSI should be in every school.”

The Technology College in Box U is a tribute to entrepreneurism. The school
has quickly adapted to the market place and obtaining what funds and support
is available. It has good equipment, staffing and technical back up and it has
gained from being involved in curriculum development projects like in the
Technology Enhancement Programme. It has achieved much but is ambitious
for more. “It is well resourced for a slightly bygone era”, was how the head of
department put it.
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BOX Q : City Technology College

tory. Iand bordermg
bilities from a
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BOXR: LEA Comprehensive

a s become the art of the possible. “Imtzally we all set out with the onel
Tazm of gzvmg every puptl a decent technology background wszts to ﬁrms 10 show them
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BOXS: GM Comprehenswe

fringes of the inner

i problem tell them where the tools and materzals are; and after a few weeks they will come;
~¢back With somethmg acceptable I'm not convmced If you structure thmgs, make

’The fifth has expertise in textiles.

‘Resources are modest - caprtatxon is somewhat low the secondary school verage — but
careful thought has been given to managing t ‘ ulti-media
: workshops ‘which have benefited from some refurbishment since they were built in the
1930s. With class sizes ‘topping 22 these workshops are‘cramped Two new. workshops under
“construction will reduce the need to use non-specialist accommodation for teachmg at both
Key Stages 3 and 4. The current accommodation has satisfactory display areas but has
‘insufficient storage and office space for staff. A large cupboard mgemously converted ,
serves as the only ofﬁce and from it the head of department manages his team
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BOX T : TSI School

’f;Mtxed comprehenszve, LEA mamtamed A TSI schoo' located in he in erlf?
suburt with a wide catchment area stretching to th
city. Approximately 860 pupils aged 11-16 on roll.

~(which dld not allow any ne ;
’,:curnculumf development) was spent ‘on the refurblshment of the ex1st1ng de51gn and

“structures — strain gauges etc). The main problem is the lack of money for ‘consumables
“which has been compounded by a savage cut in the school’s budget. “The head’s got}:
incredible difficulties with the budget and he was talking about no capztatton at one stage
,fThe school s having to lose stajf this year Just to balance the books again.” e

”Cap1tat10n is less than £2. 00 per pupil. Wlth plastlc for vacuum formlng pnced at £l OO pert‘
sheet, the shortfall in fundmg for materials and component , met by outside
donations. “We’ve got a fair amount of wood that comes in from two sources — both from
parents who own their own firms and they are very generous in their off-cuts. We have a
selection of metal saved from years gone by but the range is lzmzted Our stock of plasttcs;
“is really low but I can't afford 10 replace it.”

By some clever _]uoghng between full and part-tnne staff and the contribution from a student;
teacher, the department has”managed to retain it’s staffing 1 level — the equivalent of exght full-

But it has lost its technician.
was an ex-engin er, 50 he w

here is adequate dlsplay space and an office for staff As in most schools the main problem:
storage This has been solved by the use. of a 40 foot walk-in metal container parkedf
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BOXU: Technology College

‘software and perrpherals to support industrial standard equrpment for refurbrshmg ”food}
technology, new furniture and re-equipping with stainless. steel commercial catering.
_equipment. The embroidery facilities will be computerised also. The technology lab will be.
upgraded and the two workshops will have new voltage provisions and improvements to.
‘pneumatics. The aim is to develop electronics throughout the workshops and not Just conﬁne '
1t to a specrahst area. A graphlcs studio is planned also.:

A Young Engmeers Club has recently been. launched (part of the Royal Academy of
Engineering’s Engineering Education Scheme) and there is active. participation in the
-Engineering Council’s: Nelghbourhood Engmeers Scheme. Puplls from Years 12 and 13
~have gained national and regional honours in the Young Engmeer of ‘Britain awards. The:
- department was in the first batch of schools to participate in the Technology Enhancement*"
Programme and the Mechamcs 1n Actlon Programme P 5

Thrs wrde programme of activity is co- ord1natedand~carr1ed through by a full time teachmg ‘
staff of five, a part-time teacher: and two technicians, one full-time, one part-time. The
teaching staff have specrahst skills in electronics, product design and graphics, textiles and
food technology as well as a more traditional CDT background. The department is fortunate
1n '”1ts techmcal support, Wl‘llCh includes ‘the two technicians working with pupils and:

~~:~nat1onal average The head of department would argue that it is well-resourced fora
“slightly bygone era and there is an ‘ongoing need to update the equipment and facilities”.
‘There are other shortcommgs work areas are too srnall for teachmg groups of more than 1

turn for Technolog g
qual'ﬁcatrons mcludmg advanced GNVQsii m caterrng and manufacturmg, the Tech Bac

arison wrth many other secondary schools the department is well prov1ded for.
‘Much of this is due to enterprlsmg staff who have managed to tap 1nto opportumtres as they ;
have come up. L = :
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Schools vary greatly in their capacity to teach technology. Politicians of both -
main parties tend to accept this as welcome diversity. It is certainly encouraging
to see what can be achieved in schools like those of Boxes Q and U. But in
Schools S and T, although they differ in accommodation and equipment, mainly
due to the latter being successful in a TSI bid, the limited amount available for
running costs means that the materials and components are not always there to
deliver the curriculum as the schools would like. School R shows what diversity
can mean in practice — technology so poorly provided for ‘that it has been
absorbed into art.

Although the schools do vary, the clear message of our survey is that:schools
generally do not have enough money to teach technology as the national

- curriculum lays down.
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Resourcing the New Order

Technology -is a resource intensive subject which our survey suggests is not
being funded adequately. The allocation for running costs in nearly 90 per cent
of our ten per cent representative sample of secondary schools in England and
Wales was below the level considered by the Design and Technology
Association to be reasonable. Over 70 per cent of schools reported
accommodation problems and nearly two-thirds that they were inadequately
equipped to deliver Key Stage 4 of the new technology curriculum. This is not
the case of ‘they would say that wouldn’t they’; by any standards, these are
serious problems.

The average technology capitation allowance in 1994-95 was £5.86 per pupil. The
range was staggering — 40p to £21.10 — compared with the £9.30 recommended
by DATA. In 1995-96, 39.2 per cent of technology departments were anticipating
less than in 1994-95 (due in part to the difficulties of funding the teachers’ pay
settlement), while DATA’s estimate of the amount required rose to £9.60.
Technology teachers were often reduced to using scrap materials.

The average technology group size at Key Stage 3 was 21.1 and at Key Stage
4, 20.2, both above the maximum recommended by the National Association of
Advisers and Inspectors in Design and Technology. In some schools average
group sizes were touching 30. Many of the workshops were not large enough to
cope with such numbers, nor were there enough specialist rooms. Technology
in over a fifth of schools was spilling into ordinary classrooms. Accommodation
was unsatisfactory in other ways: 71.2 per cent of the technology departments
reported little or no space to store pupils’ projects, and 62.9 could not provide
office space for teachers. Inadequate workshops and support rooms not only put
the quality of technology education at risk; they are also a health and safety
hazard.

Nearly half the schools said they did not have the equipment to teach Key Stage
3 of the national curriculum properly and this rose to nearly two-thirds for Key
Stage 4. Three-quarters identified the main priority as ‘systems and control’, but
there were also needs in ‘materials and components’, ‘health and safety’,
‘products and applications’, ‘structures’ and other areas. Conversely, nearly half
the schools had equipment they could not use either because it was out of date,
or because they could not maintain it, or because the staff were not trained to
use it. Funding for depreciation is a massive problem and increasingly schools
are entering into leasing agreements to protect themselves from the unforeseen
consequences of breakdown.

Staff time also emerged as a major issue. Some schools put it even above
money as limiting the success of the new curriculum. “We never seem to have
the time to plan and think about the work while maintaining current courses.
Time is our scarcest resource.” “The most essential element is time. Every
member (full-time) works the whole day plus many hours after school.” The
present survey also underlined the concerns of Technology Teachers about
finding and training the teachers. Three-quarters of the technology departments
wanted more opportunities for in-service training. “INSET is used for school
needs not staff needs.”
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73.

74.

There is also a dearth of technician support. Nearly half the schools, 45.1 per
cent, did not have the equivalent of a full-time technician, including 10.2 per
cent with no technician at all. Whereas it is generally accepted that science
departments must have technicians, technology, even more a practical subject,
often seems to miss out. Without adequate back-up the teachers themselves
become diverted to technician tasks, or even worse the practical work is reduced.

There were important differences between schools. The grammar schools, often
in older premises and without a tradition of applied education, had particular
difficulties with accommodation and staffing. This was especially true of the
single-sex schools where the girls’ lacked workshops and the boys’ kitchens.
The facilities in the secondary moderns were also often out of date. The
comprehensives varied according to their background and local authority, and
included some of the worst and best resourced.

Not all schools were under-provided. Our survey, supported by the case studies,
shows what can be achieved in some cases. Where there is good or adequate
funding it is usually because schools have benefited under government schemes
of one kind or another. In part, these are intended to show what can be done and
point the way to others. But selective funding does not square with the stated
aim of good technology for all. Instead of being able to learn by example, the
great majority of schools not receiving special support are more likely, as we
saw from their comments, to feel left out and cheated. Even some of the
departments whose accommodation and equipment had been upgraded were
not receiving sufficient capitation.

Many technology departments do not have enough money to run properly. No
matter how good the curriculum — and there have been difficulties enough with
that — if teachers have to spend their time picking over skips for materials, if
they have to use ordinary classrooms instead of workshops, if there are too
many pupils to work safely, if necessary equipment is not there, it will not result
in good technology.

Moreover, the full pressure is only just being felt. The first Technology Order
was planned to be phased in from 1990, applying to Key Stage 4 from 1993.
However in the light of Sir Ron Dearing’s review that Order was suspended and
some schools have continued to leave technology at Key Stage 4 optional. The
new Order which makes it compulsory did not take effect till September 1996
in preparation for exams in 1998.

The extent of the difficulties facing school technology when it becomes a
requirement at Key Stage 4 has prompted headteachers to go public through
their National Association®. The heads warn of “the lack of qualified teachers,
of suitable rooms and of equipment’. They suggest that for 1996/97 at least
many schools will not be able to comply.

If that is not to become the regular state of affairs, we urgently need a national

strategy, and individual school management strategies, to provide the resources
to enable technology to be taught as part of the national curriculum for all pupils.
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It would take perhaps a £1 billion' of public money to bring all schools up to
the standard of accommodation and equipment in Technology Colleges. It is
recognised that there is no pot of gold and all schools cannot be refurbished for
technology overnight. But it could be accomplished by a rolling programme
over perhaps a ten-year period. Already ten per cent of schools have been
upgraded.

° The government should be asked to fund a rolling programme
over, say, a ten-year period to make good the shortcomings in
capital investment in accommodation and equipment identified in
this report.

Capitation allocations are very variable. But to raise the average from where it
is now to the level recommended by the Design and Technology Association
would require only about £10 million per year"” compared with the £50 million
per year the 15 City Technology Colleges are receiving for recurrent costs's.
While, however, the government can vote the money, it is eventually a matter
for governors and headteachers how much reaches technology departments.

° The government should find the relatively modest extra £10
million per year to meet the day-to-day running costs of school
technology.

° Governors and headteachers should address the variability of
technology capitation allowances and compare their school with
others and the national average, and the level recommended by
the Design and Technology Association.

The quality of technology in schools depends ultimately on the quality of the
teaching. This was discussed fully in 7echnology Teachers and the new
evidence underlines the concerns expressed there.

° The government should earmark funds for the recruitment of
technology teachers and their training, both initial and inservice.

But teachers to be effective must have back-up. Current techmclan provision is
very variable and often inadequate.

° Governors and headteachers should act to ensure that the good
technician support which is essential for the successful
implementation of school technology is provided.

The funding of technology should not, however, be a matter just for the public
purse. It is the application of knowledge, skills and understanding to designing
and making products. A test of its relevance and importance as a subject is the
willingness of business and industry to provide support. We have already seen
a healthy growth of school-business co-operation in establishing Technology
Colleges, and in help with equipment, materials, visiting speakers and
curriculum development.
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° The senior management of schools should actively seek support
Jrom their community, including business and industry,
Education-Business Partnerships, Training and Enterprise
Councils, and from national programmes such as the Technology

Enhancement Programme, Nuffield and the Royal College of
Arts.

Nevertheless, it is for the government to take the lead. If it is serious about
technology for all then it must find ways of funding it adequately. As one of the
schools in our sample said, “The lack of funding defeats the actual purpose of
the subject.” We need a national campaign.

° The Engineering Profession, together with organisations like
DATA, TEF, Nuffield and RCA, should lobby for the proper
resourcing of school technology.

Technology in schools, learning how to put to use the discoveries we have made
about the world, is too important to the future of the country, educational

opportunity, and the quality of all our lives to be left to founder through lack of
funding.
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Appendix : Sample and Methods

A one in ten quota sample was arrived at by sending a questionnaire to heads of
technology departments in a random one in five sample of maintained secondary
schools listed in the Education Year Book, 1995. In constructing the quota the
organising variables were school type, regional distribution and sex of school.
Within these parameters inclusion of schools in the final sample was random.
The success in achieving the quotas can be seen in Tables A1, A2 and A3.

TABLE A1 : School Type

England and Wales®

1. Technical and bilateral schools.

2. From Statistics of Education, Schools in England 1994, HMSO and Statistics of Education in Wales: Schools, No 3
1995, Welsh Office.

1. From Statistics of Education, Schools in England 1994, HMSO and Statistics of Education and Training in Wales:
Schools, No 2 1995, Welsh Office.
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A3

TABLE A3 : Single Sex or Co-educational

England and Wales'

'k:des"f‘orkily
' Girls’ only

1. From Statistics of Education, Schools in England 1994, HMSO and Statistics of Education and Training in Wales:
Schools, No 3 1995, Welsh Office.

The representativeness of the sample in terms of the size of the intake can be
seen in Table A4. There is a slight over-emphasis on large schools. One hundred
and ninety of the schools in the sample had sixth forms, 55.2 per cent, compared
with 56.9 per cent for England and Wales as a whole (1,959 out of 3,440).

TABLE A4 : Size of Intake

500 or'iéss
501- 800
8011000
1001 - 1200

1. From Statistics of Education, Schools in England 1994, HMSO and Statistics of Education and Training in Wales:
Schools, No 3 1995, Welsh Office.

TABLE A5 : LEA and Grant Maintained number

Twenty-nine of the schools (8.4%) had participated in the Technology Schools
Initiative and nine (2.6%) had achieved Technology College status compared
with 249 (7.2%) and 67 (1.9%) respectively of schools overall. Similarly 65
(18.9%) were grant maintained compared with the national figure of 18.4 per
cent at the time. The composition of the sample in terms of TSI schools,
Technology Colleges and the others cross-tabulated with grant maintained
status is shown in Table AS. Unfortunately the statistics to test the
representativeness of the sample in these terms are not available in the public
domain.
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A4

A5

A.6

The head-of-department questionnaire (copy available on request from the
authors) was kept as brief as possible. It covered basic school details such as
school type, age range, sex of school and number of pupils; and departmental
details like income, staffing, technician support, accommodation, furniture,
equipment, consumables, curriculum materials and examination courses
offered. Heads of department were also asked what constituted technology in
the school and which Order they were currently working to.

At the end of the questionnaire there was space for further comment led into by
the invitation, “We would welcome any comments you might like to add about
the adequacy of the resources you have available to deliver the national
curriculum”. Over two-thirds of respondents, 235, an unusually high
proportion, took the opportunity, spread evenly across the school types. The
comments, nearly -all highlighting problems, provide the detail behind the
numerical patterns and have been used extensively to illustrate the chapters.

The questionnaire was assembled through interviews with heads of technology
departments in ten schools during May 1995, five of whom were selected later
as case studies. With minor modifications the questionnaires went out to
schools in June 1995 and were completed and returned within two to three
weeks by mid-July 1995.
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