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Abstract
This study reports on a systematic review of the current status of technology education 
in primary schools and the terminology used in the fields of technology and engineering 
education. Additionally, this review highlights crucial aspects of teaching and learning that 
must not be overlooked when outlining the current state of technology and engineering 
education, such as students’ and teachers’ personal factors, classroom communication, and 
teacher professional growth. Following PRISMA guidelines, two electronic databases were 
reviewed, Web of Science and Education Resources Information Center. The literature 
search identified a total of 1206 papers, 125 from Web of Science and 1081 from ERIC. 
After applying the inclusion and exclusion criteria, 33 papers were selected and evalu-
ated in depth. The results show that research on technology education in primary schools 
is a growing field of interest but fragmented in focus. Our review is the first to indicate 
the wide range of technology and engineering education definitions. We also highlight 
the large heterogeneity of studies focusing on students’ and teachers’ personal factors and 
classroom interactions, a finding that may be explained by the unclear concepts and aims 
of technology and engineering curricula. This study contributes to and supports research 
and policymaking to better understand the current status, heterogeneities, and challenges 
in technology and engineering education in primary schools. In addition, we provide first 
insights to support professional development efforts targeting teachers’ technology accept-
ance and improvement of their technology-related teaching practices.
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Introduction

The significance of technology is constantly growing with the swift technical-productive 
advancements in all spheres of society (Mammes et al., 2019). Usually, technology (T) and 
engineering (E) are less emphasized in STEM (science, technology, engineering, and math-
ematics) education compared to science (S) and mathematics (M) (Bozick et  al., 2017). 
Additionally, technology education in primary schools typically focuses on computer sci-
ence and informatics, while the technical and practical aspects of technology education are 
often overlooked (Davies, 2011; Firat, 2017; Wender, 2004).

Differences in the description of technology education exist at various levels of educa-
tion, including primary schools, both across countries and within a country’s provinces and 
districts (Keskin, 2017; Mammes et al., 2016; Rasinen et al., 2009; Williams, 2006). The 
lack of unified standards regarding the definition, status, content, aims, and pedagogical 
approaches in technology education presents multiple challenges to its effective implemen-
tation (Rasinen et al., 2009; Williams, 2006). In Germany, for instance, where education 
governance is decentralized, significant variations in curriculum subjects, structures, and 
content exist among federal states (Mammes et al., 2012, 2016).

Technology-related topics in the German curriculum fall under the category of “general 
science” based on the curriculum of each state (Mammes et  al., 2016). Similarly, in the 
United States, the curriculum in primary schools can vary depending on the school district 
and state requirements (Sanders, 2009; Williams, 2006). Like Germany and US, a number 
of other European countries (such as Austria, Estonia, Finland, and France) were unable to 
successfully implement a standardized curriculum with common standards, objectives, and 
operational guidelines (Lavonen, 2021; Lee & Lee, 2022; Mammes et al., 2016; Rasinen 
et  al., 2009). The subject of technology is often integrated into different subjects, such 
as "science and techniques" in France (Jones et al., 2013; Williams, 2006) and "craft and 
technology education" in Estonia (Rasinen et al., 2009). The blurred distinction between 
science, technology, and craft subjects may hinder students’ technological competencies 
due to the lack of clear descriptions and operational instructions (Mammes et  al., 2016; 
Rasinen et al., 2009; Williams, 2006). Additionally, distinguishing between technology and 
engineering poses challenges in terms of their aims and implementation process (Boeve-de 
Pauw et al., 2020; Rossouw et al., 2011).

Previous reviews have examined the status of STEM education, technology, and engi-
neering education at higher educational levels. Reinholz et  al. (2021) highlighted the 
lack of a clear and consistent theoretical framework for STEM subjects. Li et  al. (2020) 
conducted a systematic analysis, finding that STEM education research is gaining global 
prominence, with distinct journals focusing on the field. Margot and Kettler (2019) identi-
fied perceived barriers among teachers and recommended collaboration opportunities and 
access to high-quality curriculum resources to enhance STEM implementation. Sherman 
et al. (2010) explored key issues related to technology education in middle schools.

Despite the inclusion of technology education in various countries’ educational curric-
ula, there is a need to establish a clear and consistent understanding of the subject (Pappa 
et al., 2023). Additionally, it is crucial to establish unified standards, goals, and guidelines 
for effectively implementing technology education in schools (Rossouw et al., 2011). To 
successfully define and understand the role of technology education, we first investigated 
the current status of technology education research, summarized and identified the defini-
tions used in empirical studies from the past 2 decades. Additionally, the review includes 
studies that address key stakeholders in primary education, including teachers, students, 
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and the classroom environment. Technology education holds the potential to enhance the 
development of personal factors for both students and teachers (e.g., Douglas et al., 2016; 
Post & van der Molen, 2014; Rohaan et  al., 2010). Teaching and learning are intricate 
processes, and to comprehend and enhance technology education practices, it is crucial to 
examine all the essential teaching and learning parameters (Kilpatrick et al., 2001).

Teachers’ and students’ personal factors and technology education

Irregular educational standards in technology education might influence both students’ and 
teachers’ technical personal factors (i.e., beliefs, perceptions, competences, etc.) (Geor-
giou, et al., 2023b; Mammes et al., 2012; Möller et al., 1996) and teachers’ lesson plan-
ning decisions (Georgiou, et al., 2023b; Mammes et al., 2016; Pappa et al., 2023). Compe-
tence and confidence are required for teachers in technical education (Davies, 2000; Möller 
et al., 1996; Pappa et al., 2023). It is essential for teachers to acquire a cohesive and clear 
understanding of the concept of technology so that they can foster positive student attitudes 
toward the subject (De Vries, 2000). Moreover, teachers’ lack of training and technical 
expertise may affect their lesson planning and implementation and increase their resistance 
toward technical education (Mammes et al., 2016; Pappa et al., 2023; Rohaan, 2009).

Similar to teachers, students’ technological skills and engagement with technology and 
engineering subjects may help them to connect their daily experiences with these subjects 
and enhance their critical thinking and problem-solving skills (Sneider & Ravel, 2021; 
Wright et al., 2018). Students’ positive attitudes toward technology are often linked to an 
accurate and broader understanding of technology (Rohaan et al., 2010). Students who do 
not feel confident and competent in their technological abilities might neglect these sub-
jects in their learning processes (Rasinen et al., 2009). More specifically, a lack of tech-
nological abilities can restrict students’ opportunities and decisions regarding their edu-
cational options, such as university courses and vocational training (Mammes et al., 2012; 
Rohaan et  al., 2010). Additionally, in early childhood, inadequate technical socialization 
may often lead to negative self-cognitions regarding technology and negative judgments 
about one’s technical capabilities (Jakobs & Ziefle, 2010; Mammes et al., 2016). Thus, the 
development of technological education in primary school curriculum may foster teachers’ 
personal factors related to technology implementation, increase students’ interest in tech-
nology and science, and reduce the existing gender interest (i.e., gender stereotypes about 
male and female interest in STEM subjects) and motivational differences in STEM subjects 
(Mammes et al., 2016; Wright et al., 2018).

Aim of the study

Defining technology education is a critical issue in the teacher education literature, and it 
is not without controversy (Boeve-de Pauw et al., 2020; Rossouw et al., 2011). Technology 
education curricula and course descriptions are relatively diverse, and there is no common 
understanding and agreement about the aims and learning purposes of technology educa-
tion (Sherman et al., 2010). The disciplines, definition, and understanding of technology 
education, in general, have often been interpreted similarly to engineering education (Ros-
souw et al., 2011). However, they have also been viewed as distinct subjects with different 
goals and aims (Koul et al., 2018).

This study adopts the terminology of technology education of Fox-Turnbull (2016) and 
Ropohl (1991) as the examination of the function of artifacts, design processes, and the 
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evaluation of technological solutions within social and cultural contexts. The first aim of 
this literature review study is to examine how technology education in primary schools has 
been defined based on empirical studies from the past 2 decades. In addition to clarifying 
terminology, the study also seeks to investigate the extent to which empirical studies have 
focused on the personal factors of teachers and students, as well as the classroom environ-
ments that support effective technology education. To achieve this, a diverse array of top-
ics, methodologies, and research designs are incorporated to examine the current research 
evidence. Specifically, the current literature review addresses the following research 
questions:

1. How is technology education in primary schools defined based on empirical studies 
from the last 2 decades?

2. To what extent do empirically based studies focus on students’ and teachers’ personal 
factors as well as classroom environments in primary school technology education?

The focus of this review is on primary school teachers, students, and classroom environ-
ments for several reasons. Firstly, technology and engineering education in primary educa-
tion is often under-emphasized or only briefly addressed within other subjects, such as sci-
ence (Mammes et al., 2016; Wright et al., 2018). Secondly, technology education has the 
potential to enhance the development of personal factors among both students and teachers 
(e.g., Douglas et al., 2016; Post & van der Molen, 2014; Rohaan et al., 2010). Thirdly, a 
lack of technology socialization in early school years may negatively impact students’ com-
petencies, future career choices, and gender stereotypes (Jakobs & Ziefle, 2010; Mammes 
et al., 2016).

Through the two aforementioned research questions, we seek to set the ground frame-
works for the concepts and goals of technology and engineering curriculum, with implica-
tions for enhancing and developing teacher professional development (TPD) initiatives per-
taining to technology education. These efforts are intended to positively impact students’ 
perceptions, attitudes, and comprehension of the technology and engineering curriculum.

Method

Information sources and search strategy

A systematic literature review was conducted by searching for published articles between 
2000 and 2020 in two widely recognized databases: Web of Science (WoS) Core Collec-
tion and Education Resources Information Center (ERIC). The selection of these databases 
was based on their reputation for containing peer-reviewed scientific and scholarly litera-
ture from various disciplines and regions worldwide. The search strategy was developed 
in consultation with a librarian and included the following terms: “technolog* educat*”, 
“primary educat*”, “primary school*”, “elementary educat*”, “elementary school*”. After 
reviewing the syntax of each database with the support of the librarian a search string was 
generated (Table 1). Each term was searched individually in the databases and then in the 
advanced search in WoS Core Collection and the Search History in ERIC the terms “pri-
mary educat*”, “primary school*”, “elementary educat*”, “elementary school*” were 
selected and combined with the demand OR. This search string was then selected and com-
bined with the term “technolog* educat*” and the demand AND. The search string was 
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refined by using additional parameters, such as a defined time frame, document type (arti-
cles, review articles), and language (English), and was limited to peer-reviewed articles 
to increase the credibility of the study. The final search in all databases was performed in 
January 2023.

Inclusion and exclusion criteria

In order to select and include the relevant articles for our research questions from the 
selected datasets specific inclusion (IC) and exclusion (EC) criteria were defined. The 
inclusion criteria were the followings: IC1: journal articles, IC2: the study is written in 
English, IC3: the study is peer-reviewed, and IC4: the study is not listed in another data-
base. The exclusion criteria of the study were: EC1: the study is not conducted at primary 
school educational level, EC2: the study is not about technology/engineering/technical 
education, EC3: the study does not refer to primary school students or primary school in-
service teachers.

Data collection and analysis

The current systematic literature review was conducted in five phases according to the 
PRISMA 2020 guidelines (Page et al., 2021). In the first phase, the initial literature was 
conducted in both electronic databases WoS (n = 125) and ERIC (n = 1081). Based on 
the inclusion (IC1, IC2, IC3) criteria, a total of 282 papers (52 papers from WoS and 230 
from ERIC) were excluded because of the type of paper, language, and peer-review crite-
ria. To check the duplicates (IC4) Microsoft Excel software was used and 72 papers were 
excluded. Additionally, regarding the exclusion (EC1, EC2, EC3) criteria, 623 papers were 
excluded as illegible by the database search engine categories, such as “High school educa-
tion”, “Computer Science”, “Pre-service teachers” etc. To validate the accurate exclusion 
of papers based on the refinement categories of the database search engine, a researcher 

Table 1  Information source and 
search strategies

Information Source Search strings and parameters

WoS Core Collection 1: “technolog* educat*”
2: “primary educat*”
3: “primary school*”
4: “elementary educat*”
S: “elementary school*”)
6: #2 OR #3 OR #4 OR #5
7: #1 AND #6
Timespan: 2000-01-01–2020-12-31
Document type: Article, Review Article

ERIC S1: “technolog* educat*”
S2: “primary educat*”
S3: “primary school*”
S4: “elementary educat*”
S5: “elementary school*”)
S6: S2 OR S3 OR S4 OR S5
S7: S1 AND S6
Timespan:: 2000-01-01–2020-12-31
Document type: Journal Articles
Language: English
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from our team conducted a rigorous review of the excluded papers. This comprehensive 
assessment was undertaken to ensure that no valuable paper was inadvertently omitted.

In the second phase, the title and the abstract of the remaining 230 papers were reviewed 
and the exclusion criteria (EC1, EC2, EC3) were applied. In case of insufficient informa-
tion in the abstracts, the entire paper was browsed. This step resulted in 74 relevant articles 
for the review.

In the third step, the search results from this query were then used to retrieve the full-
text articles. The resulting articles were reviewed independently by the first and the second 
author of this paper using the same inclusion and exclusion criteria and descriptors. The 
authors compared and verified their findings, and the degree of agreement was 95%. Disa-
greements were discussed until a consensus was reached. The first set of studies (n = 33) 
were excluded as they focused on topics outside the scope of the current review, such as 
computer science, mathematics, digital media, or science (EC2). The second set of studies 
(n = 10) were excluded as they were focused on higher education (EC1). Similarly, the third 
set of studies (n = 7) was excluded as they focused on pre-service teacher education (EC3). 
Finally, the fourth set of 3 studies was excluded as they did not involve primary school stu-
dents or teachers (EC3). This method resulted in the exclusion of 21 articles due to the lack 
of fit to the predetermined criteria (Fig. 1).

In the fourth phase, to identify additional relevant publications, a manual search of ref-
erence lists of included studies and all their authors was conducted. This search resulted 
in 23 papers, which were thoroughly reviewed for relevance to the inclusion and exclusion 
criteria. In the fifth phase, the full text of the 33 papers was examined for relevance to the 
criteria and research questions of the current review. The described process is depicted in a 
PRISMA flow diagram (Page et al., 2021) (Fig. 1).

Additionally, to ensure the quality of the papers included in the review, two research 
experts from our team reviewed the selected articles regarding the Objectives and Pur-
poses, Review of the Literature, Theoretical Frameworks, Participants, Methods, Results 
and Conclusions, and Significance. Because of the variety of studies, methods, and 

Fig. 1  PRISMA 2020 flow diagram
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research designs, each of the seven components was evaluated to determine if they met the 
standards for quality reporting, as outlined in Mullet’s (2016) guidelines (Margot & Kettler, 
2019; Mullet et al., 2017) (See Table 2). Each criterion was assessed using a 4-point scale, 
with a score of 1 indicating that the criterion did not meet the standard and a score of 4 
indicating that it exceeded the standard. The total score for each article was between 7 and 
28. Articles that scored 14 or less were considered to be of low quality and were excluded 
from the analysis. Articles with a score of 15 or above were included in this review. The 
assessment score of 15 out of 28 in our review was based on methodologies used in dif-
ferent peer-reviewed articles (e.g., Alangari, 2022; Davis, 2021; Margot & Kettler, 2019). 
Among the included articles, 10% scored between 15 and 19, 60% scored between 20 and 
24, and the remaining 30% achieved scores ranging from 25 to 28.To ensure objectivity, in 
addition to the two research experts, the second author reviewed all 33 selected articles and 
confirmed that all retained articles met the quality criteria.

The final 33 articles were categorized into three groups based on the above-mentioned 
aspects for further analysis: definitions of technology education stemming from engineer-
ing and technology education (Group 1), technology education in primary schools for 
teachers and students (Group 2), and classroom practices (Group 3). A total of 22 articles 
were identified in Group 1, 24 in Group 2, and 9 in Group 3.

Analysis of articles

We designed a table (Table 3) to collect and organize the selected articles representing relevant 
aspects of each study. The table included information about the focus of each article regarding 
the study field (i.e., technology and engineering), study population (i.e., students, teachers, class-
room environment), sample characteristics, the content of the study (i.e., which was the focus of 
the articles), research methodology, and the primary outcome. The first author read the full text 
of every article, identified the relevant aspects of each study, and completed the table. After com-
pleting the table, the second author randomly analyzed 30% of the selected articles (O’Connor & 
Joffe, 2020). Both authors independently compared their results.

The next step included the categorization of the content of each study into subcatego-
ries: (a) students’ personal factors: beliefs/perceptions, knowledge/skills, attitudes, and 
students’ group differences; (b) teachers’ personal factors: beliefs/perceptions, knowledge/
skills, attitudes, and teachers’ TPDs; (c) both student and teacher data and classroom learn-
ing environment. The subcategories of students’ personal factors and teachers’ personal 
factors were selected based on previous studies indicating that knowledge and beliefs are 
strongly related and both contribute to teaching and learning procedures (Charalambous, 
2015; Georgiou, Diery, et al., 2023a; Georgiou et al., 2020; Kilpatrick et al., 2001; Ver-
munt, 2005). Additionally, previous studies have demonstrated the strong interplay between 
personal factors, such as age, beliefs, knowledge, and attitudes, and contextual factors, such 
as the classroom environment, student–teacher interactions, and teacher instructions, in 
determining the learning experiences in a classroom setting (Vermunt, 2005).

As in the previous step of the analysis, the first author constructed a table for each group 
including the content and subcategories of each study: (Group 1), technology education in 
primary schools for teachers and students (Group 2), and classroom practices (Group 3) the 
table of the content and subcategories. Next, the second author analyzed randomly 30% of 
the chosen articles. Cohen’s K was used to determine if there was agreement between two 
raters (Brennan & Silman, 1992; McHugh, 2012). The results revealed that there was excel-
lent agreement between the two raters (K = 0.862 (95% CI 0.300 to 0.886), p < 0.0005).
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Results

Description of technology education in primary schools

The first group of selected articles was used to answer the first research question and iden-
tify a definition of technology education. A total of 33 articles were selected, with 22 of 
them including definitions related to technology or engineering education. Among these 
articles, 12 focused on technology education, nine on engineering education, and one dis-
cussed both. As Table 4 illustrates, there is a degree of heterogeneity in how studies refer to 
technology and engineering education. In several articles, technology education was seen 
as part of the STEM courses or engineering or science. The study of Boeve-de Pauw et al. 
(2020) argues that technology education is not distinct from engineering education and can 
be interpreted as "Design and Technology" or "learning toward design technology". Hong 
et al. (2011) define technology education as the comprehension, construction, and develop-
ment of artifacts and their functions. Milne (2013) emphasizes the importance of design 
and design processes in technology education, based on New Zealand’s curriculum which 
includes the aspects of "Nature of Technology," "Technological Knowledge," and "Techno-
logical Practice". Another study that was located in New Zealand by Jones and Moreland 
(2004) defines technology education as the development of students’ technological literacy 
by exploring and solving complex and related technological problems.

In Sweden, technology education is a mandatory subject aimed at developing students’ 
technological competence and awareness (Sultan et  al., 2020). The Swedish curricu-
lum includes three aspects: a specific component, practical processes, and the relation to 
humans.

Studies based on the Australian national curriculum describe technology education as 
the purposeful application of knowledge, experience, and resources to create products and 
processes that meet human needs (Stein et al., 2002, 2007).

Firat (2017) differentiates technology from computer equipment and defines technology 
as the competence to understand and reason about technological artifacts and phenomena. 
Fox-Turnbull (2016) emphasizes the importance of conversation in learning and under-
standing technology.

Rohaan et al. (2010) emphasized that technology education should enable students to 
think critically about design, development, and implementation processes to solve practical 
problems. Solomonidou and Tassios (2007) defined technology as the process of dealing 
with crafts and human innovations to develop systems that solve problems and enhance 
human capacities. They highlighted the role of technology education and technological lit-
eracy in promoting technological knowledge and reasoning.

The connection between technology and engineering is highlighted in the study by Koul 
et  al. (2018), which defined technology literacy as the understanding of designed proce-
dures and tools, while engineering literacy involves understanding the improvement of 
technologies through design procedures. Both literacies are strongly connected and con-
tribute to STEM literacy.

Various articles focused on engineering education, defining engineering and its aims 
based on the National Research Council (2012) and the Council (2013) (Cunningham 
& Kelly, 2017; Deniz et  al., 2020; Douglas et  al., 2016; Mangiante & Gabriele-Black, 
2020; McFadden & Roehrig, 2019; Wendell & Rogers, 2013). Cunningham and Kelly 
(2017) described engineering as a collective enterprise that considers the affordances 
and constraints of the problem space, materials, and clients. Deniz et  al. (2020) defined 
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engineering as systematically engaging in the practice of design to achieve solutions for 
specific problems. Douglas et al. (2016) related engineering to design processes connected 
to scientific processes. Mangiante and Gabriele-Black (2020) concluded that engineer-
ing education involves defining engineering problems, finding solutions, and engaging in 
design processes. McFadden and Roehrig (2019) and Capobianco et al. (2011) described 
engineering as engagement with practices that reflect the work of engineers. Wendell and 
Rogers (2013) investigated an engineering design-based curriculum, emphasizing engage-
ment in design procedures to address constraints and find solutions.

The studies of English and King (2017) and English et al. (2017) highlighted the devel-
opment of design procedures in early school years within engineering education. Their 
model of engineering design processes included problem scoping, idea creation, designing 
and constructing, design assessment, and redesign and reconstruction. These studies pro-
vide insights into the importance of design, problem-solving, and the connection between 
technology and engineering in technology education and STEM literacy.

Students’ personal factors and group differences in technology education

The second group included articles on student and teacher technology education in primary 
schools. In this chapter, articles about students’ personal factors and group differences in 
technology education were selected to address the first part of the second research question 
(Table 5).

Students’ attitudes towards technology and engineering design-based science were 
examined in the studies of Boeve-de Pauw et al. (2020), Wendell and Rogers (2013), and 
Koul et al. (2018). Boeve-de Pauw et al. (2020) onducted a study on the impact of a short-
term educational intervention on students’ attitudes toward technology. The intervention 
positively influenced students’ attitudes, particularly among female students who held ste-
reotypical views about technology being for boys. Wendell and Rogers (2013) conducted a 
study on the impact of a short-term educational intervention on students’ attitudes toward 
technology. The intervention positively influenced students’ attitudes, particularly among 
female students who held stereotypical views about technology being for boys. Koul et al. 
(2018) developed an instrument to evaluate student attitudes in STEM classrooms, reveal-
ing some misconceptions among students about engineers. Male students showed an 
advantage in engineering and technology materials, while female students displayed better 
understanding of engineering concepts.

Capobianco et al. (2011), Davis et al. (2002), Slangen et al. (2011), and Solomonidou 
and Tassios (2007) discussed students’ perceptions of technology and engineering. Capobi-
anco et al. (2011) investigated students’ perceptions of engineers, finding that students con-
ceptualized engineers as mechanics, laborers, and technicians, often associated with male 
figures. Solomonidou and Tassios (2007) explored students’ conceptions of technology, 
with some perceiving technology as modern tools and appliances while others emphasized 
its negative impact on the environment. The study conducted by Davis and colleagues 
(2002) examined students’ understanding of technology concepts across different age 
groups, revealing both similarities and differences in their level of understanding. Slangen 
and colleagues (2011) studied students’ understanding of robotics and found that problem-
solving activities and teacher-led dialogue improved students’ technological understanding 
and knowledge of robot functions.

The topic of students’ knowledge and skills appeared to be most frequently discussed in 
the literature in terms of primary school students’ personal competences (e.g., English & 
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1 3

King, 2017; English et al., 2017; Firat, 2017; Hong et al., 2011; Koul et al., 2018; Milne, 
2013). Milne (2013) found that project-based learning helped students develop technologi-
cal knowledge and skills, as evidenced by their understanding of the purpose of a photo 
frame, creation of design plans, and reflection on emotions. English et  al. (2017) exam-
ined students’ STEM knowledge and design problem-solving skills, finding variations in 
engineering techniques and problem components between different schools In another 
study, English and King (2017) investigated students’ skills and design processes in a 
civil engineering task, identifying the importance of content knowledge and gestures in 
problem-solving.

The aspect of communication and collaborative learning in technological project design 
was explored by Hong et al. (2011), who found that collaborative learning enhanced stu-
dents’ participation, reflection, and problem-solving during the design process. Looijenga 
et al. (2020) found that well-structured tasks and dialogue improved student engagement 
and relationships.

Firat (2017) examined students’ recognition and reasoning skills regarding techno-
logical artifacts, highlighting moderate levels of recognition and associations of electric-
ity with technology. Socioeconomic factors influenced students’ technology recognition. 
Students’ differences and more specifically gender differences were addressed in the stud-
ies of Mammes (2004), Sultan et al. (2020), and Virtanen et al. (2015). Mammes (2004) 
observed increased technological interest and reduced differences in dealing with techno-
logical objects among male and female students. The study of Sultan et al. (2020) found 
that despite gender-neutral activities, female students adhered to existing gender stereo-
types and expressed dissatisfaction when males dominated activities. The research con-
ducted by Virtanen and colleagues in (2015) discovered gender differences in preferences 
for environmentally-focused topics and decorative items among female students, while 
male students showed a preference for building electronic devices and reported higher self-
assurance in their abilities.

Teachers’ personal factors in technology education

This chapter discussed teachers’ personal factors based on eight selected articles, address-
ing the second part of the second research question (Table 6). Four articles included a TPD 
on technology education and reported the results on teachers’ factors (Deniz et al., 2020; 
Stein et al., 2000, 2007; Watkins et al., 2021). Deniz et al. (2020) examined the changes in 
teachers’ engineering views after a 3-day TPD. Their study found that precise and reflec-
tive strategies should be included in engineering design experiences. Teachers’ nature of 
engineering views (NOE) was improved after the TPD, and above all NOE aspects, their 
views regarding engineering design processes were more informed.

Watkins et al. (2021) studied the reasoning of two teachers about teaching engineering 
design processes following a teacher education program. Changes in the teachers’ reason-
ing reflected both context sensitivity and growing stability.

Stein et al. conducted several studies on teachers’ beliefs and understandings of technol-
ogy education. In their first study (2000), they found that teachers related the meaning of 
technology to other learning areas already included in their teaching programs. In a later 
study (Stein et al., 2002), they investigated teachers’ beliefs on implementing design and 
technology education practices, highlighting the impact of prior beliefs, experiences, and 
limited knowledge on teaching the subject. Finally, in a third study (Stein et al., 2007), they 
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explored teachers’ experiences in a TPD program, noting that it helped them express ideas, 
ask better questions, and increase confidence in teaching technology.

Rohaan et  al. (2012) examined teachers’ knowledge domains in technology education 
and their relationship. The study found that subject matter knowledge (SMK) was essential 
for pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) and self-efficacy, with self-efficacy influencing 
teachers’ attitudes toward technology. However, teachers had a relatively low level of PCK 
despite acquiring a basic level of SMK.

Moreland and Jones in (2000) explored the impact of teachers’ technology classroom 
assessment practices, noting that these practices were influenced by school culture, poli-
cies, and subject expertise. Lack of technology-related knowledge hindered assessment 
practices, with a focus on general skills rather than students’ technological understanding. 
In a subsequent study, Jones and Moreland in (2004) examined the use of frameworks and 
tools to enhance teachers’ pedagogical content knowledge (PCK), identifying strategies 
such as reflecting on practices, utilizing frameworks, participating in workshops, providing 
support, and using student portfolios.

Teacher–student interactions and the classroom environment in technology 
education

The third group included articles regarding teacher–student interactions and the class-
room environment in technology education (Table  7). In this chapter, nine articles were 
selected to address the third part of the second research question. Four studies focused on 
the classroom environment in engineering and technology education (Björkholm, 2014; 
Cunningham & Kelly, 2017; Fox-Turnbull, 2016; McFadden & Roehrig, 2019). Björkholm 
(2014) evaluated technical solutions in technology classrooms, finding that group discus-
sions improved students’ ability to assess suitability for purpose. Cunningham and Kelly 
(2017) examined classroom discourse in an engineering class, highlighting the develop-
ment of communal knowledge and students’ agency. McFadden and Roehrig (2019) ana-
lyzed instructional discourse strategies in engineering design activities, emphasizing the 
importance of pedagogical support processes. Fox-Turnbull (2016) identified stages of 
conversation in technology education and found that prior learning aided current learning 
processes.

Several studies reported data on teacher and student personal competencies, their influ-
ences, and interactions. Douglas et al. (2016) studied the implementation of engineering 
through a TPD program, noting variations in school support and time constraints. Mangi-
ante and Gabriele-Black (2020) discussed the outcomes of TPD on teachers’ implemen-
tation of engineering design curriculum practices and students’ misunderstandings. Lot-
tero-Perdue and Lachapelle (2020) examined students’ general and engineering mindsets, 
observing differences based on socioeconomic status and the predictive power of general 
mindset.

Post and van der Molen (2014) investigated the effect technology-oriented company 
visits on students’ attitudes and competencies, with limited changes observed and teacher 
involvement affecting the outcomes. In a review, Rohaan et  al. (2010) the connection 
between teachers’ technology knowledge and students’ attitudes, highlighting the impor-
tance of teachers’ PCK in fostering positive attitudes and influencing students’ learning and 
interest in technology.
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Discussion

The results of our literature review spanning from 2000 to 2020 indicate that technology 
and engineering education is a growing area of interest as evidenced by the increasing 
number of publications in recent years. Our study provides a thorough overview of how 
technology education in primary schools has been defined based on empirical studies from 
the past 2 decades. Alongside clarifying terminology, the review examines the extent to 
which empirical studies have emphasized the personal factors of teachers and students, as 
well as the classroom environments that promote effective technology education. These 
findings offer valuable insights into the current state of technology education in primary 
schools and the implications of the research for future practice and policy.

Our study reveals that little research has addressed the topic of technology education in 
primary schools without focusing on the aspects of computer science and informatics. As 
the article analysis pointed out the majority of the excluded studies were related to com-
puter science, mathematics, digital media, or science (EC2). In addition, some studies were 
excluded because they were focused on higher education (EC1), and pre-service teacher 
education (EC3) or they did not refer to primary school students or teachers (EC3).

Technology and engineering are often mentioned in studies regarding science and 
STEM but not as distinct subjects with concrete aims and learning contexts (Keskin, 2017; 
Mammes et al., 2016; Rasinen et al., 2009). Various studies have highlighted significant 
differences in the technology education curriculum at different levels of education, includ-
ing primary schools (Jones et al., 2013; Rasinen et al., 2009; Williams, 2006). These dif-
ferences are not only apparent among different countries but also within the same country, 
making it challenging to implement technology education successfully (Mammes et  al., 
2016; Rasinen et al., 2009; Williams, 2006). The lack of unified standards, including the 
definition, status, content, aims, and pedagogical structures, further complicates the situa-
tion (Williams, 2006). Additionally, since there are no clear concepts and aims of technol-
ogy and engineering curriculum, primary school teachers may not have the appropriate 
preparation or confidence to teach technological subjects (Georgiou et al., 2023b; Mammes 
et al., 2016; Pappa et al., 2023).

An analysis and synthesis of studies on engineering and technology education revealed 
that the terms "technology" and "engineering" sometimes overlap but have distinct empha-
ses. As Table 4 illustrates, there is a degree of heterogeneity in how studies refer to tech-
nology and engineering education. Koul et  al. (2018) defined technology literacy as the 
capacity to comprehend the design process, its tools, and frameworks. In contrast, engi-
neering literacy is defined as an understanding of how technology is enhanced through the 
design process. However, other studies have argued that technology and engineering are 
interconnected and cannot be easily distinguished from each other (Boeve-de Pauw et al., 
2020; Rossouw et al., 2011).

Based on previous research and the findings of this review, it is evident that technol-
ogy and engineering education are interconnected. Both fields focus on understanding the 
design and operational processes, as well as the tools and methodologies used to develop 
and assess problem-solving solutions (Boeve-de Pauw et  al., 2020; Fox-Turnbull, 2016; 
Rossouw et  al., 2011). Therefore, it is recommended to create a unified list of concepts 
and contexts, such as product design, functionality, and structure, to establish standardized 
frameworks for technology and engineering education curricula (Rossouw et al., 2011).

The findings regarding the second research question revealed the plethora of studies 
on students’ and teachers’ personal factors as well as on their interactions and classroom 
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discourse. This review synthesizes studies on both students and teachers to give a compre-
hensive understanding of the intricate aspects of education and the acquisition of knowl-
edge (Charalambous, 2015; Kilpatrick et  al., 2001; Vermunt, 2005). Sixteen articles 
examined students’ personal factors (Table 5), eight articles focused on teachers’ personal 
factors (Table 6) (i.e., personal factors), and nine articles on student–teacher personal and 
contextual factors (Table 7). In alignment with previous research, several studies argued 
that teachers’ personal and contextual factors are strongly connected to students’ personal 
factors (i.e., knowledge, perceptions, and attitudes) about technology and engineering edu-
cation (Douglas et al., 2016; Post & van der Molen, 2014; Rohaan et al., 2010; Vermunt, 
2005). This leads us to further recognize the importance of TPDs for fostering teachers’ 
technology acceptance and information technology skills (Deniz et  al., 2020; Douglas 
et al., 2016; Koul et al., 2018). TPDs should support teachers to understand, experiment, 
and reflect on the contexts, procedures, and approaches of technology and engineering edu-
cation, leading to increased confidence and successful implementation of technology in the 
classroom (Mangiante & Gabriele-Black, 2020; Stein et al., 2000; Watkins et al., 2021).

This review study seeks to analyze and synthesize relevant research articles about the 
current status of technology and engineering education, taking into account all key stake-
holders in primary education, including teachers, students, and the classroom environment. 
Therefore, our findings have implications for both research and practice, providing a frame-
work for discussing advancements in technology and engineering education research. Spe-
cifically, our findings provide the necessary common ground for understanding the con-
cepts and aims of technology and engineering curriculum. This study also emphasizes the 
important role technology plays in primary schools and urges future studies to focus on the 
development and implementation of technology-oriented professional development pro-
grams for pre-service and in-service primary school teachers.

In sum, this study serves as a valuable knowledge base and enhances the understand-
ing of technology and engineering education from the perspectives of both teachers and 
students. Building upon the current findings, our future research endeavors will involve the 
development of a Teacher Development Program (TDP) focused on technology education 
in primary schools in Germany. This program aims to bridge the gap between theory and 
practice in the field by providing professional development opportunities to motivate, pre-
pare, and support teachers in the design and implementation of technology-focused lessons 
in primary school classrooms. By incorporating practical training and ongoing support, 
we aim to facilitate the effective integration of technology education into primary school 
curricula.

Limitations

Our review study has several limitations that need to be acknowledged. Firstly, we focused 
solely on research articles published in journals, neglecting potentially valuable informa-
tion from sources such as conference proceedings, which may not be widely accessible or 
published at an international level due to language barriers. Secondly, our investigation 
specifically targeted in-service teachers to examine their implementation processes in tech-
nology and engineering subjects and their impact on students’ personal skills and class-
room interactions. However, it would be beneficial to have an overview of pre-service edu-
cational programs related to technology and engineering subjects. Understanding teachers’ 
backgrounds in these subjects is crucial for establishing and enhancing the foundational 
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frameworks for the development of effective TPD programs. Recognizing these limitations 
is important as they provide insights into areas for future research and potential avenues for 
improving the comprehensiveness and depth of our study.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the growing interest and research in technology and engineering education 
highlight the need for a shared understanding of its objectives, concepts, and contexts to 
establish cohesive curricular frameworks and implementation practices. Our study contrib-
utes to the field by shedding light on the current state, diversities, and challenges within 
technology and engineering education in primary schools. This insight can inform further 
research endeavors and policymaking, ultimately facilitating the development of effec-
tive TPD programs in this domain. By addressing the existing gaps and challenges, we 
can advance the quality and impact of technology and engineering education in primary 
schools.

Acknowledgements This study was funded by TÜV SÜD Stiftung.

Author contributions All authors contributed to the study conception and design. The literature search was 
performed by the first author, and the data analysis by the first and second author. The first draft of the man-
uscript was written by the first author and all authors commented on previous versions of the manuscript. 
All authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Funding Open Access funding enabled and organized by Projekt DEAL.

Declarations 

Conflict of interest The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or 
financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, 
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long 
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Com-
mons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article 
are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly 
from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http:// creat iveco mmons. org/ licen ses/ by/4. 0/.

References

Alangari, T. S. (2022). Online STEM education during COVID-19 period: A systematic review of percep-
tions in higher education. Eurasia Journal of Mathematics, Science and Technology Education. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 29333/ ejmste/ 11986

Björkholm, E. (2014). Exploring the capability of evaluating technical solutions: A collaborative study into 
the primary technology classroom. International Journal of Technology and Design Education, 24(1), 
1–18. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10798- 013- 9240-1

Boeve-de Pauw, J., Ardies, J., Hens, K., Wullemen, A., van de Vyver, Y., Rydant, T., De Spiegeleer, L., & 
Verbraeken, H. (2020). Short and long term impact of a high-tech STEM intervention on pupils’ atti-
tudes towards technology. International Journal of Technology and Design Education. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1007/ s10798- 020- 09627-5

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.29333/ejmste/11986
https://doi.org/10.29333/ejmste/11986
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-013-9240-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-020-09627-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-020-09627-5


1041Assessing the state of technology education in primary schools:…

1 3

Bozick, R., Srinivasan, S., & Gottfried, M. (2017). Do high school STEM courses prepare non-college 
bound youth for jobs in the STEM economy? Education Economics, 25(3), 234–250. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1080/ 09645 292. 2016. 12345 85

Brennan, P., & Silman, A. (1992). Statistical methods for assessing observer variability in clinical measures. 
BMJ British Medical Journal, 304(6840), 1491. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1136/ bmj. 304. 6840. 1491

Capobianco, B. M., Diefes-Dux, H. A., Mena, I., & Weller, J. (2011). What is an engineer? Implications of 
elementary school student conceptions for engineering education. Journal of Engineering Education, 
100(2), 304–328. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/j. 2168- 9830. 2011. tb000 15.x

Charalambous, C. Y. (2015). Working at the intersection of teacher knowledge, teacher beliefs, and 
teaching practice: A multiple-case study. Journal of Mathematics Teacher Education, 18(5), 427–
445. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10857- 015- 9318-7

Council, N. R. (2012). A framework for K-12 science education: Practices, crosscutting concepts, and 
core ideas. The National Academies Press.

Council, N. R. (2013). Next generation science standards: For states, by sates. The National Academies 
Press. https:// doi. org/ 10. 17226/ 18290

Cunningham, C. M., & Kelly, G. J. (2017). Framing engineering practices in elementary school class-
rooms. International Journal of Engineering Education, 33(1), 295–307.

Davies, R. S. (2011). Understanding technology literacy: A framework for evaluating educational tech-
nology integration. TechTrends, 55(5), 45–52. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s11528- 011- 0527-3

Davies, T. (2000). Confidence! Its role in the creative teaching and learning of design and technology. 
Journal of Technology Education, 12(1), 18–31. https:// doi. org/ 10. 21061/ jte. v12i1.a.2

Davis, B. K. (2021). Influences on academic talent development of black girls in K-12: A systematic 
review. Journal of Advanced Academics, 32(4), 435–468. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 19322 02X21 
10138 06

Davis, R. S., Ginns, I. S., & McRobbie, C. J. (2002). Elementary school students’ understandings of 
technology concepts. Journal of Technology Education, 14(1), 35–50. https:// doi. org/ 10. 21061/ jte. 
v14i1.a.3

Deniz, H., Kaya, E., Yesilyurt, E., & Trabia, M. (2020). The influence of an engineering design experi-
ence on elementary teachers’ nature of engineering views. International Journal of Technology and 
Design Education, 30(4), 635–656. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10798- 019- 09518-4

Douglas, K. A., Rynearson, A., Yoon, S. Y., & Diefes-Dux, H. (2016). Two elementary schools’ devel-
oping potential for sustainability of engineering education. International Journal of Technology 
and Design Education, 26(3), 309–334. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10798- 015- 9313-4

English, L. D., & King, D. (2017). Engineering education with fourth-grade students: Introducing 
design-based problem solving. International Journal of Engineering Education, 33(1), 346–360.

English, L. D., King, D., & Smeed, J. (2017). Advancing integrated STEM learning through engineering 
design: Sixth-grade students’ design and construction of earthquake resistant buildings. The Jour-
nal of Educational Research, 110(3), 255–271. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 00220 671. 2016. 12640 53

Firat, M. (2017). Growing misconception of technology: Investigation of elementary students’ recogni-
tion of and reasoning about technological artifacts. International Journal of Technology and Design 
Education, 27(2), 183–199. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10798- 015- 9351-y

Fox-Turnbull, W. H. (2016). The nature of primary students’ conversation in technology educatio. Inter-
national Journal of Technology and Design Education, 26(1), 21–41. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s10798- 015- 9303-6

Georgiou, D., Diery, A., Mok, S. Y., Fischer, F., & Seidel, T. (2023). Turning research evidence into 
teaching action: Teacher educators’ attitudes toward evidence-based teaching. International Jour-
nal of Educational Research Open, 4, 100240. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. ijedro. 2023. 100240

Georgiou, D., Mok, S. Y., Fischer, F., Vermunt, J. D., & Seidel, T. (2020). Evidence-based practice in 
teacher education: The mediating role of self-efficacy beliefs and practical knowledge. Frontiers in 
Education, 5, 559192. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ feduc. 2020. 559192

Georgiou, D., Trikoili, A., & Kester, L. (2023). Rethinking determinants of primary school teachers’ 
technology acceptance during the COVID-19 pandemic. Computers and Education Open. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. caeo. 2023. 100145

Hong, J. C., Yu, K. C., & Chen, M. Y. (2011). Collaborative learning in technological project design. 
International Journal of Technology and Design Education, 21(3), 335–347. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1007/ s10798- 010- 9123-7

Jakobs, E.-M., & Ziefle, M. (2010). Wege zur Technikfaszination: Sozialisationsverläufe und Interven-
tionszeitpunkte. Springer-Verlag.

https://doi.org/10.1080/09645292.2016.1234585
https://doi.org/10.1080/09645292.2016.1234585
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.304.6840.1491
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2168-9830.2011.tb00015.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10857-015-9318-7
https://doi.org/10.17226/18290
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11528-011-0527-3
https://doi.org/10.21061/jte.v12i1.a.2
https://doi.org/10.1177/1932202X211013806
https://doi.org/10.1177/1932202X211013806
https://doi.org/10.21061/jte.v14i1.a.3
https://doi.org/10.21061/jte.v14i1.a.3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-019-09518-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-015-9313-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2016.1264053
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-015-9351-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-015-9303-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-015-9303-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijedro.2023.100240
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2020.559192
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeo.2023.100145
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.caeo.2023.100145
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-010-9123-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-010-9123-7


1042 C. I. Pappa et al.

1 3

Jones, A., Buntting, C., & de Vries, M. J. (2013). The developing field of technology education: A 
review to look forward. International Journal of Technology and Design Education, 23, 191–212. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10798- 011- 9174-4

Jones, A., & Moreland, J. (2004). Enhancing practicing primary school teachers’ pedagogical content 
knowledge in technology. International Journal of Technology and Design Education, 14(2), 121–
140. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1023/b: Itde. 00000 26513. 48316. 39

Keskin, T. (2017). The technology in the programs of life sciences in Turkey and Sachunterricht in Ger-
many. International Technology and Education Journal, 1(1), 10–15.

Kilpatrick, J., Swafford, J., Findell, B., & Council, N. R. (2001). Adding it up: Helping children learn 
mathematics. Citeseer.

Koul, R. B., Fraser, B. J., Maynard, N., & Tade, M. (2018). Evaluation of engineering and technology 
activities in primary schools in terms of learning environment, attitudes and understanding. Learn-
ing Environments Research, 21(2), 285–300. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10984- 017- 9255-8

Lavonen, J. (2021). How the Finnish compulsory school science curriculum emphasises scientific lit-
eracy. Eesti Haridusteaduste Ajakiri.

Lee, Y.-F., & Lee, L.-S. (2022). Status and trends of STEM education in highly competitive countries: 
Country reports and international comparison. Online Submission.

Li, Y., Wang, K., Xiao, Y., & Froyd, J. E. (2020). Research and trends in STEM education: A systematic 
review of journal publications. International Journal of Stem Education, 7(1), 1–16.

Looijenga, A., Klapwijk, R. M., & de Vries, M. J. (2020). How focus creates engagement in Primary 
Design and Technology Education: The effect of well-defined tasks and joint presentations on a 
class of nine to twelve years old pupils. Design and Technology Education: An International Jour-
nal, 25(2), 10–28.

Lottero-Perdue, P. S., & Lachapelle, C. P. (2020). Engineering mindsets and learning outcomes in ele-
mentary school. Journal of Engineering Education, 109(4), 640–664. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/ jee. 
20350

Mammes, I., Schaper, N., & Strobel, J. (2012). Professionalism and the Role of Teacher Beliefs in Tech-
nology Teaching in German Primary Schools–An Area of Conflict. Teachers’ Pedagogical Beliefs, 
91.

Mammes, I., Fletcher, S., Lang, M., & Münk, D. (2016). Technology Education in Germany. In Technol-
ogy Education Today. International Perspectives. (pp. 11–38). Waxmann Verlag.

Mammes, I., Adenstedt, V., Gooß, A., & Graube, G. (2019). Technology, Information Technology and 
Natural Science as Basics for Innovation. In Zur Bedeutung der Technischen Bildung in Fächerver-
bünden (pp. 93–109). Springer.

Mammes, I. (2004). Promoting girls’ interest in technology through technology education: A research 
study. International Journal of Technology and Design Education, 14(2), 89–100. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1023/B: ITDE. 00000 26472. 27439. f6

Mangiante, E. S., & Gabriele-Black, K. A. (2020). Supporting elementary teachers’ collective inquiry 
into the “E” in STEM examining students’ engineering design work. Science & Education, 29(4), 
1007–1034. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s11191- 020- 00123-9

Margot, K. C., & Kettler, T. (2019). Teachers’ perception of STEM integration and education: A sys-
tematic literature review. International Journal of Stem Education, 6, 16. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1186/ 
s40594- 018- 0151-2

McFadden, J., & Roehrig, G. (2019). Engineering design in the elementary science classroom: Support-
ing student discourse during an engineering design challenge. International Journal of Technology 
and Design Education, 29(2), 231–262. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10798- 018- 9444-5

McHugh, M. L. (2012). Interrater reliability: The kappa statistic. Biochemia Medica, 22(3), 276–282.
Milne, L. (2013). Nurturing the designerly thinking and design capabilities of five-year-olds: Technol-

ogy in the new entrant classroom. International Journal of Technology and Design Education, 
23(2), 349–360. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10798- 011- 9182-4

Möller, K., Tenberge, C., & Ziemann, U. (1996). Technische Bildung im Sachunterricht. Eine quantita-
tive Studie zur Ist-Situation an nordrhein-westfälischen Grundschulen. Selbstverlag.

Moreland, J., & Jones, A. (2000). Emerging assessment practices in an emergent curriculum: Implica-
tions for technology. International Journal of Technology and Design Education, 10(3), 283–305. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1023/a: 10089 90307 060

Mullet, D. (2016). Catalysts of women’s talent development in STEM: A systematic review (Unpub-
lished doctoral dissertation). Denton: University of North Texas.

Mullet, D. R., Rinn, A. N., & Kettler, T. (2017). Catalysts of women’s talent development in STEM: A 
systematic review. Journal of Advanced Academics, 28(4), 253–289. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 19322 
02X17 735305

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-011-9174-4
https://doi.org/10.1023/b:Itde.0000026513.48316.39
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10984-017-9255-8
https://doi.org/10.1002/jee.20350
https://doi.org/10.1002/jee.20350
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:ITDE.0000026472.27439.f6
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:ITDE.0000026472.27439.f6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11191-020-00123-9
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40594-018-0151-2
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40594-018-0151-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-018-9444-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-011-9182-4
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1008990307060
https://doi.org/10.1177/1932202X17735305
https://doi.org/10.1177/1932202X17735305


1043Assessing the state of technology education in primary schools:…

1 3

O’Connor, C., & Joffe, H. (2020). Intercoder reliability in qualitative research: Debates and practical 
guidelines. International Journal of Qualitative Methods. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 16094 06919 
899220

Page, M. J., McKenzie, J. E., Bossuyt, P. M., Boutron, I., Hoffmann, T. C., Mulrow, C. D., Shamseer, 
L., Tetzlaff, J. M., Akl, E. A., & Brennan, S. E. (2021). The PRISMA 2020 statement: An updated 
guideline for reporting systematic reviews. Systematic Reviews, 10(1), 1–11. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1136/ bmj. n71

Pappa, C. I., Georgiou, D., & Pittich, D. (2023). Technology education in primary schools: Address-
ing teachers’ perceptions, perceived barriers, and needs. International Journal of Technology and 
Design Education. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10798- 023- 09828-8

Post, T., & van der Molen, J. H. W. (2014). Effects of company visits on Dutch primary school children’s 
attitudes toward technical professions. International Journal of Technology and Design Education, 
24(4), 349–373. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10798- 014- 9263-2

Rasinen, A., Virtanen, S., Endepohls-Ulpe, M., Ikonen, P., Ebach, J., & Stahl-von Zabern, J. (2009). 
Technology education for children in primary schools in Finland and Germany: Different school 
systems, similar problems and how to overcome them. International Journal of Technology and 
Design Education, 19(4), 367–379. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10798- 009- 9097-5

Reinholz, D. L., White, I., & Andrews, T. (2021). Change theory in STEM higher education: A system-
atic review. International Journal of Stem Education, 8(1), 1–22.

Rohaan, E. J. (2009). Testing teacher knowledge for technology teaching in primary schools. Printser-
vice TU/e. https:// doi. org/ 10. 6100/ IR653 226

Rohaan, E. J., Taconis, R., & Jochems, W. M. G. (2010). Reviewing the relations between teachers’ 
knowledge and pupils’ attitude in the field of primary technology education. International Journal 
of Technology and Design Education, 20(1), 15–26. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10798- 008- 9055-7

Rohaan, E. J., Taconis, R., & Jochems, W. M. G. (2012). Analysing teacher knowledge for technology 
education in primary schools. International Journal of Technology and Design Education, 22(3), 
271–280. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10798- 010- 9147-z

Ropohl, G. (1991). Technologische Aufklärung Beiträge Zur Technikphilosophie.
Rossouw, A., Hacker, M., & de Vries, M. J. (2011). Concepts and contexts in engineering and technol-

ogy education: An international and interdisciplinary Delphi study. International Journal of Tech-
nology and Design Education, 21(4), 409–424. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10798- 010- 9129-1

Sanders, M. (2009). Technology teacher education in the United States. Essential Topics for Technology 
Educators, 1001, 239.

Sherman, T. M., Sanders, M., & Kwon, H. (2010). Teaching in middle school technology education: 
A review of recent practices. International Journal of Technology and Design Education, 20(4), 
367–379. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10798- 009- 9090-z

Slangen, L., van Keulen, H., & Gravemeijer, K. (2011). What pupils can learn from working with robotic 
direct manipulation environments. International Journal of Technology and Design Education, 
21(4), 449–469. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10798- 010- 9130-8

Sneider, C. I., & Ravel, M. K. (2021). Insights from two decades of P-12 engineering education research. 
Journal of Pre-College Engineering Education Research, 11(2), 5.

Solomonidou, C., & Tassios, A. (2007). A phenomenographic study of Greek primary school students’ 
representations concerning technology in daily life. International Journal of Technology and 
Design Education, 17(2), 113–133. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10798- 006- 0007-9

Stein, S. J., Ginns, I. S., & McDonald, C. V. (2007). Teachers learning about technology and technology 
education: Insights from a professional development experience. International Journal of Technol-
ogy and Design Education, 17(2), 179–195. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10798- 006- 0008-8

Stein, S. J., McRobbie, C. J., & Ginns, I. (2000). Recognising uniqueness in the technology key learning 
area: The search for meaning. International Journal of Technology and Design Education, 10(2), 
105–123. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1023/a: 10089 45013 123

Stein, S. J., McRobbie, C. J., & Ginns, I. S. (2002). Implications of missed opportunities for learning and 
assessment in design and technology education. Teaching and Teacher Education, 18(1), 35–49.

Sultan, U. N., Axell, C., & Hallström, J. (2020). Technical or not? Investigating the self-image of girls 
aged 9 to 12 when participating in primary technology education. Design and Technology Educa-
tion: An International Journal, 25(2), 175–191.

Vermunt, J. D. (2005). Relations between student learning patterns and personal and contextual fac-
tors and academic performance. Higher Education, 49(3), 205–234. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s10734- 004- 6664-2

https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406919899220
https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406919899220
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-023-09828-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-014-9263-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-009-9097-5
https://doi.org/10.6100/IR653226
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-008-9055-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-010-9147-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-010-9129-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-009-9090-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-010-9130-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-006-0007-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-006-0008-8
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1008945013123
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-004-6664-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-004-6664-2


1044 C. I. Pappa et al.

1 3

Virtanen, S., Raikkonen, E., & Ikonen, P. (2015). Gender-based motivational differences in technology 
education. International Journal of Technology and Design Education, 25(2), 197–211. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1007/ s10798- 014- 9278-8

De Vries, M. (2000). Can we train researchers and teachers to make a team? Win-win strategies in tech-
nology education. In Proceedings of the 1st Biennial International Conference on Technology Edu-
cation Research.

Watkins, J., Portsmore, M., & Swanson, R. D. (2021). Shifts in elementary teachers’ pedagogical rea-
soning: Studying teacher learning in an online graduate program in engineering education. Journal 
of Engineering Education, 110(1), 252–271. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/ jee. 20369

Wendell, K. B., & Rogers, C. (2013). Engineering design-based science, science content performance, 
and science attitudes in elementary school. Journal of Engineering Education, 102(4), 513–540. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/ jee. 20026

Wender, I. (2004). Relation of technology, science, self-concept, interest, and gender. Journal of Tech-
nology Studies, 30(3), 43–51.

Williams, P. J. (2006). International technology teacher education. McGraw-Hill Glencoe.
Wright, G. A., Reeves, E., Williams, J., Morrison-Love, D., Patrick, F., Ginestié, J., Mammes, I., & 

Graube, G. (2018). Abridged international perspectives of technology education and its connection 
to STEM education. International Journal of Education, 10(4), 31–56. https:// doi. org/ 10. 5296/ ije. 
v10i4. 13704

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-014-9278-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-014-9278-8
https://doi.org/10.1002/jee.20369
https://doi.org/10.1002/jee.20026
https://doi.org/10.5296/ije.v10i4.13704
https://doi.org/10.5296/ije.v10i4.13704

	Assessing the state of technology education in primary schools: a systematic review of the last 2 decades
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Teachers’ and students’ personal factors and technology education
	Aim of the study

	Method
	Information sources and search strategy
	Inclusion and exclusion criteria
	Data collection and analysis
	Analysis of articles

	Results
	Description of technology education in primary schools
	Students’ personal factors and group differences in technology education
	Teachers’ personal factors in technology education
	Teacher–student interactions and the classroom environment in technology education

	Discussion
	Limitations
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements 
	References




