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       Thus far in this course I have grown more frustrated as to how other educators view, over use, and abuse the term technology. Technology is such a broad term and yet educators use the word to mean computers and software. If that is what they mean then I feel they should be more precise and simply say that. I feel so strongly about this because I teach Technology Education and it is far more than computers. My attitude toward other teacher has changed. From discussion it has become evident that the use of computer sand software lacks because of funding, and a teachers skill and ability. I feel that if teacher find Rubistar new and exciting then they are far behind. It is my opinion that any motivated teacher who has used the web as a tool would have stumbled upon tools like Rubistar prior to this course. In general I struggle to find ways of how this course has made me use computers and software more effectively in my classroom. From what others have stated in the discussion I seem to be the only one in this position. For this reason I have change my perspective of teachers multimedia skills in education. I am aware I may sound pessimistic however I am being truthful.  
       I do not think I have learned anything directly from this course that results in higher learning. Our first week focused on planning for technology in the classroom. In my situation I do not plan on using technology in my classroom since it is the already the focal point of my classes. This would be like a math teacher planning on using math in class.  For this reason I do not feel week one was a learning unit. 
       The second week topic introduced instructional strategies through springboards, information exploration, active involvement, and closure/transfer. These topics are all common in the educational world and so were not new to me. In fact many staff development meetings specifically focus on these very same topics.
        In our third week rubrics were discussed and sites such as rubistar were the focal point. Again, I feel these sites are too simple and stale to focus on. I learned that with rubistar a teacher can create a rubric online. The negative part about rubistar is that it really does nothing for a teacher that they could not do on their own with MS word or MS excel. I is my opinion that rubistar is added baggage since it appends its own copyright to rubrics created by you. In addition to that the formatting of rubistar is very poor and simplistic. For these reason I feel the effectiveness of online rubric makers is poor and is just as easily done with traditional methods. Annette Lamb stated it is important to “Pick the best tool for the job”, and I do not feel sites like rubistar are the right tool (Lamb A,). In reference to rubrics being used for complex products, the focus needs to be put on the rubric. Some rubrics are well written others are not. I feel that if a rubric is well written then it most certainly can be an affective grading tool for both formative and summative assessment. Janye James (Laureate Education, 2007) suggests that rubrics must be written for specific projects and this makes sense since the rubric itself is not what makes it effective rather the content of the rubric. 
       Our last unit focused on multimedia portfolios which were interesting to me since I have experienced creating student web portfolios. It was evident that my issues with web based portfolios are consistent with others. Student skill and class time are the major obstacles when it comes to creating online web based portfolios. This is evident by evaluation the example portfolio links provided in our discussions. On the other hand multimedia portfolios created from software such as MS PowerPoint are fairly easy to compile. Other advantages of multimedia slide-shows include the easy access to the software and its multimedia capabilities (Barrett, 2000).
       In addition to this some educators may think that the only technology standards are that of the NETS standards when in fact there are far more comprehensive standards. The International Technology Education Standards for Technological Literacy address more of what students need. In fact the draw back may be that they address too many standards for the common teacher. My problem is I am not a common teacher. As a technology education teacher my standards are the ITEA standards which include the NETS standards and more. “Unfortunately, there is major confusion between technology education and educational technology.” (William Dugger, 2001)
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