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Abstract:  It is the aim of this paper to present a historical narrative of the field of Instructional 

Technology (IT), placing the Maker movement within this historical context.  The historical 

synopsis relies on the definition of IT created by The Association for Educational Communications 

and Technology (AECT), as it is the most widely and broadly used definition within IT, to guide 

the historical perspective.      

 

 

 

Introduction 

 
 IT has continuously evolved alongside changes in both education and technology.  In 2007, the AECT 

defined IT as, “The study and ethical practice of facilitating learning and improving performance by creating, using, 

and managing appropriate technological processes and resources” (p. 1).  A visual diagram (see Figure 1.1), created 

by Januszewski and Molenda (2007), summarizes the interplay of the defining characteristics found in the AECT 

definition.  This iteration has been refined and reassessed throughout the years, and has changed in correspondence 

to the growth and inclusion of different technologies within the sphere of IT. 

 

History 
 

 At the turn of the 20th Century the term denoting IT was ‘instructional media’ i.e. pictures, paintings, etc. 

(Januszewski, & Molenda, 2008).  According to Reiser (2001), learning took place in Museum Schools where 

“visual education” or “visual instruction” described the pedagogical method for the transference of knowledge (p. 

55).  The most influential item to be created and employed within the instructional media movement during the early 

part of the 20th Century was the film projector.  This invention stoked claims made by Thomas Edison in 1913, 

"books will soon be obsolete in the schools .... It is possible to teach every branch of human knowledge with the 

motion picture. Our school system will be completely changed in the next ten years" (as cited in Saettler, 1968, p. 

98).  Although, Edison’s prediction of the direction of education was inexact, his supposition that motion pictures 

had the capability to drastically change education was somewhat true; movies did not because of cost and lack of 

adoption by educational institutions (Saettler, 1968).  Instructional leaders did integrate some visual instruction 



within schools, and some higher institutions even began to offer classes in the proper administration of visual 

instruction, but it was not the revolution predicted by Edison.  

  

 A shift occurred in the late 1920’s continuing into the 1930’s with the advent of media incorporating sound.  

This development led to a title change from instructional media to audiovisual instruction.  Institutions began not 

only looking at the visual effects on learning outcomes, but also at the influence audio recordings can have alongside 

visual media.  During this transitional period, occurring simultaneously as the Great Depression, there was a 

consolidation of audiovisual organizations through their collapse while other organizations decided to unify under 

the moniker, the Department of Visual Instruction (DVI), which morphed into the Association for Educational 

Communications and Technology (AECT) (Januszewski, & M. Molenda, 2008).  This was a fortuitous occurrence 

as it allowed for the unifying of agendas and a strengthening of the overall field through clarity of a singular 

message.  

  

 Starting at the onset of World War II, audiovisual instruction became a major way to educate soldiers; it 

was seen as an effective way to educate numerous soldiers quickly.  Reiser (2001) states, “It was estimated that there 

were more than four million showings of training films to United States military personnel” (p. 56).  Unfortunately, 

the popularity gained within the armed forces did not translate directly to public educational institutions; this was 

partially due to a lack of empirical data, absent due to the rapid pace needed to educate soldiers.  Overall, though 

there was a renewed interest in the capabilities of audiovisual instruction after WWII, which led to the first research 

to identify principles of learning which could influence the design of audiovisual materials (Reiser, 2001, p. 57). 

 

 After WWII and the invention of television, there was a shift in the audiovisual instructional methods to 

television.  A curriculum developed for instructional televisions was created and put forth as an improved 

instructional method for schools.  Around this time period, a combination of teacher resistance as well as expense 

led to the dismissal of instructional televisions as a functional way to educate within schools (Reiser, 2001, p. 58). 

 

 By the early 1970’s, audiovisual instruction became a passé term replaced by instructional technology.  

This change in terminology is directly related to the demise of television instruction and the slow rise of computer 

instruction; although, the computer revolution did not fully transform the field until the mid to late eighties 

(Januszewski, & Molenda, 2008).  The computer revolution was further bolstered by the invention of the internet, 

which allows for an interactivity between users never before experienced.  This allowed for technology within 

education to be less associated with training programs and more associated with part of a knowledge development 

system personalized to the specific user, which is where it currently stands. 

 
Web 2.0 

 
 Web 2.0 tool pushed the use of internet away from static websites to social driven platforms which were 

driven by user-generated content.  As Howard Jarche (2008) wrote, “Web 2.0. is the growing set of tools and 

processes that allows anyone to easily create digital and collaborate with others without any special programming 

skills” (as cited in Hoffman & Rossett, 2012, p.169).  Social interaction moved from the background to the 

foreground as Web 2.0 users easily navigated a system of tools which previously were unavailable.  Whereas in past 

learning environments reaction and feedback were slow in coming and limited within the class, Web 2.0 tools 

allowed for an immediate reaction from a wide swathe of people from around the world.  Moreover, it allowed 

people into the process of helping to create whatever interested them; a learning community arose where 

information was exchanged and shared.    

  

 The learning environments created by Web 2.0 allowed for the development of a socially constructed 

learning environments where the building of artifacts, alongside knowledge, had become prevalent.  Hoffman and 

Rossett (2012) support the notion artifacts hold value as a means to reach people in a different manner than purely 

the transmission of abstract ideas for the sake of regurgitation.  The Maker movement embodies this tenet as it holds 

high the idea of constructing an artifact through the use of digital tools and non-digital tools, which take the learner 

from the conceptual ideation to artifact actuation.  The Maker movement combines both the abstract and concrete to 

create deep learning and understanding with the learner while utilizing social medium, digital and face-to-face, for 

knowledge creation. 

 



Maker Movement 
 

The Maker movement is the next evolution of IT because it places the learner in the center of the 

knowledge acquisition (Dougherty, 2012). Not only does it position the learner at the center of the knowledge 

creation, but also as Sheridan, Halverson, Litts, Brahms, Jacobs-Priebe, & Owens (2014) report “makerspaces and 

the collaborative design and making activities they support have generated interest in diverse educational realms” (p. 

506).  The Maker movement creates opportunities for personal as well all community knowledge creation, and this 

is made possible through the technological development of the personal computer and digital fabrication software 

(Halverson & Sheridan, 2014). 

 

It has become easier to design an artifact utilizing computer design software and then produce it using a 3D 

printer or some other Computer Numerical Control (CNC) type printer.  The ease at which digital fabrication has 

progressed aligns with the decrease in expense of the equipment involved in creating digital tools.  Even without the 

proliferation of cheaper 3D printers and other digital tools, DIY communities have arisen with the interconnectivity 

of the internet and knowledge through digital platforms (Havlerson & Sheridan, 2014).  These platforms (YouTube 

etc.) have allowed for the dissemination of knowledge to take place, and the sharing of creations across the web 

(Jarche, 2008). 

 

The Maker movement allows the teacher to becomes more of a facilitator and technology expert, helping 

guide the students’ knowledge growth through project-based learning (Clapp, Ross, Ryan, & Tishman, 2017). These 

ideas are attractive within education as they incorporate constructivist ideals (Piaget, 1973) alongside constructionist 

activities (Papert, 1991), which are both steeped in student centered learning whereby, “The child’s own instincts 

and powers furnish the material and give the starting-point for all education” (Dewey, 1929, p. 33).  This deep 

personalized learning is an extension of the historical development of IT as from the very beginning Instructional 

Technologists have aimed to use technology to personalize education (Januszewski, & Molenda, 2008).    

  

Agency  

 

 The Maker movement creates environments which are empowering, allowing for students’ agency to be at the 

forefront of the learning (Clapp, Ross, Ryan, & Tishman, 2017).  Agency becomes a driving force in the classroom that 

allows students to express and facilitate deeper thinking (Clapp et al., 2017).  This idea of agency goes against many of 

the current trends of education that call for more standardization and a consumeristic, passive interpretation of education.  

The Maker movement allows the student to be an active agent whose engagement in the process of learner is just as 

important as the final outcome.   

  

Conclusion   
 

It is important to empirically justify the use of Maker movement principles within schools.  As Washor and 

Mojkowski (2013) state, “It is the job of IT professionals to prepare all students to be tinkerer-scientists; that is, 

citizens who are competent and comfortable using science, math and technology tools and processes to address real-

world challenges they discover in their lives and careers” (as cited in Honey, M. & Kanter, p. 6). We need to 

communicate the importance of the Maker movement to school communities by helping them understand the 

historical context of the Maker movement, and how it encourages deep impactful learning.  
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