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Abstract

Technology assessment has drawn enormous amounts of various attention as well as

participation mostly in industrialized countries.

technology assessment especially in newly developed countries.

This paper deals with the implications of

Firstly, definition and present

status of technology assessment are depicted, Secondly, methodology of technology assessment

is reviewed in detail at two different levels; one is the methodology at procedural or

epistemological level and the other is the methodology at specific or particular level,

Finally,

policy recommendations and suggestion concerned with the activity of technology assessment

in Korea are presented,
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(E 1) BRRmeh#AES BEIV (Impact Analycis of Computer-Assisted-Instruction)
|

Impact f Primary Impact Secondary Impact
Characteristics J

Source of An Instructional System Requires the Use Improper Reward System for Prepara-

Impact of Source Materials of Many Types tion of Adequate Software for CAI

Fragmented from Their Original Context,
Type of Legal, Enforcement of Present Copyright Social. LCevelopment of Media Progra-
Impact Laws in the Context of Magnetic Storage | mmers to Generate Materials and Tea-

is Difficult and new Types of Copyright
Protection are Necessary.

cher Managers To Ensure Their Opti-
mum Use,

Affected Group

Professors

Professors

| |

How Affected . ‘,
{

Unfavourably, There is Little Incentive to
Design one’s own System Under Present
Laws and CAI Development is Being
Retarded.

Unfavourably. Possible drastic Change
in Their Professions, for Which They
are Ill-Prepared,

Likelihood | 70% | 20%
‘ .
| Timing ” initial 1975; Widespread 1985, | Initial-1990; Widesppead-2000. ]
j— [ -~ !
( Magnitude Introduction and use of Technologies ‘ Ultimatefly., 50% of Software Designed
} Retarded by five Years, | by Specialists,
i Duration ” About 10Years, | Permanent.
Diffusion 10% Relative Decrease in Rate of Introdu- ; About 20% of Faculty Affected, \
ction of New Programs, J
Government can Pass Modern Copyright Uncontrollable,
Controllability Laws Taking into Account Their Impact
on Future Teaching Methods,
(24 : Day, 1973)
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C02] CMEA (Council for Mutual Economic Analysis)
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