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Abstract In this essay, we state that establishing technology curricula by national gov-

ernments causes a shift in the policy actions of educational technology support: from a

technical rationale with a main focus on funding and resources to a pedagogical rationale

with a main focus on student competencies. We illustrate our point of view by describing

the formal educational technology curriculum recently administered by the government in

Flanders. This curriculum is written in terms of attainment targets and has clear impli-

cations on the nature of educational technology which is no longer dependent on teachers’

individual efforts or willingness, but is becoming compulsory at the school level. Fur-

thermore, we present two levers that facilitate the integration process of educational

technology in general and the realization of technology curricula in particular. Technology

coordinators should act more as curriculum managers and change agents, and schools

should jointly establish a technology policy plan.

Keywords Curriculum � Technology coordinator � Technology plan �
School policy

Educational technology on a turning point

In response to economic and social changes countries all over the world have started to

formulate policies that incorporate the use of technology in education. The majority of

these countries have set national goals that identify the significant role technology will play

in improving the system of education as a whole (Kozma 2003). In this respect, the use of

technology in education is becoming an important part of educational policy making and

has already brought about substantial expenditure (Mulkeen 2003). Until now, the primary

function of most educational policies is to provide schools with funds or resources that

address schools’ needs for equipment, network infrastructure, and to a lesser extent teacher

professional development (Jones 2003; Owston 2007). Recently, however, some national
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governments are broadening their scope by administrating technology curricula as a spe-

cific form of educational policy making. According to Yelland (2006), a reconceptual-

ization of the curriculum is necessary if students want to acquire the skills and knowledge

needed in the information age. Such a reconceptualization is more than using computers in

the classroom or making curriculum activities electronic, it is also about creating ‘contexts
for authentic learning that use new technologies in integrated and meaningful ways to
enhance the production of knowledge and the communication and dissemination of ideas’
(Yelland 2006, p. 122).

In this essay, we focus on technology curricula and its implications for schools. Due to

countless definitions of the curriculum-concept (see Jackson 1992), it is difficult to define

this concept in unequivocal terms. In general, curricula can be understood as that which is

designated to be taught and learned. By this, curriculum refers to the official list of courses

offered by the school. It also refers to the purpose, content, activities, and organization of

the educational program actually created in schools by teachers, students, and adminis-

trators (Walker and Soltis 1997 in Hewitt 2006). The concept includes a set of decision-

making processes and products that focus on the preparation, implementation, and

assessment of general plans to influence students’ behavior and insights (Armstron 2003 in

Hewitt 2006). Van den Akker (2003) argues that a differentiation between various levels of

the curriculum is useful and interesting when discussing curriculum and curriculum

activities. The author makes a distinction between the system or state level (macro), the

school level (meso), the classroom level (micro) and the personal (nano) level. A further

distinction is made between three curriculum representations: the intended, implemented,

and attained curriculum (Van den Akker 2003). The intended curriculum refers to the

vision or underlying philosophy of the curriculum and the intentions specified in formal

curriculum documents. The implemented curriculum comprises of the perceived curricu-

lum as interpreted by its users as well as the operational curriculum, i.e., the actual process

of teaching and learning. The attained curriculum refers to learning experiences and

learning outcomes.

It is clear that the technology curricula formulated by national governments are situated

on the macro level and refer to the concept of intended curricula. These curricula refer to

societies’ underlying vision and philosophy of the future role of technology in education.

The formulation of such curricula is an important step in the policy of educational tech-

nology support. Technology curricula have a clear pedagogical foundation and tend to be

more related to teaching and learning than to technical equipment and skills. It is thus

arguable that the formulation and implementation of technology curricula causes a shift

from a technological rationale, which has its main focus on funding and resources, to a

pedagogical rationale. An analysis of national and international technology curricula by

Tondeur et al. (2007b) reveals two general aims underlying these technology curricula. The

first aim builds on the rationale that all children must be digitally literate to be prepared for

the knowledge-based society. Indeed, attaining technological literacy through the educa-

tional process is a fundamentally important opportunity to give students (Dugger et al.

2003). The second aim is related to the assumption that technology can improve student

learning, and emphasizes that technology should take its point of departure in pedagogy.

Curriculum reconceptualization thus implies a rethinking of pedagogies (Yelland 2006).

These aims are comparable to the educational and societal aims of Selwyn and Brown

(2000).

Only recently, technology curricula are becoming compulsory in some European

countries. In this light, national governments have administered clear societal expectations

to schools in terms of standards, frameworks, or attainment targets. For example,
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Krumsvik (2006) gives a description and discussion of the Norwegian situation, Bryderup

and Kowalski (2002) outline the Danish situation, and for a description of the UK

technology attainment targets see the website of the ‘Qualifications and Curriculum

Authority’ (2007). In these countries schools and teachers have a clear understanding of

what their government expects from them when it comes to educational technology. Before

the formulation of these curricula, the use of technology in educational settings was mostly

related to individual efforts and willingness of teachers and school leaders. It is thus

arguable that, with the formulation of these technology curricula, the nature of educational

technology is radically changed due to the compulsory or persuasive character of the policy

guidelines (see also Vanderlinde et al. 2007).

Furthermore, while educational technology is becoming compulsory, also the school as

an organization is being given greater responsibility and autonomy for putting these

curricula into practice. The evolution of formulating technology expectations to schools fits

with a broader evolution toward more decentralization of educational policy (Standaert

2001 for a detailed description). Hopkins (2001) describes decentralization as a move from

a paternalistic approach to education to an approach whereby schools are not only

encouraged, but required to take responsibility for their own development and for the

implementation of educational reform. Interestingly, Kuiper et al. (2007) argue that schools

within a decentralized curriculum policy system have ample opportunities for site-specific

curriculum choices.

The government of Flanders has administered a compulsory technology curriculum to

schools and is a good example of a region promoting decentralization of the curriculum

policy. It thus supports curricular decision making at the school level. In the following

sections we present in more detail the Flemish educational system and the Flemish tech-

nology curriculum. This will be followed by a discussion of possible levers that could

facilitate the implementation of technology in education in general, and technology

curricula in particular.

The Flemish technology curriculum

Flanders is the Dutch-speaking part of the Belgium federal state. The Flemish community,

just like the French and German-speaking communities, has legal responsibilities within

the geographical boundaries of the Dutch-speaking area. This means that domains such as

education, public health, culture, and language are no longer national policy areas and thus

come within the purview of the Flemish community (Ministry of the Flemish Community

2005).

Regarding educational policies in Flanders, one main characteristic is the decentralized

approach to the organization of the educational system. Schools are free in the way they

organize the teaching and learning process at the classroom and school level. With respect

to the curriculum, the decentralized approach in Flanders has been translated into a core

curriculum in terms of ‘attainment targets.’ These are defined as minimum objectives

regarding the knowledge, insight, skills, and attitudes viewed by the Flemish Government

as necessary for and attainable by students at different educational levels (Decree 4 Feb-

ruary 2003). These targets are compulsory, they are arranged by decree and a distinction

can be made between subject-specific (i.e., maths, languages) and cross-curricular targets

(i.e., learning to learn, citizenship education, social skills). The attainment targets describe

the ‘what,’ while the ‘how’ is up to schools to decide (Kuiper et al. 2007). To control,

evaluate, and improve the educational quality, the inspectorate investigates each school
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every four years with the main task of determining whether the attainment targets are being

achieved by students in schools (Ministry of the Flemish Community 2005). Therefore, the

inspectorate’s main focus is on full inspections of schools as organizations (Standaert

2001).

In September 2007, the Flemish Government formulated cross-curricular technology

attainment targets. These replace the already existing but non-binding technology guide-

lines proposed by the government in 2004 (Tondeur et al. 2007a). With this development

the Flemish Government clearly delivers its vision of educational technology to schools

and expects them to put this formal technology curriculum into practice. From now on,

schools have the responsibility to provide all children with equal opportunities to attain

technology knowledge, attitudes, and skills. The Flemish Government wants every child to

be digitally literate when leaving compulsory education. In other words, to cope with social

inequity in education is the main policy goal underlying the technology attainment targets.

Other policy goals include the role educational technology can play to meet the challenges

of the information or knowledge based society and the economic importance of infor-

mation and communication technologies (see Vandenbroucke 2007). The Flemish policy

initiatives fit into broader European policy initiatives, particularly the Lisbon European

Council (March 2000). This council stipulates that the European Union must become the

most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world by 2010. In

response to concerns expressed at the Lisbon European Council, two specific European

policy initiatives can be mentioned as influential to the development of technology

attainment targets by the Flemish Government (see Vandenbroucke 2007). The first one is

the strategic policy framework for the information society (i2010) launched by the

European Commission in 2005. This framework promotes the positive contribution that

information and communication technologies (ICT) can make to the economy, society, and

personal quality of life. A second initiative is the formulation of eight key competencies for

lifelong learning by the European Commission in 2006. These competencies set out what

are considered the essential skills, knowledge, and attitudes that every European should

have in order to prosper in a knowledge-based society and economy. One of these com-

petencies is digital skills which ‘involves the confident and critical use of information
society technology (IST), and thus basic skills in information and communication tech-
nology (ICT).’

The Flemish technology attainment targets do not focus solely on technical skills, but

emphasize the integrated use of technology within the learning and teaching process (see

Table 1). The Flemish Government believes the implementation of the attainment targets

should foster students’ ability to use educational technology in a functional way to both

support and reinforce the learning processes. Moreover, the Flemish Government views

educational technology as a catalyst to educational reform (Vandenbroucke 2007) and

more concretely to the realization of innovative teaching and learning approaches. To sum

up, all policy goals of the Flemish Government can be translated to Selwyns and Browns

(2000) aims: economic, societal and educational aims lay behind its decision to establish a

compulsory technology curriculum in terms of attainment targets.

The establishment of a formal technology curriculum has clear implications on the

whole educational system in Flanders: it will affect students’ learning processes, teachers’

practices, schools’ infrastructures and policies, pre-service and in-service teacher training

programs. In this respect, Flanders is potentially going through a process of systemic

change. Other policy initiatives have been launched, which serve as preconditions

for the successful implementation of the technology attainment targets (see Vandenbroucke

2007). A first initiative is related to the ‘policy making capacity of schools’
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(Van Petegem et al. 2006). This means the Flemish Government encourages schools to

work out a technology policy that fosters technology integration (see infra). For this task,

schools can count on their technology coordinator. Since 2003, Flemish schools have

received additional resources to appoint such a coordinator whose main tasks are related to

the coordination of the technology integration process and the technical support of teachers

(Department of Education 2002). A second cluster of initiatives is concerned with the

professionalization of the teaching staff: developing student teachers’ technical skills,

attention for the attainment targets in the curriculum of teacher training institutes, and new

in-service teacher training programmes. Third, as implementing technology attainment

targets is impossible for schools without a qualitative technology infrastructure, the

Flemish Government provides funds for schools to ‘update’ or ‘renew’ their technology

infrastructure. In this context, the government will also launch an information campaign

about the safe use of technology, referring to themes such as cyber-bullying, illegal

software copies, SPAM, etc. Safe use of technology is a hot topic in Flemish educational

policy and recent research provides clear evidence of unsafe Internet use by primary school

children (Valcke et al. 2007). A fourth initiative is related to the use of educational

software and digital educational tools. The Flemish Government will create an educational

portal site that brings together information about educational technology, examples of good

practices, software information and digital content. A last initiative is the development of

an educational technology monitor. This monitor will track the mastery of technology

competencies in students and teachers, the technology infrastructure in schools, the inte-

gration of educational technology for educational purposes, and perceptions of the value

and use of technology in education. The technology monitor is envisaged as a policy

instrument: data representing different aspects of technology integration at different edu-

cational levels (primary, secondary, and adult education) will be collected every two years

to inform the Flemish Government and to guide future policy decisions.

Discussion and implications

As mentioned above, the administration of technology attainment targets to schools fits in a

decentralized educational policy approach. The Flemish Government encourages and

Table 1 Framework for educational technology attainment targets in Flemish primary education and first
grade of secondary education (http://www.ond.vlaanderen.be/dvo/ICT/ICT_BVR.pdf)

1. Students have a positive attitude towards educational technology, and are willing to use educational
technology to support their own learning process.

2. Students use educational technology in a safe, responsible and effective way.

3. Students can work independently in a learning environment enriched by educational technology.

4. Students can learn independently in a learning environment enriched by educational technology.

5. Students can use educational technology to elaborate their ideas in a creative way.

6. Students can use educational technology to search for, process and store digital information.

7. Students can use educational technology to present information to others.

8. Students can use educational technology to communicate in a safe, responsible and effective way.

9. Students can chose adequately between a number of different educational technology applications,
depending on the specific goal to be achieved.

10. Students are willing to redefine their actions after reflection on their own and others’ use of educational
technology.
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supports curricular decision making at the school level and Flemish schools are provided

with strong autonomy and responsibility to translate the broadly formulated technology

targets into concrete learning and teaching activities. It is up to schools to implement the

technology attainment targets (see Table 1) in a way that is consistent with their mission

and vision statement (Vandenbroucke 2007). As schools are assumed to have the capacity

to determine their own curriculum (Standaert 2001) they are free to develop implemen-

tation strategies and learning and teaching activities relevant to their particular educational

context. Furthermore, such a decentralized approach acknowledges teachers’ profession-

alism. Teachers are seen as competent professionals and curriculum reform can only be

effective if teachers feel responsible for it (Kuiper et al. 2007). However, the formulation

of a compulsory technology curriculum does not guarantee successful implementation in

schools and classrooms. Voogt and Pelgrum (2005) rightly note that there is a potential gap

between the intended and the implemented and attained curriculum. Schools will interpret

and translate the technology attainment targets according to their particular context and

perspective and there is no guarantee that this translation process will result in a school

curriculum that is consistent with the curriculum proposed by the government. Based on

the framework of van den Akker (2003), this questions the implemented technology cur-

riculum: how are the attainment targets interpreted by schools and what are resulting

changed teaching and learning activities? In this context, Goodlad and Su (1992) speak

about the institutional curriculum as the curriculum a school develops derived from the

societal curriculum.

Regarding the potential gap between the intended technology curriculum and the

implemented curriculum in schools, two levers can be mentioned that could facilitate the

integration process of educational technology in general and the realization of the

attainment targets in particular. Firstly, a changed role for the technology coordinator could

be put in place whereby the technology coordinator is referred to as a curriculum manager.

A second lever comprises the joint process of establishing a school based technology plan.

These levers are worth exploring as they are underexposed in the research literature. There

is a lack of research on both the leadership and curriculum roles of the technology coor-

dinator (Lai and Pratt 2004) and on the processes of technology planning (Bryderup and

Kowalski 2002; Fishman and Pinkard 2001; Fishman and Zhang 2003).

An extended role for the technology coordinator

There is a growing interest in the work and roles of school technology coordinators, largely

due to their potential to guide the process of technology integration (Lai and Pratt 2004).

There is, however, little consensus on how their role and position should be defined

(Frazier and Bailey 2004). The role of a technology coordinator is complex and demanding

(Kennewell et al. 2000) and has been aptly described as one where the individual is

‘wearing many hats’ (Frazier and Bailey 2004).

It is arguable that, as educational technology is on a turning-point, so too is the future

role of technology coordinators. Recent research points out that, in Flanders, the role of

school technology coordinators (appointed in 2003, see above) is too often restricted to

technical support and that they do not reserve appropriate time for more pedagogical and

management tasks (Tondeur et al. 2008). The Flemish technology curriculum opens per-

spectives for a changed role for the technology coordinators and the Flemish Government

expects that technology coordinators will guide teachers and schools while putting the

technology attainment targets into practice. In other words, technology coordinators must

act more as curriculum managers and change agents. Within this context, Reilly (1999)
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refers to the technology coordinator as a curriculum leader instead of an ‘electronic janitor’

and Harrison (1998) emphasizes technology coordinators’ managerial skills and curricu-

lum expertise, arguing that technology coordinators primarily need to develop skills in

areas such as the implementation of change, curriculum planning and evaluation, and

school development.

Technology coordinators acting as curriculum managers can guide the process of school

technology implementation and support the school team in the concrete realization of

technology integration. They can advance curricular and professional development activ-

ities, as well as they scaffold teacher learning and implementation (Glazer et al. 2005).

This broadens the job responsibilities of the technology coordinator who could, for

instance, be held responsible for the promotion and coordination of activities using edu-

cational technology to support teaching and learning. However, curriculum support must

be their main task (Lai and Pratt 2004). Recent research from Britain points out that this

extended role of technology coordinators is most under-exposed, and recommends they

become equipped with more curriculum and management skills (Somekh et al. 2001).

Based on case-study research, Kokay (2004) argues that the focus of a technology coor-

dinator should be on the use of educational technology within teaching and learning

programmes and not on technical decisions.

Technology coordinators acting as change agents have the responsibility of providing a

vision, developing a school culture, and providing a plan for professional development (Lai

and Pratt 2004). They also function to persuade and shape teachers’ attitudes towards the

need for change, the focus of the change, and the process of change itself (Harrison 1998).

Marcovitz (2000) argues that technology coordinators with an understanding of the change

process can set policies that allow technology to change the school in a positive way. He

further argues that such coordinators can make a significant difference in the way the

school uses technology to enhance the learning environment.

To fulfill these new roles, coordinators must receive a clear mandate from the school

community. Moreover, these new roles imply leadership and management skills from

technology coordinators. Harrison (1998) invites technology coordinators to understand

how their responsibilities fit into the management structure of the school as a whole. In this

regard, Lai and Pratt (2004) found that technology coordinators are well-equipped to take

up a significant leadership role in their schools. The authors also found that technology

coordinators play a crucial role in the development of the school based technology plan

(Lai and Pratt 2004). This plan can act as a second lever for successful technology

implementation.

Toward a school based technology policy plan

Based on a review of the research literature, Hew and Brush (2007) identify strategies

fostering the process of integrating technology into the curricula for instructional purposes.

One such strategy is to have ‘‘a shared vision and technology integration plan.’’ This means

schools need to develop a shared vision of teaching and learning as well as a shared vision

of technology integration. Furthermore, the schools’ vision on technology integration must

be related to particular curriculum content and to the enhancement of student learning

(Staples, Pugach, and Himes 2005 in Hew and Brush 2007), and should be reflected in a

school based technology policy plan.

A school-based technology policy plan can be defined as a school document containing

different elements concerning the integration of educational technology or as a document

containing different elements and activities to bring the new technology curriculum into
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practice (van Braak 2003). Such a technology plan acts as a blueprint for the sequence of

events the school hopes to achieve; it describes the overall philosophy of technology use

and explores how technology will improve teaching and learning (Baylor and Ritchie

2002). In a technology plan a school describes its expectations, goals, contents, and actions

concerning the integration of technology in education. This includes elements such as

vision building, professional development, technology-curricula, technology-planning and

evaluation (van Braak 2003). Gülbahar (2007) argues that technology planning is a way of

solving existing problems faced during the integration process of educational technology.

In his view, a technology plan is not about hardware or internet connections, but about how

technology is integrated within the instructional program.

Moreover, a school based technology plan can act as a lever for successful technology

implementation. Bryderup and Kowalski (2002) argue that creating a technology plan is a

crucial step toward the practical implementation of the integrated use of educational

technology. In addition, Baylor and Ritchie (2002) found that schools that are successful in

integrating educational technology are often guided by a technology plan. Similarly,

Tondeur et al. (2008) found that teachers in schools which have an explicit technology plan

that emphasizes shared goals tend to use educational technology more regularly in their

classrooms. In this context, Fishman and Pinkard (2001) make an interesting distinction

between ‘Technology Planning’ and ‘Planning for Technology.’ ‘Technology Planning’

refers to an administrative task as the focus is on the hardware, software, and support issues

that arise as technology is introduced into schools. In the context of ‘Planning for Tech-

nology’, the focus becomes more on instructional and curricular concerns. ‘Planning for

Technology’ emphasizes that the starting point for a school is a shared vision on teaching

and learning enabled by technology rather that the administrative tasks mentioned above

(see also Jones 2003). With respect to successful ‘Planning for Technology’, Fishman and

Zhang (2003) describe four main characteristics: (1) a technology plan is first and foremost

a policy document, (2) technology plans exist at multiple levels for multiple purposes, (3)

technology planning is an ongoing process that needs multiple iterations, and (4) tech-

nology planning requires collaboration. Indeed, school improvement literature teaches us

that the process of creating a school policy plan is more important than the actual product

or plan (Stoll et al. 2003).

Within the context of putting the technology attainment targets into practice, Flemish

school teams can use an on-line tool for technology plan development. This tool is called

PICTOS (Planning for ICT on School) and has been developed by order of the Flemish

Government. For a detailed description of the tool and the underlying design principles, see

Vanderlinde et al. (2008). The tool is used by schools in the context of staff development

and supports schools in the establishment of their own context specific technology plan.

Based on the work of McKenney et al. (2002), this tool can be regarded as a computer

supported curriculum development tool at the meso or school level. The main character-

istic of the on-line tool is the cyclic process of technology plan development. This means

that writing a technology plan is a process of going through different steps: gaining insight

into teachers’ vision on education, making an inventory of the actual use of technology,

setting priorities, considering new activities to realize the curriculum and drawing up an

action plan. Every step is supported by specific software and lead to school output (e.g.,

graphs and inventory tables) based on information provided by teachers. The output of

every step is the basis for a team discussion and all steps are the responsibility of the whole

school team. ‘Planning for Technology’ is thus seen as team based, strategic and forward-

looking process. This strategy of technology plan development truly implies the encour-

agement of teacher participation in decision making. This is not only a crucial condition
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fostering the implementation of large innovation programs in schools (Geijsel et al. 2001),

it has also been identified as an important factor when adopting educational technology

(Bowman et al. 2001). Another central characteristic of the Flemish on-line tool is its

jumping-off point in teachers’ and schools’ vision on the nature of good education and the

processes of learning and instruction. For example, in the first step, all teachers have to

complete an on-line survey to ‘map’ the participating teachers’ beliefs about good edu-

cation. The survey makes a distinction between two different orientations toward the nature

and content of good education (Hermans et al. 2008; Woolley and Woolley 2004):

transmissive (teacher-centered) and developmental (student-centered) beliefs. After filling

in the survey in pICTos, teachers’ beliefs on education are plotted in a graph representing

the combination of the two types of educational beliefs at the school level. This graph

serves as a basis for debating and delineating about a shared vision on education in general

and more specifically on the role of technology in education.

The on-line tool for technology plan development helps schools in the establishment of

their own context specific technology plan in order to realize the intended technology

curriculum proposed by the Flemish Government. By seeing technology planning as a

context-specific, team-based, strategic and forward-looking process, the potential gap

between the intended curriculum and the implemented and attained curriculum will be as

minimal as possible. This will reinforce the realization of the educational technology

attainment targets into practice. Instead of quick-fix solutions or short-term responses by

schools (see Hopkins 2001), long-term and sustainable responses and initiatives are strived

for. Obviously, further research is needed on the role of technology plan development in

general, and the role of on-line supporting tools like pICTos in particular. Further research

can focus on the effectiveness of such tools by investigating, for example, to what extend

such tools back up the cyclic process of creating a technology plan. This is not only

relevant for Flanders, other countries as well have developed on-line supporting tools

schools can use to shape local educational technology policy and practice (e.g., the ‘Four in

Balance’ tool and the ‘ICT-assessment’ tool in The Netherlands and Becta’s ‘Self-review

framework’ in the United Kingdom). Moreover, research on this topic should take into

account the role of the school as an organization in integrating technology into the cur-

ricula, a major challenge for educational technology researchers (Hew and Brush 2007).

In conclusion, in this essay, we have argued that educational technology has reached a

turning-point since national governments have established formal and compulsory edu-

cational technology curricula to schools. We have stated that these technology curricula

causes a shift in the policy actions of educational technology support: from a technological

rationale with a main focus on funding and resources to a pedagogical rationale with a

main focus on student competencies. We have also described the Flemish educational

technology curriculum and have argued that within the decentralized policy context,

schools are given great autonomy in the process of putting the technology curriculum into

practice. Two specific levers have been outlined that could facilitate the integration process

of educational technology in general and the realization of the Flemish technology cur-

riculum in particular. In our opinion, technology coordinators should act as curriculum

managers and change agents, and schools should jointly establish a technology policy plan.

The combination of leadership and strategic planning make these levers worthwhile and

could ensure sustained changes in practice. The levers are also acknowledged by the

Flemish Minister of Education and are seen as important for a successful implementation

of the Flemish educational technology curriculum (Vandenbroucke 2007). In our discus-

sion of both levers, we stressed the importance of instructional and curricular aspects rather

Educational technology on a turning point 581

123



than technical and administrative aspects. The focus of technology coordinators should be

primarily on how educational technology can foster teaching and learning processes, not on

hardware or software issues. Similarly, the focus of the technology plan should be on how

educational technology can be implemented to foster teaching and learning processes. The

heart of a technology plan is then on the school curriculum, not on the schools’ technical

infrastructure. Besides, the underlying process of reflecting upon the school’s vision for the

future, as well as the shared beliefs about the goals of learning and technology, make the

creation of a school based technology plan a fruitful journey.
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