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Abstract This study presents the development process of a new model of educa-

tional innovation, that involves the use of digital technologies. The model is based on

a broad theoretical framework together with research involving this long-term case

study. The backbone of the model consists of a fundamental revision of a multi-level

Organizational Learning Framework incorporating the influence of the external

school context (outside of the school context) and various aspects of leadership. The

conceptual model not only clarifies the learning capacity of the teachers and

administration, in accordance with the organizational learning approach, but can also

be used as a tool for the investigation of planned interventions in line with the

‘learning school’ conception. The incorporation of the concept of leadership practice

strengthens the original Organizational Learning Framework on all levels in the

school organization. The conceptual model integrates and improves theoretical

frameworks for context-conscious leadership, organizational learning and distributed

leadership. An important outcome of this study is an increased understanding of the

relation between distributed leadership and collective sense-making as an important

prerequisite for the incorporation of digital learning materials in teaching practice.
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Introduction

Changes in the political, social and educational environment put pressure on schools

to improve the quality of their educational outcomes (Chval et al. 2006; Moolenaar

et al. 2010; Waslander 2007, 2010). Against the backdrop of large-scale reform

efforts in 2005, ten secondary schools in the Netherlands formed a legal construct to

support each other in achieving better educational results in order to finance

infrastructure and Information and Communication Technology (ICT) improve-

ments. They established the ‘‘Educational Improvement Cooperative’’ (EIC) as a

strategic alliance (Srivastava and Frankwick 2011) for developing and sharing ideas,

digital learning materials and teaching experiences based on inter-institutional

goals, in order to enhance self-regulated, authentic and social-interactive learning

arising from process-oriented classroom practices (Zuylen and Zuylen 2005). The

implementation of the use of digital learning materials requires integration of ICT

within education, which enhances capacity for knowledge development in pupils,

teachers and countries (Wiseman and Anderson 2012).

At many schools, there is continual improvement of educational practices and

students’ results, but there are also many schools at which educational innovations

are not implemented successfully (Datnow 2002). Some theories of change address

this sort of difference in response to innovation from a one-dimensional perspective

such as leadership or professional development or innovation strategy. Along with

researchers such as Coburn (2003), März et al. (2013), and Werkman et al. (2005),

we are convinced that there is a need in the field of educational innovation and

school development for the development of theory about the complexity of the

innovation process over time. In this article we will address that problem by

constructing an integrated conceptual model of educational innovation from a multi-

dimensional standpoint. First we propose a theoretical framework based on a review

of the relevant literature. Then we present the research question, methodology and

results for a single case study. We continue by analyzing the results, using insights

from the theoretical framework. And finally, we critique our findings and present a

conceptual model for sustainable innovation with a central place for organizational

learning, context-conscious leadership and distributed leadership.

Theoretical framework

Educational innovation is directly or indirectly aimed at improving the academic

performance of students. From school effectiveness research, we know that the

professionalism of the teacher and, by extension, the quality of the instructional

process plays an important role in student achievement (Diseth et al. 2012;

Scheerens 2010). Sustainability of educational reform depends highly on the

willingness and capacity of teachers to change their understandings, behavior and

action repertoire (März et al. 2013; Runhaar et al. 2007; Weick 1995). Furthermore,

many researchers have argued in past decades that it is necessary to study

educational innovation from multiple perspectives and through the use of complex
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multi-level models (Hallinger and Heck 2011; Scheerens 2010, 2013; Werkman

et al. 2005). In a previous study we distinguished four domains of influential factors

that interact to affect both the teaching behavior of teachers and, correspondingly,

the adaptation of their mindsets about education (Rikkerink 2011; Simons 2006,

2013; Verbeeten 2011). A brief description of each domain is given below.

Context

The school organization, the process of innovation within schools, and the

professional development of teachers and teachers’ ideas are all influenced by their

environment (Carpay 2010; Coburn 2004; Scheerens 2010). The relation between

context and school organization is reciprocal. Waslander (2007, 2011) refers to this

phenomenon as ‘Context management’. School organizations are faced with

different, often conflicting demands, desires and expectations of stakeholders and

mandates from the government. Schools may use the chances and opportunities in

their immediate environment and/or within the national context in different ways

(Waslander 2011). Research studies show that schools with a high innovative

potential are able to integrate externally developed, successful innovations in their

own organization and keep disturbing factors away from teachers. Another

characteristic of an innovative school is to be able to provide their teachers with

a stimulating learning environment (Waslander 2007, 2011).

Teacher characteristics

Educational innovation depends on what teachers think, feel and do (Scheerens 2010;

van Veen 2003). Any form of spontaneous innovation in the classroom or planned

change of educational practices calls for the reconstruction of cognitive maps or

personal interpretative frameworks (such as mindsets). Furthermore, the acquisition of

new skills and, especially, the unlearning of old habits are important conditions for

successfully implementing educational changes (März et al. 2013; Runhaar 2008;

Runhaar et al. 2007; Simons 2006). In addition, a personal commitment to change

(van Veen 2003; Van Veen et al. 2005) as well as an organizational commitment is

required (Hulpia and Devos 2010; Hulpia et al. 2011). Commitment to change is

related to motivational factors such as teachers’ emotions (Van Veen and Sleegers

2006), motivation (Leithwood et al. 2002; Thoonen et al. 2011), passion and work

engagement (Schaufeli and Bakker 2004a, b; Moolenaar et al. 2010).

Teacher learning

Teachers who have the opportunity to share their experiences and their concerns

about problems in the classroom are better able to regulate discrepancies between

their personal interpretative framework, feelings and professional behavior

(Miedema and Stam 2009). Scheerens (2010) points to a shift in the nature of the

professional development of teachers. Inspired by theories of adult learning and

conceptions of situated learning, attention is shifting to lifelong professional

learning in the context of the school organization. As a result of this development,
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reform literature has focused on the arrangement of workplace conditions that foster

collaboration between teachers and, especially, activities in which teachers work

interdependently to create optimal learning conditions for students (de Groot et al.

2011; Imants 2002; Kwakman 2003; Lovett and Gilmore 2003; Runhaar et al. 2007;

Thoonen et al. 2011). Organizational structures such as ‘working teams’,

‘communities of practice’, ‘professional learning communities’, ‘quality learning

circles’ have these principles in common, but it is still unclear in what way and to

what extent they differ, and whether they can be organized as interventions or pop

up by themselves as emergent processes (Brouwer et al. 2012; de Laat and Simons

2003; Imants 2002). In this context, it is especially interesting to consider the

dynamic interaction between processes at the level of individual teachers, groups

and teams and processes at the level of the organization as a whole (Bapuij and

Crossan 2004; Crossan et al. 1999; Imants 2002).

Leadership

Leadership has played an important role in complex causal models of educational

effectiveness and school improvement (Leithwood et al. 2010; Scheerens 2013). In

the last decade a shift has been observed towards the theoretical concepts of

leadership as an organizational quality (Spillane et al. 2004), away from leadership

as a personal quality of the school leader. This view implies that leadership is spread

over several people in the organization, including actors with no formal leadership

designation (Spillane 2009; Spillane et al. 2008). Simultaneously, the emphasis

shifts from the person of the leader to the concept of ‘leadership practice’, that is to

say, the reciprocal interactions between leaders, followers and the situation in the

‘lived organization’ (Spillane et al. 2004, 2008; Thoonen et al. 2011). Researchers

such as Simons (2006), Leithwood and Jantzi (2006), Mulford and Sillins (2011),

Silins and Mulford (2002) and Ten Bruggencate et al. (2012) increasingly agree that

the impact of school leadership is mainly indirect and that school leaders influence

the quality of teachers and the instructional processes through the school’s

organizational conditions and cultural aspects. The concept of transformational

leadership combines different roles and behaviors that are associated with

organizational conditions that foster individual and collective teacher learning

and school improvement (Leithwood and Jantzi 2005; Thoonen et al. 2011). Based

on a re-conceptualization of what it takes to be a successful principal, Mulford and

Silins note: ‘‘For those aiming to be successful school principals constantly

improving their schools the challenge is to create synergistic effects; the

accumulation of a number of effects developed with others over time in the same

direction, even though this direction may change as a result of feedback on

performance’’ (2011, p. 80). In this conception, the focus shifts to school

improvement by building capacity for professional learning in areas that the

administration can actually influence.
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Sense-making and the use of digital learning materials

Sense-making is a social intersubjective process (Weick 1995). It begins in

processes of interaction between people and through collaboration and discussion.

Even individual sense-making supposes a common social context of recognizable

norms, values, concepts and habits.

This overview of the research literature allows the construction of a theoretical

framework in which the connections of these four domains (context, teacher

characteristics, teacher learning and leadership) have a central place. It is

characterized by the large number of reciprocal relations among its elements. In

our theoretical framework, the domains are specifically related to the practical use

and making sense of digital learning materials by teachers (Fig. 1). From a

theoretical point of view, the best way of approaching educational innovation is by

assuming a complex and reciprocal interaction between the theoretical insights and

concepts that we have touched upon in this section.

Research question

How can the multi-perspective theoretical framework be extended and detailed in the

form of an integrated conceptual model for complex innovation processes in schools?

Case: School A

In this research project we focused on the first 2 years (Grades 1 and 2) of a program

for pre-vocational education at one school, School A, over an 8-year period of

adaptive implementation of an educational innovation. School A participated

Fig. 1 Theoretical framework
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actively in the Educational Improvement Cooperative (EIC; see ‘‘Introduction’’).

Apart from School A we also collected data in five other schools of the EIC for the

aim of further research. The reasons for choosing School A as our case are:

1. School A has the same school composition compared with the other schools for

developing digital learning materials and teaching experiences based on inter-

institutional goals enhancing self-regulated and social-interactive learning. The

teachers received comparable training and were involved in this educational

innovation.

2. Compared to the other five schools the collected data in School A are well

distributed (26 documents, a total of 204 pages) across the four domains of the

theoretical framework. That is a (sustainable) condition for developing a

detailed conceptual model for complex innovation processes in schools.

The pupils in the first 2 years of School A, a total of 160 pupils, are 12–14 years

old. These pupils attend their general courses in ‘Learning Houses’. A Learning

House is a typical Dutch construct in which 40 pupils are learning and working at

the same time. The Learning House concept is characterized by an emphasis on

independent learning, active learning methods and various multifunctional work-

places for learning and instruction, including ICT and technology enhanced learning

(Carpay 2010).

In 2003, the management team (principal and department leaders) at School A

decided that the program for the first 2 years needed to be updated in line with

current educational reforms. The key principles on which this innovation process

was based were: preparation for modern craftsmanship, personal development of

pupils and development of the ability to function in a modern knowledge society.

After the decision to innovate, the management team communicated their vision

to the teachers. A number of teachers of the first year students were enthusiastic

about the possibilities of this concept for pupils who were at risk of failing to keep

up with the curriculum and who therefore needed a lot of personal coaching. In the

past, these teachers had not had good experiences with classroom-based and frontal

instructional methods with these pupils. In the 2003–2004 school year, the central

management team gave a group of enthusiastic volunteers the opportunity to test an

experimental version of the educational concept, ‘Learning House’.

In the 2004–2005 school year, the administration of the school and the teachers

developed their educational vision. The principal developed the strategic policy in

the same school year. Based on the positive experiences in the first Learning House

and on the initiative of a second group of enthusiastic teachers, in the 2005–2006

school year, a second Learning House was started for the Grade 1 pupils (Learning

House 2). Based on good results for the two Learning Houses for Grade 1, the

management team decided that Grade 2 would also have two Learning Houses

(Learning House 3 and Learning House 4) in the 2007–2008 school year. The

teachers of Learning House 2 made a proposal to the management team of the

school for the integration of an electronic learning environment (elo) and the use of

digital learning materials as a core facility for the Learning House. In the

2007–2008 school year, the Learning House 2 group received permission to
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experiment with laptops for all the pupils and teachers. As a result, in the next

school year, 2008–2009, all pupils in Learning House 2 had their own laptop. A year

later, all pupils and teachers in the first 2 years owned a laptop.

Methods

Participants

Teachers working in the ‘Learning Houses’ responded to two questionnaires

(n = 16 and n = 25, from a total population of 50 teachers). Three teachers, the

principal and two department leaders participated in semi-structured interviews.

Discussion reports from discussions within the teacher team of Learning House 2

(n = 5) are also important data.

Procedure and data collection

We chose an inductive approach in which we integrated theoretical insights with

empirical data from a single case study of 8 years of educational innovation at

School A. The research was change-oriented, which was particularly relevant for the

problem definition, the design, the creation of teachers’ support, the relevance and

the implementation of the innovation.

The data collection began in 2007–2008 and focused on the period from 2003 to

2010. The innovation process started in the 2002–2003 school year, and we

followed the process until the first signs of anchoring of the innovation in one

department, in the 2010–2011 school year. The way the research was to be

presented and the way in which the anonymity of the interviewees and the school

was to be ensured were discussed with teachers and representatives of the

management team of School A. As a result, the management team promised their

full commitment to this research project.

All together the data collection involved 26 documents, a total of 204 pages,

excluding the completed questionnaires and transcripts of audio recordings. We

collected policy documents, plans, personal communications with school leaders and

teachers, reports of meetings of the school management team and reports of team

meetings concerning the innovation concept of Learning Houses. Along with this, we

based our analysis on two teacher questionnaires and semi-structured interviews with

representatives of the strategic management, middle management and teachers.

For the interviews with teachers, we asked the administration of the school to

select three teachers. Criteria for the selection were teaching different courses,

having different functions in the school and having different ideas about and

experience with the educational innovation in the school. During the interviews we

asked the interviewees about contextual influences, their personal experiences,

participation of the representatives of the management team in working teams,

professional development programs and the way individual and collective learning

took place.
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To strengthen construct validity, we had the informants verify and, if necessary,

supplement and correct the reports of the conversations, interviews and the focus

group before we included them in the database. The results of the questionnaires

were discussed with representatives of the strategic and operational management.

Their comments were also reported and included in the database. The opinions,

actions, situations, events we describe in the result section, are therefore based on

evidence from multiple different types of sources [i.e., data and methodological

triangulation, as recommended by Yin (1994, p. 93)].

Data analysis

Developing an integrated conceptual model by means of an inductive approach

requires repeated challenging of theoretical insights by empirical data, and vice

versa. The views on ensuring reliability and construct validity we used as guidelines

for the data collection and data analysis are taken from Yin (1994) and Miles and

Huberman (1984). This process was conducted according to the following steps.

Step 1

Independently, two researchers searched the database for segments of text

pertaining to the phenomena (opinions, actions, situations, events) that relate to

the innovation process. Whenever these phenomena invoked associations with

concepts from the theoretical framework, these were noted. Surprising, notable and

divergent segments were also marked. The two collections of segments (one from

each researcher) were then compared to each other and, after deleting overlapping

segments, they were combined into one corpus of segments with notes.

Step 2

In the next phase of the research the two researchers, again mutually independent,

ordered the segments in the corpus into four global clusters which, more or less,

corresponded with the four domains of the theoretical framework depicted in Fig. 1.

These two (personal) orderings of segments were also combined, during a repeated

process of comparing and reordering, until an agreement was reached. In the

opinion of the authors, these four clusters adequately cover the complexity of

educational innovation. The clusters are:

• Cluster 1: Reciprocal influence of the context on school leaders and teachers

• Cluster 2: Teachers’ personal characteristics

• Cluster 3: Innovative and distributed leadership

• Cluster 4: Learning processes and the role of the school management team

Step 3

After reflecting on the text segments included within each cluster, jointly two

researchers organized the segments into categories. Each category is defined by a
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brief description indicating the substance of the category. The results section for

each cluster includes a table giving the description of the category substance, the

number of segments in the category and the sources from which the segments

originated. During the cyclical process of reflection on the segments in the

categories and based on insights from research literature, the researchers looked for

‘emerging patterns’ (Ghesquière et al. 2004). This process yielded the first clues or

indicators as to how phenomena within the reality of the innovation process at

School A influence each other and which concepts from the research literature best

represent these patterns. In the conclusion section we give a justification of existing

and adapted concepts and frameworks that match the observed emergent patterns.

Step 4

Finally, the analysis and our interpretation of the results were presented, discussed

and ‘verified’ with the principal, two representatives of the middle management and

a teacher leader. This form of management feedback for School A also contributes

to strengthening of the construct validity (Yin 1994).

Results

Cluster 1: Reciprocal influence of the context on school leaders and teachers

External context and school leaders

In the database we found 21 text segments that give an indication of the influence of

the context on the thoughts and strategic actions of the school leaders, and vice

versa. These ‘indicators’ can be divided into three categories. In Table 1 we note the

number of indicators per category and the manner in which those indicators are

spread over the different kinds of source documents in the database.

Table 1 Cluster 1: Reciprocal relationship between context and school leaders

Category Number of relevant

text segments in the

corpus

Type of source document

1. Following the trends

in school improvement

3 Strategic policy and plans; Interview principal

2. EIC influence on

policy development

10 Results EIC; Results Learning House 2; Personal

communication; Interview principal; Interview

department leaders; Focus group teachers

3. Aligning with

innovation processes in

the school

8 Strategic policy and plans; Results Learning House

2; Personal communication; Questionnaire;

Interview principal; Interview department

leaders; Focus group teachers

Total 21
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External context and teachers

In the database we found 28 indicators concerning the influence of the context on

the thoughts and actions of teachers, and vice versa. We organized them into five

categories (Table 2).

Cluster 2: Teachers’ personal characteristics

In the database we found 40 segments containing information about the relationship

between teacher characteristics and their use of and opinions about digital learning

materials. We have organized these segments into five categories (Table 3).

Cluster 3: Innovative and distributed leadership

In the database we found 52 segments that indicate leading of an innovation process

on different levels in the school organization. From those segments we compiled

three categories (Table 4) of strongly-related ‘indicators’.

Cluster 4: Learning processes and the role of the school management team

Learning processes of teachers and teams

In the database we found 32 segments that indicated teachers’ individual and

collective learning processes (Table 5).

Table 2 Cluster 1: Reciprocal relationship between context and teachers

Category Number of relevant

text segments in the

corpus

Type of source document

1. Politics and educational

reform legislation

2 Focus group teachers; Interview principal

2. Views on ICT and

educational innovation

2 Questionnaire; Interview principal

3. Higher vocational

education and external

institutions

9 Personal communication; Interview principal;

Interview department leaders; Focus group

teachers

4. Educational

Improvement

Cooperative (EIC)

12 Strategic policy and plans; Personal

communication; Results EIC; Questionnaire;

Interview principal; Interview department

leaders; Focus group teachers

5. Parents 3 Interview department leaders; Focus group

teachers

Total 28
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Leadership practices and organizational learning

In the database we found 34 segments which contain information about school

leaders’ influence on the innovation process (Table 6). These segments show large

differences between the innovation strategies of Grades 1 and 2. We have divided

those segments into two categories.

Table 3 Cluster 2: Teachers’ personal characteristics

Category Number of relevant text

segments in the corpus

Type of source document

1. Taking initiative

versus passive

behavior

16 Strategic policy and plans; Personal

communication; Results Learning House 2;

Questionnaire; Interview principal; Interview

department leaders; Focus group teachers

2. Positive versus

negative critical

attitude

5 Strategic policy and plans; Results Learning House

2; Interview principal; Interview department

leaders

3. Experience and

affinity with ICT

17 Strategic policy and plans; Results Learning House

2; Questionnaire; Interview principal; Interview

department leaders; Focus group teachers

4. Lack of time and/or

work pressure

4 Personal communication; Questionnaire; Focus

group teachers

5. Influence of the

immediate social

environment

6 Interview principal; Interview department leaders;

Focus group teachers

Total 48

Table 4 Cluster 3: Innovative and distributed leadership

Category Number of relevant

text segments in the

corpus

Type of source document

1. Coordination between

educational innovation and

strategic leadership

19 Strategic policy and plans; Results Learning

House 2; Personal communication; Results

EIC; Interview principal; Interview

department leaders

2. Transformational leadership 16 Strategic policy and plans; Results Learning

House 2; Results EIC; Interview principal;

Interview department leaders; Focus group

teachers; Questionnaire

3. Collaborative sense-making

between leaders at all levels

17 Results Learning House 2; Results EIC;

Personal communication; Interview

principal; Interview department leaders;

Focus group teachers

Total 52
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Conclusions

Conclusion Cluster 1: Reciprocal influence of the context on school leaders
and teachers

Almost all segments in Tables 1 and 2 show that the school context exerted a big

impact on developments at School A. The large variation in the types of source

documents represented is striking, and provides strong triangulation of the evidence

supporting this finding. We note, however, clear differences between school leaders

and teachers. Until 2005, the administration focused primarily on government

policy and inspiring innovations occurring in other schools. After the founding of

the EIC, however, the policy at School A was strongly influenced by the vision and

expertise in this school network. School policy and EIC policy influenced each other

Table 5 Cluster 4: Learning processes of teachers and teams

Category Number of relevant text

segments in the corpus

Type of source document

1. Exchange of

individual

experiences

9 Results Learning House 2; Personal

communication; Questionnaire; Interview

department leaders; Focus group teachers

2. Boundary

experiences and

sense-making

9 Results Learning House 2; Personal

communication; Results EIC; Questionnaire;

Interview principal; Interview department leaders

3. Working team or

community of

practice

11 Results Learning House 2; Personal

communication; Interview department leaders;

Interview principal; Focus group teachers

4. Institutionalization 3 Results Learning House 2; Interview department

leaders

Total 32

Table 6 Cluster 4: Leadership practices and organizational learning

Category Number of relevant text

segments in the corpus

Type of source document

1. Stimulating

collective learning

29 Strategic policy and plans; Results Learning House

2; Personal communication; Results EIC;

Questionnaire; Interview principal; Interview

department leaders; Focus group teachers

2. Ensuring

institutionalization

5 Strategic policy and plans; Results Learning House

2; Results EIC; Questionnaire

Total 34
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mutually from 2006 to 2011. The result was that the administration of School A

increasingly planned the implementation of the Learning House concept and

integration of ICT within educational practice at the school.

For teachers, the emphasis was different. The highly polarized public debate in

the Netherlands with powerful lobby groups in favor of and opposed to radical

innovations in education played a greater role for teachers (Table 2, category 2).

Then there was the pressure from schools of higher education, which also

promoted educational renewal. Parents were not necessarily against innovations,

but above all they were asking for solutions to practical problems, such as safe

online surfing (Table 2, categories 3 and 5). According to teachers, the EIC

increasingly influenced policy and educational practice at the school over the

course of time (Table 2, category 4). However, teachers, especially those from

Grade 1, indicated that participation in the EIC had provided practical learning

materials and useful training. In contrast, many teachers from Grade 2 articulated

the feeling that reform was introduced too quickly and rigorously under the

influence of the EIC. However, we see a varied picture of the pressure that

teachers encountered. A small but highly motivated and active group of teachers,

especially in Grade 1, embraced the innovation policy. A large group of teachers

was waiting or was less enthusiastic.

Category 3 in Table 1 sheds light on the complex relationship between context

and the innovation strategy of leadership at the school. Especially in the period up to

2005, practicability and acceptance in the workplace were important for guiding the

reform process. From 2005 on, time constraints and consistency in educational

practice in all grades constituted the dominant principles of the innovation strategy.

The first conclusion we draw is excellently expressed by Coburn, that is: ‘‘… the

environment penetrates schools in substantial ways, reaching within structures to

influence teachers’ worldviews and practices’’ (Coburn 2004, p. 234). Likewise, our

second conclusion is consistent with findings from Coburn (2004). The information

contained in Cluster 1 shows that it is very important to follow educational reforms

over time because important shifts can occur in the complex interactions between

context and school during the innovation process. The third conclusion is consistent

with the outcomes of Waslander’s (2007, 2011) large-scale research into compre-

hensive school reform. She has stated that schools that are able to innovate

successfully and enduringly, are also able to influence the innovation process itself,

which means that they do not just react to external pressure, but that they also look

to take the opportunities that are there to be grasped in situations such as this.

Waslander (2007, 2011) refers to this phenomenon as ‘Context management’.

However, we characterize the way in which the management team of School A took

capacity to change of teachers into account as an aspect of sustainable strategic

leadership (Hargreaves and Fink 2006). That is why we chose ‘Context-conscious

leadership’ as a ‘sensitizing concept’ (Glaser and Strauss 1967); it represents the

combination of context management and sustainable leadership. Figure 2 is a

graphic representation of this double balance present in the concept of context-

conscious leadership.
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Conclusion Cluster 2: Teachers’ personal characteristics

Through the interviews with school leaders and teachers, we discovered that both of

these groups recognize a wide variety of psychological factors (16) within

individual teachers. This is confirmed by text segments from other sources present

in the five categories in Cluster 2. Depending on the situation, opinions and behavior

of colleagues, such psychological factors can have either a positive or a negative

influence on the introduction of digital learning materials in the teaching practice.

We saw a difference between the predominantly positive and active teachers in

Grade 1 and the much more reserved and reluctant teachers in Grade 2. The positive

characteristics that influence the innovation process show similarities with the three

dimensions of work engagement (Schaufeli and Bakker 2004b) and feelings of self-

efficacy (Thoonen et al. 2011). We found that these positive characteristics occurred

especially with teachers in small groups who had taken the initiative to give shape to

the innovation. It is remarkable how often we heard from our interviewees about an

‘innovative team culture’ (Moolenaar et al. 2010) in which affinity with ICT and

enthusiasm go hand in hand with collaboration, mutual support and shared

perceptions concerning the Learning House concept and the use of digital learning

materials. Furthermore, based upon the data included in category 5 of Table 3, we

found that the effect of teacher characteristics on the use of and beliefs about digital

study material is closely connected to the social environment in which teachers

perform their jobs. Therefore, it is our conclusion that it is necessary to study

teachers’ personal characteristics in connection with the way they function within

formal and informal groups and to how those groups or teams are being led.

Conclusion Cluster 3: Innovative and distributed leadership

From the segments we gathered in Cluster 3, it is apparent that the way in which

leadership was practiced had a large impact at multiple points on events that took

place within the school. It appears from the segments in category 1 (Table 4) that

leadership behavior was not something to be observed only with people who had a

Fig. 2 The double balance in
the concept of context-conscious
leadership

236 J Educ Change (2016) 17:223–249

123



formal management position at a strategic, tactical or operational level in School A.

We conclude that many aspects of leadership were also exerted by teachers and

assistant teachers, especially in the initial phase of the innovation process. At the same

time, we found that leaders also communicated and reflected among themselves about

leading the innovation process and about the way in which they communicated with

the teachers and external stakeholders such as the EIC. The view of leadership that we

developed based on interviews and meetings is strikingly defined by Hargreaves and

Fink (2006, p. 95): ‘‘it is leadership that spreads, that is a distributed and shared

responsibility that is taken as well as given.’’ A distributive perspective on leadership

in School A is very valuable for understanding the successful start of the innovation

process (Hargreaves and Fink 2006; Ho and Ng 2012; Spillane et al. 2004, 2008).

In the segments in category 2 (Table 4) we recognize two of the three broad

categories from the transformational leadership model of Leithwood and Jantzi

(2006): ‘Developing people’ (especially intellectual stimulation, individualized

support, focus on professionalism) and ‘Redesigning the organization’ (emphasis on

collaboration and participating in school decisions). Also in this category we see

that transformational leadership practices were spread over all levels of the

organization at School A. In the interviews with school leaders and teachers, we find

strong evidence that the distribution of leadership contributed to the teachers’

motivation to develop the Learning Houses in Grade 1. Leadership that is ‘taken as

well as given’ is also a characteristic of leadership in the view of Spillane et al.

(2004). In their distributed perspective on leadership, they do not place the accent

on spreading tasks over many different individuals within the organization, but on

spreading leadership activities within the social context. Leadership is codependent

on the specific situation and counterplay a leader encounters from the other actors in

the situation. The other actors (teachers and other leaders) are, therefore, not

‘followers’ who follow instructions as rational human beings, or copy ideas, but

people who try to make sense of the situation and act accordingly. Spillane et al.

(2004) claim that leadership continues to be re-enacted in ‘leadership practices’

(LP) (Fig. 3) through concrete interactions between people under the influence of

specific aspects of the situation. According to these authors, leadership practice is

the most suitable unit of analysis to measure the impact of leadership.

Leadership practice

Situation
systems, structures, 

tools

Other actorsLeader

Fig. 3 The concept of leadership practice (Spillane et al. 2004, p. 11)
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In summary, we find that the distribution of (transformational) leadership over a

multitude of people in School A contributed to the successful development of the

Learning House concept in Grade 1. We conclude from the evidence in categories 1

and 2 of Table 4 that only prolonged analyses at a micro-level (by analyzing

leadership practices) can demonstrate how the intensive collaboration, co-creation

and common sense-making of teachers and leaders contributed to that success

(operational level). The segments in category 3 show that both leaders and teachers

emphasized the importance of giving clear and consistent guidelines to teachers

(tactical and strategic level). The leaders at School A realized the importance of this

search for consensus between leaders at all levels of the school organization. They

stated that they spent a lot of time on this. We conclude, in line with Hulpia and

Devos (2010), that collaboration and open communication between leaders at

different levels of the organization is an aspect of distributed leadership-in-practice

that might influence teachers’ organizational commitment. We have visualized this

phenomenon in Fig. 4, which demonstrates that the development of collective

sense-making about the direction and approach of the innovation process between

leaders across the three organizational levels can also be studied from the

perspective of leadership practice.

Conclusion Cluster 4: Learning processes and the role of the school
management team

The data, shown in Table 5, demonstrate that collaboration between teachers,

learning on the job and in professional development courses were common practice.

It appears to be a characteristic of the professional culture of School A. This image

is emphasized by the expressed opinion of School A’s leaders that educational

innovation depended strongly on a change in the teachers’ vision about education.

However, at the same time, we found large differences in the daily practices of

Grades 1 and 2.

LP

LP

LP

Strategic level

Tactical  level

Operational level

Fig. 4 Coordination and
communication between school
leaders across the organizational
levels from the perspective of
leadership practice
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The Organizational Learning Framework (Fig. 5) by Crossan et al. (1999) offers

a dynamic construct that we consider to be perfectly suited to analyze and interpret

the actions, situations, events and learning processes that occurred at School A over

a period of 8 years. In the Organizational Learning Framework, the process leading

to the assimilation of newly developed knowledge and skills in the organization is

symbolized by the feed-forward flow over three levels (solid lines). The application

and exploitation of what was learned before leads to a feedback flow (dotted lines),

for example, by interventions directed to standardization and control of the new

practice. The permanent tension between the feed-forward and feedback flows of

learning is the essence of the Organizational Learning Framework.

This is demonstrated in the evolution of the group of teachers who worked

together in Learning House 2. After the initiative by some teachers to develop their

own version of a learning house, we see a balance arising between the bricolage

process of trial and error and implicit and explicit learning in the context of an

ongoing dialogue between teachers on the one hand, and the collective attempt of

teachers and school leaders to search for a stable state of progress and exploitation

of what has been learned on the other. The result was a successful application of the

Learning House concept in a completely digitized environment, realized approx-

imately 4 years after the concept was first introduced.

Crossan et al. (1999) characterize these flows of learning at every level of the

organization by different psychological processes. Like Weick (1995), they mostly

place at the individual level the processes of sense-making that deal with personal

interpretations of experiences (‘Intuiting’), which can lead to new ideas (creativity)

or to changing their own behavior (implicit learning). The effects of individual

learning can only influence others when the personal learning process is

demonstrated and explained, and then shared with colleagues who have had similar

experiences. When these exchanges (‘Interpreting’ in the Organizational Learning

Framework) lead to the development of shared ideas, shared agreements and a

Fig. 5 Organizational Learning Framework (Crossan et al. 1999, p. 532)
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mutually coordinated practice (‘Integrating’) through collective reflection, we call

this collective sense-making at a group level. The data from category 2 (Table 5)

show that this was a turbulent process in which feelings, new and old knowledge

and professional practices competed with each other. To handle such ‘‘boundary

experiences’’ it is imperative that teachers can share their concerns in a safe group

(Miedema and Stam (2009), and that is exactly what the data show. All the data we

have gathered about the teacher team of Learning House 2 points to the conclusion

that their collaboration follows a cyclical pattern: try out teaching practices in the

new setting and then discussing their experiences together. These meetings can best

be described as occasions for sense making concerning The Learning House concept

and its application, after which the cycle repeats itself.

The cyclical relation between psychological processes such as Intuiting and

Interpreting-Integrating in the Organizational Learning Framework is comparable

with the Identity Construction model of Geijsel and Meijers (2005). They analyze

the development of a professional identity as a circular process of ‘‘discursive

meaning-giving’’ in communities of practice and ‘‘intuitive sense-giving’’ at a

personal level. In both models, interaction, communication and collective reflection

are essential. On the one hand, these activities help develop the identity of teachers

and on the other hand, they help to cement the collectively developed expertise into

the foundation of the organization. Sustainable development, that is, Institutional-

ization, originates when these processes are being systematically supported,

stimulated and warranted in the organization. We conclude that the information

in Table 5, insofar as it relates to teachers from Grade 1, outlines a developmental

process that is a good illustration of feed-forward as outlined in the theoretical

framework of Crossan et al. (1999).

We observed that during the development of the Learning House concept in

Grade 1, the leadership practices were mostly directed at signaling the develop-

ments in the work place that were in line with the existing policy. Subsequently,

these developments were treasured, morally and materially supported and then sent

off in the right direction, in close deliberation with teachers. As a result, the feed-

forward process did not turn into a fragmented and chaotic innovation practice, but

was stabilized by interventions. Consequently, a slowly growing workable Learning

House was developing.

The implementation strategy for Grade 2 resembles what Crossan et al. (1999),

after Schumpeter (1959), termed ‘‘creative destruction’’. From one year to another,

the school management team asked the Grade 2 teachers to implement the fully

developed model of digitized Learning Houses. It became clear from the results that

this approach did not lead to inducing a cyclical process of individual and collective

sense-making, enthusiasm and feelings of ownership. Moreover, the feed-forward

flows of learning that we perceived within the teacher groups remained isolated

events. Teachers stated that neither the leaders, nor the teachers in this setting

managed to successfully extend the good practices that already existed to a team level.

The remarkable difference between what happened in Grade 1 (2003–2007) and

Grade 2 (2007–2010) can be explained by the school leaders’ changing of the

innovation strategy. Furthermore, examples of leadership practices in the research

data also demonstrate that the relationships between teachers and leaders were
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currently undergoing a process of change and that this had an effect on the

individual and collective learning processes (categories 1 and 2 of Table 6). Our

conclusion is therefore that we must integrate the concept ‘Leadership Practice’

(Fig. 3) of Spillane et al. (2004) into the Organizational Learning framework of

Crossan et al. (1999). Now we can visualize how interventions at every level of the

organization influenced the feed-forward and feedback flow of learning in School A

(Fig. 6).

General discussion

The multiple theoretical perspectives and multilevel approach to the processes of

educational innovation in the school organization resulted in an overall theoretical

framework (see Fig. 1). This framework was very useful for analyzing the results

from a long-term case study, which has enabled us to replace the original framework

with a more elaborate version (see Fig. 7). We used Figs. 2, 3, 4 and 6, which were

instrumental in analyzing the data set from School A, for the revision. The

combination and integration of these figures to produce Fig. 7 enabled us to identify

and solve a number of problems inherent in the individual figures and the theoretical

concepts which they represent. From this point on, we will denote Fig. 7 as our

‘integrated conceptual model for educational innovation’.

Context-conscious leadership

In the results for Cluster 1, we determined that context-conscious leadership is a

useful concept to describe how the strategic management of School A was able to

Fig. 6 The integration of the Organizational Learning Framework (Fig. 5) and the concept of leadership
practice (Fig. 3)
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create a dynamic balance between external pressure on the school to change on the

one hand, and the capacity of the school organization to renew itself on the other

(see Fig. 2). Therefore, we concluded that the dynamic concept of context-

conscious leadership must be integrated into the conceptual model.

Leadership practice as an engine for organizational learning

We found the Organizational Learning Framework proposed by Crossan et al.

(1999), shown in Fig. 5, to be a stimulating analytical tool. It turned out to be very

profitable to investigate the relationship between the use of digital learning

materials and teachers’ learning at three levels: the individual, the group and the

organizational level. An analysis of the tension between feed-forward and feedback

processes at School A contributed significantly to understanding the differences in

the use of digital learning materials in Grades 1 and 2. These results made it clear to

us that the Organizational Learning Framework should form the backbone of the

revised conceptual model (Fig. 7).

Innovative and distributed leadership

The results for Cluster 3 showed that leadership and alignment played an important

role at all levels of the school organization. Furthermore, it showed that the

leadership style and the type of intervention, as well as the communication and

coordination between the organizational school levels, are important to understand

Fig. 7 The impact of distributed leadership on organizational learning: an integrated conceptual model
with two auxiliary figures

242 J Educ Change (2016) 17:223–249

123



processes at School A (see Fig. 4). These data are best explained by the concept of

distributed leadership as viewed by Spillane et al. (2004) and by Ho and Ng (2012).

Finally, it proved to be very enlightening to analyze the interaction between leaders

and teachers in a specific setting; namely, when leaders executed a particular

leadership task. According to Spillane et al. (2004, p. 11), the recursive relations

between leaders, followers, and their situation is the essence of his concept of

‘leadership practice’. Informal leadership is a key factor in his concept (Spillane

2009). This reinforces the conclusion by Spillane et al. (2008) that important

information is missed when the data set only includes information about formally

designated leaders and the organization-as-designed. Clusters 3 and 4 showed that

processes at the level of analysis of leadership practices also provided explanations

for changes in the flows of learning within the Organizational Learning Framework.

This is the reason we chose Fig. 6 as a basis for the model that is represented in

Fig. 7.

Why is Fig. 7 innovative?

We consider the incorporation, elaboration and integration of dynamic concepts

such as the Organizational Learning Framework (Crossan et al. 1999), LP

framework (Spillane et al. 2004) and context-conscious leadership as the most

significant improvement and enrichment of the original theoretical framework

(Fig. 1). The incorporation of the concept of leadership practice strengthens the

original Organizational Learning Framework on all levels in the school organiza-

tion. We therefore propose to replace the theoretical framework depicted in Fig. 1

by a more elaborated conceptual model, shown in Fig. 7. An important outcome of

this study is an increased understanding of the relation between distributed

leadership and collective sense-making as an important prerequisite for the

incorporation of digital learning materials in teaching practice. This conceptual

model therefore is a basis for (international) researchers and school leaders to

innovate within their organization.

The application of the conceptual model in international contexts

The conceptual model (Fig. 7) can be applied in international contexts (e.g., in

Finland, where the provider of education has considerable autonomy in selecting

learning materials) (Riskua et al. 2014). Another example where this model may be

used effectively is in Dutch schools, where teachers will use various (digital)

learning materials and are involved in processes of sense-making about the

experiences. Comparative research, i.e. cross country analysis, by Kolo and Breiter

(2009) in the Hungarian education system shows that different dependencies among

the systems elements (teachers, students and their parents, the school as an

institution) and of the elements towards the environment will lead to different,

country specific dynamics. These dynamics concern aspects of leadership, which is

an important and central concept within our model (Fig. 7). Finally, we refer to the

United States. In the innovation strategy dubbed ‘networked improvement

communities’, advocated by the Carnegie Foundation, there is a very important
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role for teachers (Bryk et al. 2011). In our conceptual model learning processes of

teachers are central. The effects of teachers’ individual learning will only influence

others or spill over, when the outcomes of the individual learning process are

demonstrated, explained and then shared with other teachers who have had similar

experiences.

Critical comments and questions

In Fig. 7, leadership practices are given control over ‘‘the flows of learning’’ in

everyday practice. Kleysen and Dyck (2001) argue that the socio-political processes

of ‘championing’ and ‘coalition-building’ are essential to explain feed-forward

learning. They connect these arguments to aspects of transformational leadership.

However, we have also observed other processes that lead us to believe that the

more abstract model of leadership practice is preferable. Moreover, the tension

between feed-forward and feedback learning in the Organizational Learning

framework is also present in the LP framework. In the words of Spillane et al.

(2004, p. 12): ‘‘tasks designed to promote change may depend, in substantial

measure, on the successful execution of tasks designed to preserve the status quo’’.

There is a second reason for the integration of the LP framework in the

Organizational Learning framework, which can be found in the definition of

‘Situation’ in the LP framework (see Fig. 3). Situation stands for ‘‘the sociocultural

context (including artifacts) that can embody the stable practices’’. Therefore, the

concept of ‘situation’ corresponds here with ‘‘the institutions of the organization

including systems, structures, procedures, and strategy’’ (Spillane et al. 2004, p. 21).

Kleysen and Dyck (2001) rightly point out that the framework of Crossan et al.

(1999) gives no specifications for the feedback processes. We agree with their

proposal to use the concepts of ‘encoding’ and ‘enactment’ for the feedback flow of

learning, as counterparts to ‘integrating’ and ‘interpreting’, which stand for the feed-

forward flow.

In Fig. 7, we have added two auxiliary figures next to the base model. They are

adaptations of Figs. 2 and 4. We found these models to be practical tools for the

following purposes. One such purpose is for describing context-conscious

leadership; we have reinterpreted this concept as a series of LPs on the strategic

level that represent the recursive relationship between external and internal context.

Another purpose involves describing the coordination between formally and non-

formally designated leaders at different levels in the school organization in terms of

leadership practice.

In 2009, the Academy of Management Review granted the article ‘‘An

organizational learning framework: From intuition to institution’’ (Crossan et al.

1999) the AMR Decade Award. Crossan et al. (2011) responded to this award with

some reflections. Based on their analysis of research citations since 1999, they show

that the article is often cited and has provoked research that pertains to details of the

original framework, but that relatively few authors have extended or modified the

Organizational Learning framework itself. The main point of discussion for the

review of the 1999 article deals with whether the ‘‘multi-level 4I framework’’ (the

Organizational Learning framework) should be considered as a theory, or just as a
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unifying framework. However, we do not claim to have developed a definitive

theory of Organizational Learning. We are convinced that the merger of the 1999

Organizational Learning framework with the concept of leadership practice and the

other additions in Fig. 7 enrich and refine the original Organizational Learning

Framework.

Crossan et al. (1999) and Crossan and Berdrow (2003) specifically point to the

relationship between leadership and learning in organizations as an important area

for further research. When we look back at the development of the creative process

in Learning House 2, we see that one teacher who acted as an informal leader (cf.

championship in Kleysen and Dyck 2001 and group monitor in De Groot et al.

2011) with individual ICT-expertise (Ho and Ng 2012) played an important role in

eliciting an enthusiastic response from colleagues in regard to the implementation of

laptops and digital learning materials in their teaching practices. Along with this, we

see that the synergy of communication and learning processes from teachers and

leaders together, at different levels of the organization, resulted in powerful feed-

forward learning in Grade 1. However, the lack of a feed-forward flow in Grade 2

can be explained by the sudden top-down intervention of the top management in

order to speed up the introduction and use of digital learning materials. Moreover,

we find that managers sometimes took up an active leading role and at other

moments placed themselves in a participatory and encouraging role. These choices

between types of leadership styles can have both positive and negative effects on

organizational learning, depending on the specific circumstances.

This conceptual model is a basis for researchers and school leaders to analyze

their specific school and organization related questions (Spillane 2009). Crossan

et al. (1999), for example, consider the problematic relationship between

institutionalization and intuiting as one of the aspects of the Organizational

Learning Framework that should be clarified by further research. This point is also

addressed by Wiseman (2007) on institutionalization and Nonaka and von Krogh

(2009, p. 647) on ‘organizational ambidexterity’, the ‘‘… balance between being

efficient in running today’s business, while being adaptive to changes in [the]

environment’’. Governments and school boards sometimes confront schools with

large-scale educational reforms that intervene in the established educational

practice. In such cases, school leaders can respond with different strategies. For

example, in School A in Grade 1, we recognize the self-directed learning ability of a

group of teachers under the influence of visionary and transformational leadership.

In Grade 2 we see the effect of the top-down implementation of a fully developed

educational model that originated elsewhere, namely in Grade 1. The first strategy

corresponds with the ongoing process of organizational learning, but we questioned

what that means for the vision of organizational learning, where the pressure from

outside the organization must be taken into account, leading to interventions by the

top management in the institutionalized practice. How can the management team

proactively influence the current practice and steer or lead the feed-forward—

feedback cycle (intuiting, interpreting and enacting) in the ‘right’ direction? How

can ‘leadership for learning’ strive to coordinate learning goals at the individual,

team and organizational levels (Simons 2006)? To what extent is the ‘creative

destruction’ that Crossan et al. (1999) suggest useful? In this strategy, the teachers
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of a team, a department, or the entire organization are forced to refocus on the

taken-for-granted nature of educational practice and reconstruct their own cognitive

maps and belief systems.

Along with this, there are some further questions to answer: Are there

characteristic patterns in leadership practices at a strategic, tactical and operational

level? What degrees of freedom are needed for teacher leaders in the workplace in

order to translate policy objectives into realistic work goals? What exactly does

‘institutionalized’ mean when the process of learning at individual and group level

is a continuous process involving more or less autonomous teams? Other pressing

questions relate to aspects of organizational development associated with scaling up

within the organization or mergers between organizations. Is it necessary that each

team or department have its own feed-forward—feedback cycle of learning, leading

to a team-specific conception of educational practice? Will our enhanced model

(Fig. 7) help in addressing these questions?
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Expertise vis-à-vis formal role? School Leadership and Management, 32(4), 321–339.

Hulpia, H., & Devos, G. (2010). How distributed leadership can make a difference in teachers’

organizational commitment? A qualitative study. Teaching and Teacher Education, 26(3), 565–575.

Hulpia, H., Devos, G., & Van Keer, H. (2011). The relation between school leadership from a distributed

perspective and teachers’ organizational commitment: Examining the source of the leadership

function. Educational Administration Quarterly, 47(5), 728–771.

Imants, J. (2002). Relationships in the study of learning communities. School Effectiveness and School

Improvement, 13, 453–462.

Kleysen, R. F., & Dyck, B. (2001, June). Cumulating knowledge: An elaboration and extension of

Crossan, Lane, & White’s framework for organizational learning. Paper presented at the fourth

international conference on organizational learning and knowledge management, Ivey School of

Management, University of Western Ontario, London, Ontario, Canada.

Kolo, C., & Breiter, A. (2009). An integrative model for the dynamics of ICT-based innovations in

education. Digital Culture & Education, 1(2), 89–103.

Kwakman, K. (2003). Factors affecting teachers’ participation in professional learning activities.

Teaching and Teacher Education, 19, 149–170.

Leithwood, K., & Jantzi, D. (2005). A review of transformational school leadership research 1996–2005.

Leadership and Policy in Schools, 4(3), 177–201.

Leithwood, K., & Jantzi, D. (2006). Transformational school leadership for large-scale reform: Effects on

students, teachers, and their classroom practices. School Effectiveness and School Improvement,

17(2), 201–227.

Leithwood, K., Patten, S., & Jantzi, D. (2010). Testing a conception of how school leadership influences

student learning. Educational Administration Quarterly, 46(5), 671–706.

Leithwood, K., Steinbach, R., & Jantzi, D. (2002). School leadership and teachers’ motivation to

implement accountability policies. Educational Administration Quarterly, 38(1), 94–119.

Lovett, S., & Gilmore, A. (2003). Teachers’ learning journeys: The quality learning cycle as a model of

professional development. School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 14(2), 189–211.

März, V., Kelchtermans, G., Vanhoof, S., & Onghena, P. (2013). Sense-making and structure in teachers’

reception of educational reform. A case study on statistics in the mathematics curriculum. Teaching

and Teacher Education, 29, 13–24.

Miedema, W., & Stam, M. (2009). Leren van Innoveren: wat en hoe leren docenten van het innoveren

van het eigen onderwijs? [Learning from Innovation: What and how teachers learn from the

innovation of their own teaching?]. Academic Dissertation. Assen: Koninklijke Van Gorcum.

Miles, M. B., & Huberman, A. M. (1984). Qualitative data analysis. A sourcebook of new methods.

Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Moolenaar, N. M., Daly, A. J., & Sleegers, P. J. C. (2010). Occupying the principal position: Examining

relationships between transformational leadership, social network position, and schools’ innovative

climate. Educational Administration Quarterly, 46(5), 623–670.

Mulford, B., & Sillins, H. (2011). Revised models and conceptualisation of successful school

principalship for improved student outcomes. International Journal of Educational Management,

25(1), 61–82.

Nonaka, I., & von Krogh, G. (2009). Tacit knowledge and knowledge conversion: Controversy and

advancement in organizational knowledge creation theory. Organization Science, 20(3), 635–652.

Rikkerink, M. (2011). Invoering van een gedigitaliseerde onderwijspraktijk - Deel A. Patronen van

interventies in een model van organisatieleren en leiderschapspraktijken [Implementation of a

digital teaching practice—Part A. Patterns of interventions in a framework of organizational

learning and leadership practices]. Dissertation, Utrecht: Utrecht University.

Riskua, M., Kanervioa, P., & Lars, G. B. (2014). Finnish Superintendents: Leading in a changing

education policy context. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 13, 383–406.

J Educ Change (2016) 17:223–249 247

123



Runhaar, P. R. (2008). Promoting teachers’ professional development. Academic Dissertation, University

Twente, Enschede.

Runhaar, P. R., Sanders, K., & Sleegers, P. (2007). De school als ontwikkelplek voor leraren. Een

literatuuronderzoek naar organisatiefactoren die implementatie van nieuwe onderwijsconcepten

bevorderen [The school as a development site for teachers. A literature study of organizational

factors that facilitate implementation of new educational concepts]. Enschede: Twente Centre for

Career Research.

Schaufeli, W. B., & Bakker, A. B. (2004a). Bevlogenheid: een begrip gemeten [Work engagement: A

concept measured]. Gedrag & Organisatie, 17(2), 89–112.

Schaufeli, W. B., & Bakker, A. B. (2004b). Job demands, job resources, and their relationship with

burnout and engagement: A multi-sample study. Journal of Organizational Behaviour, 25, 293–315.

Scheerens, J. (2010). Teachers’ professional development. Europe in international comparison. An

analysis of teachers professional development based on the OECD’s Teaching and Learning

International Survey (TALIS). Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of the European Union.

Scheerens, J. (2013). The use of theory in school effectiveness research revisited. School Effectiveness

and School Improvement, 24(1), 1–38.

Schumpeter, I. A. (1959). The theory of economic development. Cambridge, MA: University Press.

Silins, H., & Mulford, B. (2002). Leadership and school results. In K. Leithwood & P. Hallinger (Eds.),

Second international handbook of educational leadership and administration. Dordrecht: Kluwer

Academic Publishers.

Simons, P. R. J. (2006). Digitale didactiek als onderdeel van onderwijsvernieuwingen [Digital pedagogy

as part of educational reforms]. Studiehuisreeks, 70, 25–42 [Online]. Available: http://www.

mesoconsult.nl/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/SH-70-digi.pdf.

Simons, P. R. J. (2013). Mindshifting: (Hoe) kunnen we mindsets veranderen? [Mindshifting: (How) can

we change mindsets?], Afscheidsrede in verkorte vorm uitgesproken op 19 December 2013. Utrecht:

Utrecht University.

Spillane, J. P. (2009). Managing to lead: Reframing school leadership and management. The Phi Delta

Kappan, 91(3), 70–73.

Spillane, J. P., Camburn, E. M., Pustejovsky, J., Pareja, A. S., & Lewis, G. (2008). Taking a distributed

perspective. Epistemological and methodological tradeoffs in operationalizing the leader-plus

aspect. Journal of Educational Administration, 46(2), 189–213.

Spillane, J. P., Halverson, R., & Diamond, J. B. (2004). Towards a theory of leadership practice: A

distributed perspective. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 36(1), 3–34.

Srivastava, P., & Frankwick, G. L. (2011). Environment, management attitude, and organizational

learning in alliances. Management Decision, 49(1), 156–166.

ten Bruggencate, G., Luyten, H., Scheerens, J., & Sleegers, P. (2012). Modeling the influence of school

leaders on student achievement: How can school leaders make a difference? Educational

Administration Quarterly, 48(4), 699–732.

Thoonen, E. E. J., Sleegers, P. J. C., Oort, F. J., Peetsma, Th T D, & Geijsel, F. P. (2011). How to improve

teaching practices: The role of teacher motivation, organizational factors, and leadership practices.

Educational Administration Quarterly, 47(3), 496–536.

van Veen, K. (2003). Teachers’ emotions in a context of reforms. Academic Dissertation, ILS, Nijmegen.

van Veen, K., & Sleegers, P. (2006). How does it feel? Teachers’ emotions in a context of change.

Journal of Curriculum Studies, 38(1), 85–111.

van Veen, K., Sleegers, P., & van de Ven, P. (2005). On teacher’s identity, emotions, and commitment to

change: A case study into the cognitive-affective processes of a secondary school teacher in the

context of reforms. Teaching and Teacher Education, 21(8), 917–934.

Verbeeten, H. M. J. M. (2011). Invoering van een gedigitaliseerde onderwijspraktijk - Deel B. Patronen

van interventies in een model van organisatieleren en leiderschapspraktijken [Implementation of a

digital teaching practice—Part B. Patterns of interventions in a framework of organizational

learning and leadership practices]. Dissertation, Utrecht University, Utrecht.

Waslander, S. (2007). Leren over innoveren. Overzichtsstudie van wetenschappelijk onderzoek naar

duurzaam vernieuwen in het voortgezet onderwijs [Learning about innovation. Review of scientific

research into sustainable innovation in secondary education]. Utrecht: VO-raad.

Waslander, S. (2010). Government, school autonomy, and legitimacy: Why the Dutch government is

adopting an unprecedented level of interference with independent schools. Journal of School

Choice, 4, 398–417.

248 J Educ Change (2016) 17:223–249

123

http://www.mesoconsult.nl/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/SH-70-digi.pdf
http://www.mesoconsult.nl/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/SH-70-digi.pdf


Waslander, S. (2011). Vijf jaar innoveren. Opbrengsten van het Innovatieproces. Durven, delen, doen

[Five years innovating. Proceeds of the innovation process. Dare, share, do]. Utrecht: VO-raad.

Weick, K. E. (1995). Sense-making in organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Werkman, R., Boonstra, J., & Elving, W. (2005). Complexiteit en weerbarstigheid in veranderprocessen.

Patronen in het verandervermogen van Nederlandse organisaties [Complexity and unruliness in

change processes. Patterns in the capacity of Dutch organizations to accommodate change]. M&O,

5, 5–30.

Wiseman, E. (2007). The institutionalization of organizational learning: A neoinstitutional perspective. In

Proceedings of OLKC 2007—‘‘Learning Fusion’’ [Online]. Available: http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/

fac/soc/wbs/conf/olkc/archive/olkc2/papers/wiseman.pdf.

Wiseman, A. W., & Anderson, E. (2012). ICT-integrated education and national innovation systems in

the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) countries. Computers & Education, 59, 607–618.

Yin, R. K. (1994). Case study research: Design and methods (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Zuylen, J. G. G., & Zuylen, R. J. H. (2005). De onderwijsvernieuwingscoöperatie.nl [The Educational
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