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Abstract 

Today more than ever, educational institutions need educational leaders who are 
able to promote profound, substantive and sustainable change. This paper is based 
on the efforts and results of the first stage of a European project implemented in 
universities and primary and secondary schools in Spain, Finland and the Czech 
Republic. The project seeks to explore the changes (and its educational effects) that 
have occurred in the last decade regarding digital competencies, especially in 
relation to the emergence of a culture of collaboration that connects youth learning, 
technology and a Do-it-Yourself (DIY) ethos. To achieve the project's objective, we 
followed a methodology based on the principles of collaborative action research 
(CAR). We have analysed the curricula and study plans of the participating 
institutions in order to explore how and where the project could be applied. We 
conducted a series of focus groups with teachers, students and parents to discuss 
notions of DIY learning among the educational communities. Based on these 
discussions, we began to analyse how each context envisions DIY learning and how 
it relates to the notion of virtual space. We finished the first stage with the 
professional development of the teachers, which was aimed at shaping the DIYLabs 
implementation plan. 

Keywords: collaborative learning, digital competence, collaborative action research 
(CAR), agency, self-regulated learning, autonomous learning, leadership for learning 
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Resumen 

Hoy más que nunca, las instituciones educativas necesitan líderes educativos capaces de 
promover un cambio profundo, sustancial y sostenible. Este artículo se basa en las acciones y 
los resultados de la primera etapa de un proyecto Europeo implementado en universidades y 
escuelas de primaria y secundaria de España, Finlandia y la República Checa. El proyecto 
busca explorar los cambios (y sus efectos educativos) que han ocurrido en la última década 
con respecto a las competencias digitales, especialmente en relación con la aparición de una 
cultura de colaboración que conecta el aprendizaje de jóvenes, la tecnología y el ethos del Do-
it-Yourself (DIY). Para lograr el objetivo del proyecto, hemos seguido una metodología 
basada en los principios de la investigación-acción colaborativa (CAR). Hemos analizado los 
currículos y planes de estudio de las instituciones involucradas para explorar cómo y dónde 
podría aplicarse el proyecto. Hemos llevado a cabo una serie de grupos de discusión con 
maestros, alumnos y padres para discutir las nociones de aprendizaje del DIY entre las 
comunidades educativas. Basándonos en estas discusiones empezamos a analizar cómo cada 
contexto imagina el aprendizaje del DIY y cómo se relaciona con la noción de espacio virtual. 
Finalizamos la primera etapa con el desarrollo profesional de los profesores destinados a la 
conformación del plan de implementación de DIYLabs. 

Palabras clave: aprendizaje colaborativo, competencia digital, autoría, investigación acción 

colaborativa, aprendizaje autorregulado, aprendizaje autónomo, liderazgo para el aprendizaje 
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n a volatile, uncertain, complex and ambiguous (VUCA) world 

(Johansen, 2007, Sancho & Hernández, 2011) that is permeated by 

digital technology and social, political and economic turmoil, 

educational systems are facing unprecedented challenges (Sancho, 2010). 

The traditional logic and organisational metaphors that educational 

institutions understand as privileged knowledge and value transmitters 

(Debray, 2001) are being confronted by the multiplicity of available 

environments, both analogical and virtual. Diversified learning and 

socialization environments have formed apprentices with apparently greater 

agency and capacity for action and decision, but also with greater perplexity 

and discontent (Twenge, 2014). In this context, school disaffection is 

growing and thus contributes to a continuing increase in the number of 

students who either do not continue their studies beyond compulsory 

education or do not finish their degrees (Rué, 2014; Wright, 2015).  

Today more than ever, educational institutions need a profound, 

substantive and sustainable change that is able to take into account the 

complexity and intricate power relations of both the surrounding world and 

the institutions themselves. Recent research in educational change 

(Hargreaves & Shirley, 2009; Sancho & Alonso, 2012) tells us that 

sustainable change can only be achieved by involving teachers and students 

in the decision-making process, as well as when new practices are anchored 

in the most promising aspects of teachers' professional knowledge. If 

teachers and students feel that their current knowledge and skills are being 

dismissed (as so often happens) instead of being recognized as foundations 

for new development, they will go back to old practices and forget the new 

skills and resources they have acquired once the project is over.  

Educational change posits that leadership –and educational leadership in 

particular– is not to be found only in the actions of principals and managing 

bodies, but instead is understood as a general organizational function that is 

distributed over a network of actors within the institutions (Gronn, 2000; 

Ogawa & Bossert, 1995; Spillane, 2006). This distributed leadership is 

directed at professionally qualified teachers in order to exercise multiple 

functions of leadership that shape the educational institution as a 

professional learning community (PLC), making this PLC a community of 

educational leaders (Krichesky & Murillo, 2011). In reflecting on leadership 

for 21st century schools, Hallinger (2009) highlights how the initial theories 

I 
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of instructional leadership have evolved into the theory known as 

“leadership for learning”. According to Tintoré (2015), the concept that has 

surpassed instructional, transformational, and distributed leadership is 

leadership for learning. Leadership for learning includes distributed 

leadership. It is also leadership for change that arises from the context of 

each institution. It is more horizontal and democratic. In addition, it puts 

emphasis on learning (Tintoré, 2015). In this regard, Robertson (2005) 

believes that everybody in the institution who is able to learn and to enable 

those around them to learn is an educational leader. This notion of leadership 

for learning is what underpins the DIYLab1 project, which places teachers 

and students at the centre of the learning process by recognizing and 

promoting their agency and responsibility in an autonomous and self-

directed learning process.  

This paper is based on the preliminary results of the European project 

DIYLab - Do It Yourself in Education: Expanding Digital Competence to 

Foster Student Agency and Collaborative Learning, and it places special 

emphasis on the ways to promote sound and sustainable change in education 

by fostering educational leadership. It focuses on the specific objective of 

identifying the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, difficulties and 

challenges in the DIY philosophy that underpins the project, particularly in 

terms of putting it into practice in the participating educational institutions 

(universities and primary and secondary school) from Spain, Finland and the 

Czech Republic. More specifically, we focus on the work done during the 

first stage of the project (analysis of the context and professional 

development of teachers). 

In this project we do not consider teachers and students as consumers 

(receptors or repositories) of knowledge and skills that we supposedly 

transmit to them. We foster learning milieus to enhance teachers’ and 

students’ capacities for directing their own learning processes, thinking 

critically for themselves, taking responsibility for their own positions and 

taking into account other points of view. We also envision them as producers 

of content who contribute to blogs and create animations, graphics, and 

video productions (Ito et al., 2010). This is in line with the proposal of 

Jenkins, Purushotma, Weigel, Clinton, & Robison (2009, p. xiii), who 

suggest shifting “the focus … from questions of technological access to 

those of opportunities for participation and the development of cultural 

competencies and social skills needed for full involvement.” 
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Teachers and students in the DIYLab project are expected to exercise as 

leaders in their institutions, so that these institutions can subsequently serve 

as educational leaders in other organisations and communities at the same 

time. The DIYLab approach and its educational practice will allow the 

leadership for learning to advance across physical and virtual borders 

(Jiménez, Orenes, & Puente, 2010). Our challenge is to improve learning in 

educational milieus by improving school leadership (Mulford, 2008; Pont, 

Nusche, & Moorman, 2008) and by promoting learning from leadership 

(Louis, Leithwood, Wahlstrom, & Anderson, 2010).  

This consideration led us to take into account collaborative action 

research (CAR) as “a participatory, democratic process […] [that] seeks to 

bring together action and reflection, theory and practice, in participation 

with others, in the pursuit of practical solutions to issues of pressing 

concern” (Reason & Bradbury, 2001, p. 1). Furthermore, it may be insightful 

if we were to explore the extent to which the idea of ‘disruptive innovation’ 

(Bower & Christensen, 1995; Christensen, 2012) could be applied in 

education (Christensen, Horn, & Johnson, 2010). Disruptive innovation is 

the unexpected improvement of a product or service on the market; it 

initially targets a different set of users or consumers and subsequently takes 

over the existing market (Christensen, 2012). 

 

The DIYLab Project 

 

The DIYLab project seeks to explore changes in digital competencies over 

the last decade, as well as their educational effects, especially in relation to 

the emergence of a culture of collaboration that connects young people’s 

learning, technology and DIY ethos (Kafai & Peppler, 2011).  

Young people’s efforts to create and disseminate digital media have been 

associated with the growing DIY movement (Spencer, 2005). It began in the 

‘90s (McKay, 1998) with arts, crafts and new technologies (Eisenberg & 

Buechley, 2008), which are multiple and diverse practices that people 

engage in (Lankshear & Knobel, 2010). The DIY culture is now being 

considered in curriculum contents (Guzzetti, Elliott, & Welsch, 2010; 

Kamenetz, 2010), giving educators and students the opportunity to create, 

share and learn in collaboration. 

The DIYLab project also aims to deeply and sustainably transform 

teaching and learning practices in primary and secondary schools as well as 
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in the participating higher education institutions. Its main objective is to 

promote life-long, life-deep and life-wide learning by expanding students’ 

digital competence, agency, creativity, self-regulation and collaboration. It 

also seeks to put into practice DIY philosophies (Guzzetti et al., 2010; 

Lankshear & Knobel, 2010) by focusing on three main principles: Creating, 

sharing and learning in collaboration (Domingo-Coscollola, Sánchez-Valero, 

& Sancho-Gil, 2014). 

The project is divided into three phases:  

 Institutional analysis and professional teacher development.  

 Implementation. 

 Improvement and socio-economic evaluation. 

The main aim of the first stage is to identify the best or the most adequate 

practices in developing key competences, especially the DIYLab learning 

approach in the participant institutions. The project will develop a 

'DIYLabHub' to share the digital objects resulting from the students’ 

learning processes in order to make the experiences sustainable and 

expandable after the end of the project. Each digital item created from these 

experiences will address the questions: What have I/we done? How have 

I/we done it? Why have I/we done it that way? This practice will depend on 

the use and implementation of different technologies (video editing 

software, mobile/flexible applications, etc.) and the construction and 

dissemination of a DIY community (Kafai & Peppler, 2011) in an open on-

line platform. 

Students will become producers of digital objects with experiences that 

support their critical capacity. Thus, young people will create their “own 

alternatives to mainstream models of teaching and disseminating 

information” (Hemphill & Leskowitz, 2012, p. 2). This is a goal that cannot 

be achieved by using only a platform or virtual space. Instead, true digital 

competence means using available devices with pedagogical approaches that 

connect with youth culture (Buckingham, 2007). With these approaches, it is 

very important to create, share and develop transdisciplinary and inquiry-

based projects that guide young people to grow into active and thoughtful 

learners. 

All of this is in line with the importance of acquiring certain skills that 

have already been highlighted. It also coheres with theories of social 

constructivism, learning constructionism and connectivism (Kop & Hill, 

2008; Siemens, 2008 among others) as well as the emerging pedagogies that 
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are arising from the use of ICT in education. These pedagogies aim to take 

advantage of the communicative, interactive, creative and innovative 

potential of a new generation and culture of learning (Adell & Castañeda, 

2012; Aguaded & Cabero, 2014; Area & Pessoa, 2012). 

 

Materials and Methods 

 

In coherence with the perspectives on change and educational leadership 

underpinning the project, the first stage of the project implied two related 

actions:  

 Identifying which practices were recognized by participant 

institutions as the best practices for developing key competences, 

especially digital competence. This required taking into account 

the need to promote purposeful learning experiences for fostering 

lifelong, life-wide learning skills and educational leadership.  

 Preparing the DIYLab to be implemented in the teaching and 

learning processes by means of a shared professional teacher 

development process. 

Taking into account the goals of the project, participating educational 

institutions as a whole (students, parents, teachers, management, etc.) were 

involved from the early stages of its development. We began with the idea 

that nothing more than a high level of collaboration and involvement could 

guarantee the sustainability of the educational concept and the pedagogic 

approach that supports the project, especially after having been completed. 

In this regard it was important to understand how the DIY ethos may be 

successfully incorporated into the school culture, as well as to identify what 

tensions it might provoke. This means we cannot research only how students 

and teachers engage with DIY, but also how those experiences affect local 

understanding of learning, student agency, the role of teachers, and the place 

for digital tools and online platforms in the school curriculum.  

As mentioned above, these actions constituted the first circle of a 

collaborative action research (CAR) method, which was implemented with 

the purpose of fostering the process of reflection-action-reflection while also 

developing a culture of collaboration and discussion. In the following 

sections we offer a detailed account of the perspective and methods used to 

collect the needed evidence. 
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Curriculum and Analyses of Teaching Plans 

 

We started by analysing the curricula and teaching plans of all participating 

institutions. We analysed the national curricula of primary and secondary 

schools and their local syllabi, particularly in relation to the target years (the 

5th year of primary education and the 3rd year of secondary compulsory 

education). We also analysed the teaching plans of the participating 

universities. Overall, seventeen sets of documents were analysed (see Table 

1). 

 
Table 1 

Analysed documents by country 

Educational Institution National Documents Local Documents 

SPAIN   

School  1 primary, 1 secondary 1 primary, 1 secondary 

University Teaching plans of the following 

undergraduate degrees: 

- Pedagogy 

- Primary School Teacher 

- Infant School Teacher 

- Social Education 

 

FINLAND   

School Draft version of new 

comprehensive curriculum 

(primary/secondary) 

 

CZECH REPUBLIC   

School 2 primary, 2 secondary 1 primary, 1 secondary 

University National curriculum for 

university teacher education 

Proposals of university 

study programmes 

 

 

The documents were analysed in order to understand the extent to which 

national and local educational policy could foster DIY learning in schools 
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and universities. To analyse these documents, we took into account all those 

dimensions related to the notion of learning within the DIY culture: 

• Views of autonomous and self-regulated learning. 

• Ideas about inquiry-based teaching and learning. 

• Approaches to transdisciplinary or interdisciplinary knowledge, 

links and connections. 

• Dimensions of digital competence. 

• Concepts of collaborative learning. 

• Opportunities and limitations for anchoring the DIYLab program 

to the curriculum. 

Based on these analyses, the consortium developed an in-depth 

understanding of how each institutional context can support the 

implementation of DIYLabs. We also identified where possible tensions 

may arise. 

 

Focus Groups 

 

The second step was to set up a series of focus groups (Barbour & Kitzinger, 

1999; Kitzinger, 1995). They were carried out in each partner’s country. 

Each institution organized the focus groups by inviting teachers, students 

and parents (in the case of schools) to participate. They also coordinated the 

timing, implementation, transcription, analysis and interpretation of the 

content. The number of participants in each focus group was different, 

according to the country and the education level (see Table 2). 

 
Table 2 

Number of participants in focus groups by country and education level 

Educational Institutions 
Number of  

Teachers 

Number of 

Students 

Number of 

Parents 
Total 

SPAIN     

Primary school 5 6 6  

Secondary school 6 6 6  

University 6  from 5 departments 5 from 6 degrees   

Total country    46 



14 M. Domingo-Coscollola et al.  – Do It Youserlf in Education  

 

 

Educational Institutions 
Number of  

Teachers 

Number of 

Students 

Number of 

Parents 
Total 

FINLAND     

School (combined) 8 8 10  

Total country    26 

CZECH REPUBLIC     

Primary school 8 10 5  

Secondary school 7 6 6  

University full time  9   

University part time (last term) 11   

University part time (first term) 8   

Total country    70 

Total    142 

 

The aim of the focus groups was to understand the perspective of the 

participating educational communities and to study in depth the current 

opportunities and limitations of the educational institutions involved, 

specifically in regard to implementing this pedagogical and technological 

approach. 

University researchers and the school coordinators led the discussions in 

an effort to gain an initial understanding of what dimensions of the DIY 

ethos were already taking place in the teaching and learning practices, as 

well as of what resources were available to support them in each educational 

institution. We focused on how teachers, students and/or parents 

conceptualize the notion of DIY learning, and this allowed us to garner 

information that would be useful when designing the DIYLab in each 

context. 

The main ideas of the DIYLab project were presented at the beginning of 

the meetings, where we dedicated time to discuss the notion and 

implications of “Do-it-Yourself” and its relationship to teaching and 

learning. This introduction was followed by comments and an open 

discussion among the participants in each focus group. The questions posed 

were open-ended and designed to allow participants to share anecdotes on 
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their own learning processes and experiences, as well as to give voice to 

their personal opinions and considerations. For example, some questions for 

teachers were: 

 When do you think the school fosters or allows the idea of DIY 

learning that was previously explained? How does it do this? And 

what tools are used in the process? 

 Where else do you believe students are developing these skills? 

How? And with whom? 

 How do you think the school could improve in its manner of 

supporting this type of learning? 

The framework for analysing the contents of the focus groups consisted 

of these categories: 

 Knowledge and evaluation of the notion of DIY. 

 Notions of autonomous and self-regulated learning. 

 Concepts of interdisciplinary knowledge. 

 Dimensions of digital competence. 

 Visions of collaborative and problem-based learning. 

 How to frame the project by considering the formal aspects of the 

curriculum. 

 Emerging elements that befit each situation. 

 

Professional Teacher Development 

 

The third step was to implement professional teacher development activities, 

which we developed in each one of the participant institutions. These 

activities, from their planning to their development, took place between July 

and December 2014. The work with the teachers took place during six in situ 

meetings between October and December 2014. During this time, permanent 

contact was maintained through a virtual space. The individual dedication of 

all the participants was at least three hours per week. 

The professional development was based on generating dialogic 

processes by beginning with the background and experiences of the 

participants, an analysis of the available literature (Guzzetti et al., 2010; 

Kafai & Peppler, 2011; Kamenetz, 2010; Lankshear & Knobel, 2010; 

McKay, 1998; Spencer, 2005) and practical examples of DIY. In this way 

we endeavoured to ensure the sustainability of the philosophy of the project.  

In the exploratory stage, we considered mainly three questions: 
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1. What do we understand by DIY philosophy? Common reflective 

focus in relation to the DIY philosophy. 

2. What happens when we introduce the DIY philosophy into an 

educational institution? Common reflective focus in relation to the 

DIY philosophy and education  

3. Which technological tools and resources to use? We generated a 

general vision and also a document that detailed how different 

software could help to create DIY projects and digital objects (about 

photography, video, audio and music resources, video games, web 

production and digital art). 

Afterwards, we made decisions about pedagogical specifications to be 

relocated in each specific context, taking into account the following 

dimensions: When and where will the DIYLab take place? How will it be 

integrated into the syllabus? Other questions addressed during the 

professional teacher development were: What form would the DIY digital 

objects take? How would they circulate? What kind of educational practice 

would be involved? As mentioned above, we decided that the DIY digital 

objects should address the following questions: What have I/we done? How 

have I/we done it? Why have I/we done it that way? We also negotiated the 

specifics of the implementation phase in each institution.  

The processes undertaken in the different professional development 

activities allowed all participants to make significant contributions to the 

shaping of the pedagogical and technological implications of the DIYLab 

project, as well as to the implementation plan. Also, questions, ideas, 

proposals and reflections were generated into a context of collaborative 

learning. 

All teachers participating in the project took part. In some cases, other 

teachers contributed despite not being directly involved, as they were deeply 

interested in the DIY culture as an educational innovation that intensely 

engages professional development activities. For example, in the case of the 

University of Barcelona, this activity was recognised by the Institute of 

Professional Development for Education, who is responsible for the initial 

and in-service professional development of university staff. This allowed 

other faculty who were interested in the topic to attend, in addition to those 

directly involved in the DIYLab project. 
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Main Results of the First Stage 

 

In this section we present the main results of the project’s first steps, 

specifically in relation to the adopted concept of leadership for learning 

discussed above. We do so by considering: 

 Traces of DIY in curricular agendas.  

 Meaning of DIY in focus groups.  

 Development and implementation of DIYLab from teachers. 

We based our discussion on evidence gathered during the focus groups, 

on the professional teacher development and also on the contributions made 

in the virtual space (videos, photos and the text of what was said). 

 

Traces of DIY in Curricular Agendas 

 

When analysed altogether, the Spanish, Finnish and Czech school curricula 

reveal three different contexts. 

 The Finnish 2016 curriculum demonstrates more affinity with the 

aims of DIYLab, with more emphasis on transversal approaches to 

competences and a comprehensive, two-pronged consideration of 

digital competence (such as multiliteracy and ICT skills). However, 

this still unimplemented reform sheds little light on what these official 

policies would look like in practice.  

 The Czech context, on the other hand, serves as a reminder that the 

local school context has a great deal of influence over how the 

curriculum is introduced and put into practice. Whereas the Czech 

national curriculum does not share the lexicon and principles of DIY 

learning, the school itself does, and through local initiatives it has 

implemented measures that can support the project.  

 The Spanish context also reveals a highly motivated school. In 

contrast to the Czech situation, the national curricula do support 

specific DIY principles, such as autonomous learning and digital 

competence, among others. In this way, additional support and 

incentive are provided to the school. 

The analysis also reveals that, in each context, digital competence is of 

great importance today in all education systems, albeit to different degrees. 

All three contexts (through “Media Education” in the Czech Republic; 

“Multiliteracy” and “ICT competence” in Finland; “Information handling 
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and digital competence” in Spain) recognize the importance of providing 

both technical instruction to pupils as well as a transversal space for the 

complex development and application of these skills.  

The DIYLab project acknowledges and supports these issues. By 

introducing this project in each participating institution, we attempt to 

develop an effective and sustainable way to support it through the innovative 

development of transversal, dynamic and collaborative sites for DIY 

learning. 

The school curricula represents a challenge when considering where to 

extend and deepen more interdisciplinary and integrated projects to foster 

meaningful learning, curiosity, creativity and learning for understanding. We 

also found that school communities indicated the lack of a physical space for 

implementing this project, along with a tight schedule that offered little 

room for interdisciplinary activities.  

All these issues played a key role in the professional development phase, 

where we struggled against the tradition of our educational culture that tends 

to tell teachers what they must do and how they must do it. 

At the higher educational level, we found an even more complex 

landscape. On the one hand, it seemed that university staff had more 

freedom to implement innovation at the classroom level. However, the 

highly fragmented curricula and the rigidity of the times and schedules can 

act as limits and challenges to introducing and developing DIYLab. 

Nevertheless, teachers and students involved in the project see it as a great 

opportunity to develop it from the perspective of leadership for learning.  

 

Meaning of DIYLab in Focus Groups 

 

Based on the conversations developed in the focus groups, there were five 

main issues that dominated the discussions throughout all three countries: 

 The idea that students are ‘digital natives’ is still a pervasive 

discourse. 

 The Internet is an archive of open resources, available for personal 

use. 

 Connectivity is a way of living and learning. 

 Virtual spaces, in educational terms, provide a room with infinite 

differentiation. 

 The need of autonomous teaching and learning. 
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Now we will offer some highlights from the focus group conversations 

about DIY in teaching and learning: 

 The idea of autonomous learning was familiar to all the participants in 

the focus groups. However, when discussing “DIY learning”, we saw 

that it is not considered to be exactly the same thing. DIY implies 

more freedom and choice, and less institutional structure. 

 We noted during the focus group discussions that there was little 

mention of the collaborative dimension of learning, of the “give back 

to the community” type of ethos that is prominent in the DIY 

movement. There was a debate on the idea of having total autonomy 

in one’s own learning and the concept of becoming an active and 

equal citizen within a learning community. Also, there was some 

discussion about the difference between being in and out of school, as 

well as between living and learning. But this discussion focussed 

more on individual than on collaborative learning. 

 The notion of community was notably absent when discussing the 

potentials and perils of bringing more DIY practices into teaching and 

learning practices. Even if the discussions referred to how young 

people use technologies to maintain communication and express 

themselves (young people constantly share and learn with others). 

 While doubts about what teaching in a DIYLab could mean were 

common, teachers also recognized that the model could potentially 

“free up” their time and allow them to distribute their attention based 

on who in the classroom needs it more. Teachers recognised the need 

for a different degree of expertise in order to manage a classroom in 

this way. 

 Relying more on the Internet and student interests forces the 

educational communities to re-think the importance of core 

curriculum content. The focus groups discussed whether young people 

should all be learning the same things, in the same way and at the 

same time. And if they should not, how can they be assessed? 

We were also able to identify possible tensions emerging when thinking 

about introducing DIY practices into educational institutions: 

 What must the role of teachers be when promoting autonomous 

learning and leadership for learning? 

 To what extent do students want more responsibility?  
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 How do we shift from the challenges that teachers set for the whole 

class to the individual challenges of each pupil (and vice versa)? 

 What happens to assessment? How should a student’s learning be 

assessed? 

 

Development and Implementation of DIYLab from Teachers 

 

From the first step in the collaborative action research cycle, we made 

inferences that were fundamental for the professional development of 

teachers. This process was intended to correspond to professional 

development models that teachers were familiar with, which may have 

resulted in differing strategies in different countries. Nevertheless, the 

common elements of this process were: 

 Based on the exchange between members of the school and the 

university. 

 Linked to classroom practice. 

 Taking into account the personal and professional background and 

interests of all the participants. 

 Promoting reflection about the philosophy on which the project is 

based. 

In the professional teacher development, we researched how they engage 

with DIY, but also how this philosophy affected local understandings of 

learning, student agency, the role of teachers, and the place for digital tools 

and online platforms within the educational institution curriculum. Once a 

basic agreement was reached, an approach was made to some of the main 

pedagogical principles of the project. We now discuss the first results of 

applying the DIY philosophy to formal education. 

The dimensions of the DIY philosophy in formal education were one of 

the most debated points in the professional development. Initial questions 

arose about the characteristics of the DIY philosophy, something 

fundamental for the implementation of the project. The core doubt identified 

was: How to articulate an innovative means for promoting open, 

autonomous and self-regulated learning when proposing the idea to a tightly 

controlled institution? Examples of the initial questions were: What does the 

DIY concept in education institution mean for us? How do we move 

something developed in the sphere of youth culture to our regulated 

educational institution? How can the DIY philosophy be embodied in our 



IJELM– International Journal of Educational Leadership & Management, 4(1) 21 

 

 

educational institution? What are the pedagogical and organisational 

implications? 

The fundamental features of the institutionalisation of the DIY 

philosophy and its pedagogical application were identified as:  

 Creativity (transformation, appropriation, authorship, etc.). 

 Collaboration (DIY together). 

 Self-regulation (this is linked to problems related to the 

compartmentalisation of the syllabus and evaluation/self-evaluation). 

 Technology (intensive use of technology, which must consider digital 

technologies that are analogical, artefactual and symbolic). 

 Explain and share (interest in explaining to others what I know and 

sharing it). 

These significant features generated new questions: 

 What is really done so that we can say we are developing a project 

based on the DIY philosophy? 

 How can all the characteristics of the educational projects be fitted 

into a formal learning institution or course? 

 What is distinctive about the DIY philosophy that can help us promote 

both the students’ and our own learning? 

All the above led us to formulate the previously mentioned contradiction. 

If we try to introduce a learning philosophy (which comes from spontaneous 

and self-run movements) into institutions that do not usually favour self-

regulation, autonomy and agency, it is necessary to develop educational 

leadership. Will the institution swallow up the DIY philosophy and turn it 

into a sham? Or will the DIY philosophy be able to transform the 

educational institution? Thanks to the debate, we could see that the 

participants had the sufficient resources, arguments and experience to take 

on and attempt to confront this contradiction: 

 Through the creation of new frameworks of action: Learning 

environments and projects. 

 Guaranteeing that the teacher also has a leading role in the project 

(deactivating the idea of “I command and you do”). 

 Boosting the capacity of the student to choose what, why and how 

they want to work. 

 Guaranteeing not to work with institution-centred formats. 
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 Recognising the need for a process of preparing the students before 

initiating the projects, understanding that one achieves DIY, not that 

one comes from it, nor is it imposed. 

Technologies (and not only digital technologies) play a leading role in the 

DIY philosophy. Nevertheless, the fact is that the project is linked to the 

educational use of technology, and digital competency implies a need to 

explore the immense possibilities. The teachers took into account the current 

massive development of digital technologies and the multiplicity of 

possibilities, applications and resources available, and their generalised 

feelings were: 

 Group work is important as a strategy for advancement. 

 Different resources should be combined in order to be able to achieve 

the objectives.  

 There is a need to be up to date but without stress. 

 An adaptive process of teachers and students (some moments of 

disorientation occur). 

 The students can also decide on the tools they wish to use, according 

to what they need to explain. 

All the previous findings have played a fundamental role in the 

implementation of DIYLab at the school and university level, which is 

currently taking place. 

 

Conclusions 

 

In this first stage of the project, we learnt about how a transversal project 

like DIYLab can be integrated into primary and secondary schools as well as 

higher education. We have explored how educational communities that 

value autonomous learning (such as the institutions that agreed to participate 

in this project) conceptualize and work with DIY practices.  

We discovered that, although they all offer a great deal of support for 

autonomous learning and the transversal development of digital 

competences, the notion of DIY implied going beyond what the educational 

institutions were already doing. The concept of DIY disturbs the basic 

understanding of formal learning, such as the core curriculum, the roles of 

teachers and students, and assessment frameworks. Questions abound when 

deliberating how, or to what extent DIY deserves a place in educational 
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systems. In addressing these questions, our project has provided 

opportunities for knowledge sharing, creation and analysis. 

At this point, the biggest challenge we faced was the task of imagining 

real, new scenarios, of trying to develop a model that responded to the needs 

of each context and that also managed to provide a comprehensive and 

innovative structure for learning institutions. Currently, implementing the 

DIYLab project requires deconstructing and reconstructing the knowledge of 

students and teachers, so that we can convert schools and universities into 

actual learning institutions. More than a decade ago, Senge (2000, p. 276) 

already noted that “colleges and universities have become the preeminent 

knowing institutions in a world that increasingly favours learning 

institutions”.  

In this context, as evidenced in our project, some practices must be 

followed for carrying educational practices across physical and virtual 

borders in a sustainable way, and which also transform teaching and learning 

practice from leadership into learning. They are: 

 Fostering meaningful learning, curiosity, agency, creativity, learning 

for understanding, collaboration, self-regulation, digital competence, 

capacity to explain and autonomy. Also, providing students with 

purposeful learning experiences to foster lifelong, life-deep and life-

wide learning skills. 

 Considering students as able to direct their own learning process, able 

to think critically, take responsibility for their own positions, take into 

account other points of view, as producers of content who can create 

and disseminate digital media. Giving educators and students the 

opportunity to create, share and learn in collaboration (active roles on 

their part). 

 Basing activities on the following approach to learning: Learning as a 

process. Learners as creators of knowledge that is subjective and 

provisional. We learn best when actively doing and managing our 

own learning.  

 Producing open-source learning materials that are developed by 

students and teachers in the participating institutions. All learning 

materials will be placed in the DIYLabHub as an open educational 

resource to the world. 

This project was well received by the participating institutions, which 

instilled the consortium with the sense that it responded to what the 
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educational institutions wanted or sensed they needed. This seems to be the 

greatest strength of the project. By working with schools that had close ties 

to research universities and/or a desire to innovate and develop innovative 

learning practices, a strong foundation was provided for the project. All the 

members involved agreed with the idea that the “lack of ideal conditions 

does not serve as an excuse for inaction and conditions do not have to be 

perfect for change to occur” (Collinson & Cook, 2013, p. 89).  

Atkinson (2011) highlights how implementing the DIY philosophy in the 

educational institutions serves as a trigger to help find spaces, advance the 

ideas we already have, and even reach and do things that we did not know or 

expect. We challenged ourselves and all project participants by: 

 Developing a professional atmosphere of learning and cooperation 

that assist the development of proposals that integrate the three 

principles of the DIY philosophy: Creating, sharing and learning 

collaboration.  

 Integrating DIY within formal learning contexts, taking into account 

that this is a type of learning generated in collaborative, informal 

settings. 

Our idea is to make sure that teachers in the educational institutions that 

participated in the DIYLab project act as educational leaders and that, 

subsequently, these institutions can become leaders of other organizations at 

the same time. The DIYLab approach and its educational practice will allow 

advancement in leadership for learning across physical and virtual borders 

(Jiménez et al., 2010). Our challenge is to improve learning in educational 

institutions (Mulford, 2008) as well as to improve leadership for learning 

(Pont et al., 2008; Robertson, 2005) and learning from leadership (Louis et 

al., 2010).  
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