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ABSTRACT
Background: Limitations of traditional structures and approaches to further enhance 
patient safety, satisfaction, and systemic sustainability in healthcare, are becoming 
increasingly visible. Embedding reflexivity is a proposed strategy to promote progress. 
We aimed to explore the potential of creating reflexive spaces for promoting integration 
and client-centeredness in maternity care specifically.

Methods: In this participatory action research (PAR), two multidisciplinary and 
multiorganizational groups of maternity care professionals and clients (n = 28) from 
two Dutch regions, participated in ‘reflexive dialogues’. Cases were discussed from a 
Safety-II perspective. In total, 22 meetings took place from 2020–2022, mostly online. 
Additionally, 23 participants were interviewed. Data were audio-recorded, transcribed, 
and thematically analyzed.

Findings: Participants were generally positive about the reflexive dialogues and Safety-
II approach. They felt both safe and challenged to critically reflect on their own and 
each other’s care practices. Exchanging perspectives, experiences, and approaches 
fostered trust, well-being, and repertoire, and through this, resilience.

Conclusions: By structurally stimulating, facilitating, and embedding Safety-II guided 
reflexive dialogues between professionals and clients from multiple organizations 
and disciplines, healthcare leaders could promote resilience and reinforce the 
transformation towards integrated, relation-centered maternity care.
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INTRODUCTION

Limitations of traditional structures and approaches 
in the healthcare system, to further enhance patient 
safety, satisfaction and systemic sustainability, are 
becoming increasingly visible [1–4]. In Dutch maternity 
care, improving integration and client-centeredness have 
become central foci in policy and practice, to overcome 
historically grown systemic fragmentation and lack 
of responsiveness to clients’ needs and wishes [5–7]. 
Although there is broad agreement on these goals, this 
is not the case when it comes to how to reach them, 
and the wide variety of interpretations and initiatives 
in the field reflect the challenges in daily maternity 
care practice [8]. Nevertheless, interprofessional and 
interorganizational collaboration was intensified 
through the establishment of maternity care networks 
and experiments with bundled-payment and shared-
care-models [7, 9]. These new practices were however 
paralleled by debates in which competing interests 
and perspectives were accentuated, thus reproducing 
traditional professional autonomy and hierarchies, and 
unintendedly reaffirming existing barriers for integration 
and client-centered practice [7].

Van Kemenade et al. (2022) explain this by pointing out 
that while the integration of processes and networks was 
supported, attention to normative integration fell short 
[10]. They argue that collective reflexivity is needed to 
fix this flaw [10]. Similarly, others encourage healthcare 
managers to create reflexive spaces, where professionals 
and other stakeholders can engage in reflexive dialogues 
and bridge understanding [3, 11]. In accordance with 
these authors, we understand reflexivity as a relational 
process in which meaning and values are co-constructed, 
with the potential of social transformation, whereas 
reflection concentrates on individual learning and 
development [10, 12, 13]. A growing body of research 
supports this emphasis on interprofessional learning 
and reflexivity, showing positive impact on accessibility, 
coordination, and effectiveness of health services, as well 
as on professionals’ well-being and patient outcomes 
and experiences [2, 13–16].

Recent evaluations show that this is also increasingly 
recognized in Dutch maternity care policy, stating that 
‘The hard preconditions for the organization of integrated 
maternity care are essential, but the development of 
integrated collaboration starts with the softer side’ [17, 
p. 28]. In practice, however, healthcare organizations are 
reticent and struggle with whether and how this ‘softer 
side’ could be shaped. This particularly applies when 
it comes to embedding (collective) reflexivity, which 
requires time and competencies that do not easily fit 
in the productivity- and efficiency-oriented healthcare 
system [2, 10]. In maternity care specifically, creating 
reflexive spaces for professionals from across disciplines 
and organizations is at odds with deep-rooted cultural, 

organizational, and systemic boundaries, that continue 
to foster interprofessional and interorganizational 
distinction and competition rather than collaboration [7, 
18, 19].

In current practice, ‘Perinatal Audits’, in which 
delegates from all involved professions meet to discuss 
adverse events in which substandard care is suspected, 
come closest to such reflexive spaces [20]. It is however 
debatable to what extent the audits’ structure and focus 
support openness and reflexivity [21]. Also, exclusively 
discussing incidents narrows down their learning potential 
[22]. It is increasingly stressed that this failure-oriented 
approach to learning, known as Safety-I and dominant 
in healthcare, would profit from being extended with a 
Safety-II perspective, which instead positively focuses on 
learning from how, in everyday practice, things usually 
go right [22, 23]. Moreover, the involvement of patients 
as integral members of learning healthcare teams is still 
rare and needs further development [24, 25].

Given the above, we wanted to explore the potential of 
creating reflexive spaces for maternity care professionals 
and clients, and of applying a Safety-II approach, as a 
means to promote integration and client-centeredness. 
Therefore, we initiated the ‘SWING-study’, a Dutch 
acronym translating into ‘Together towards value-driven 
integrated maternity care’. We focused on unraveling the 
following: How do participants experience the process 
and impact of engaging in reflexive dialogues between 
professionals and clients from multiple organizations 
and disciplines in maternity care? What does applying a 
Safety-II perspective mean for the dynamic of reflexivity 
and learning? And what potential could reflexive dialogues 
have for further improving the maternity care system?

METHODS

APPROACH
Our approach was novel in multiple ways. First, we united 
professionals and clients from multiple organizations and 
disciplines, as we were seeking to balance mutual values, 
interests, and perspectives and stimulate meaningful, 
democratic knowledge generation [26, 27]. Second, we 
explicitly focused on initiating reflexive dialogues, instead 
of on exchanging medical-technical, management, 
or policy information, as is common in maternity care 
meetings. Finally, applying a Safety-II approach meant 
that the dialogues focused on topics and casuistry that 
represented everyday care practice instead of solely 
incidents [22, 28].

Motivated to spur quality of care, two multidisciplinary 
and multiorganizational groups of maternity care 
professionals and clients engaged in the SWING-study. The 
study was set up as a participatory action research (PAR), 
to foster empowerment, shared ownership, and impact 
[2, 26]. In PAR, researchers do not play the traditional 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/topics/social-sciences/participatory-action-research
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role of “experts” who “come to collect data”, but rather 
of facilitators in a shared, non-hierarchical process of 
reflection, action and learning within a community [29, 
30]. By creating the right conditions, researchers support 
awareness growth and dialogically reached mutual 
understanding, thus strengthening people’s ability to 
take action and exert influence [26, 29, 30]. We engaged 
stakeholders (maternity care professionals, clients and 
managers from the participating regions) during all stages 
of the project; from the initial design; in preparing input 
for the meetings; through intermediary evaluations; until 
the final evaluation and development of a Toolkit, to share 
developed tools and lessons learned with the field [31].

DESIGN & PARTICIPANTS
Central in the SWING-study were 22 meetings of 
two multidisciplinary and multiorganizational groups 
of maternity care professionals and clients (n = 28) 
from two regions in the Netherlands (see Table 1). 
The professionals were recruited via presentations we 
held in both regions; the clients were invited via these 
professionals (region X) and a motherboard (region Y). The 
participating clients were mothers who had given birth in 
the participating regions within 2 years before the study. 
All participants self-registered for participation following 
our verbal and written information about the study aim, 
consequences of participating, and freedom to withdraw 
at any time, and signed for their informed consent. 
Some professionals were allowed by their management 

to free up paid hours; clients and other professionals 
invested private time. Furthermore, clients received gift 
cards and professionals received accreditation points 
for participating. Work, family, motivational, or health 
issues sometimes impeded the attendance of meetings; 
while some participants were almost always present, 
others attended only occasionally. Overall, the number 
of participants per meeting ranged from 2 to 10, with 
an average of 7.3. Thus, representation was sometimes 
(too) limited, but mostly experienced as sufficient to 
allow for constructive conversations.

In both regions, 11 meetings were organized bi-
monthly between 2020–2022, mostly online due 
to COVID-19-related restrictions. Two independent 
chairpersons guided the reflexive dialogues, which 
concentrated on cases from participants’ own practice, 
further enriched with evidence from previous research 
and additional data collection within the project (e.g. 
client meetings, questionnaires). Case selection was 
done by the participants collectively and informed by the 
Safety-II approach. Each time, one of the participants 
would prepare casuistry, aided by guiding questions 
that we derived from the functional resonance analysis 
method (FRAM) [32]. The FRAM is a method for graphically 
modeling (manually or with FRAM-software) workflow in 
complex socio-technical systems like healthcare, from 
a Safety-II perspective [32, 33]. Instead of searching 
for (often debatable) causalities, the FRAM focuses on 
visualizing dependencies, variability, and adaptations 

Table 1 Participants.

 MEETINGS INTERVIEWS

REGION X REGION Y TOTAL REGION X REGION Y TOTAL

Maternity care participants       

Client 2 1 3 1 1 2

Maternity care assistant 4 1 5 1 1 2

Primary care midwife 3 6 9 3 4 7

General practitioner providing maternity care 0 1 1 0 1 1

Hospital-based midwife 1 2 3 1 2 3

Obstetric nurse 2 2 4 1 2 3

Obstetrician 1 1 2 1 1 2

Pediatrician 1 0 1 1 0 1

Subtotal 14 14 28 9 12 21

External participants       

Researchers 2* 2* 2* n/a n/a n/a

Chairperson 1 1 2 1 1 2

Subtotal 3 3 4 1 1 2

Total 17* 17* 32* 10 13 23

* These were the same two researchers in both regions, therefore the total is 32 (and not 17 + 17 = 34)
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in daily (care) practice, and on clarifying differences 
between ‘work-as-imagined’ (in guidelines and protocols) 
and ‘work-as-done’ (in practice). During the meetings, we 
explored whether the FRAM was suitable to support the 
reflexive dialogues on everyday maternity care practice 
[33]. We found that participants considered the FRAM as 
(potentially) valuable for unraveling medical-technical 
processes, but too time-consuming, complicated, and 
academic for our meetings. We therefore jointly decided 
to stop exploring the strict application of the FRAM, 
although it continued to inspire us when developing 
materials to support the reflexive process, such as guiding 
questions to outline casuistry as input for the meetings. 
Furthermore, we made use of elicitation techniques and 
materials to trigger creativity and engagement, such as 
images, objects, film, polls, and (digital) sticky notes.

REFLEXIVE DATA COLLECTION & ANALYSIS
The evolvement of the whole process was logged by the 
researchers in logbooks, field notes and reports, and the 
COREQ-checklist helped to guide quality and rigor [34]. 
Reflexivity was built-in in the research design at multiple 
levels [35]. Besides reflecting on care practice, participants 
were also engaged in critically assessing the process 
itself, during and outside the meetings, collectively 
and individually, and verbally as well as written (for 
example through sticky notes, polls, and an evaluative 
survey during the project). Final evaluative interviews 
were conducted with individual participants (n = 23), 
to extend our insight in their personal experiences and 
validate our observations. Synchronously, ongoing 
dialogues with regional stakeholders, a project- and 
steering-group (see Table 2), and our research teams 
supported the study’s monitoring and reflexive action. 
Data collection and analysis were thus iterative learning 
processes of reflective observation, conceptualization 
and experimentation [36].

For final analysis in MAXQDA (2022), all reflexive 
meetings and interviews were audio-recorded, 
transcribed, and anonymized. Coding was done by the 
first author, guided through meetings of the research 
team in which the analysis and possible inconsistencies 
were discussed. Internship students in midwifery 

(BSc) and health policy (MSc) also analyzed the data 
separately, adding analytical triangulation. We first 
performed reflexive thematic analysis on the interview 
data, through open, axial, and selective coding, to 
inductively discover patterns in participants’ experiences 
with the process and impact of the meetings [27, 37]. 
Subsequently, we analyzed the meetings’ data, zooming 
in on examples that would either confirm or appear 
inconsistent with participants’ narratives.

NAVIGATING ENGAGEMENT & ETHICS
Our strong engagement in the study undeniably impacted 
our relationship to the participants, process, and data; a 
distant approach would have done so too, yet differently. 
We have strived to outbalance possible bias through the 
abovementioned ongoing reflexivity and involvement of 
in- and outsiders to critically assess our methods and 
analyses. Thereby, this engagement was meaningful 
for the relationships and trust that developed within the 
groups, and therefore also a strength.

The study was assessed and approved by the Medical 
Ethical Review Committee of the VU Medical Center, 
confirming that the Dutch Medical Research Involving 
Human Subjects Act (WMO) did not apply (Ref. number 
2020.220).

RESULTS

Overall, our findings show how reflexive dialogues with 
a Safety-II approach increased trust, well-being, and 
repertoire. We describe our findings along these themes. 
First, we outline how participants’ improved understanding 
of mutual differences and similarities contributed to 
trust. Second, we describe how the dialogues impacted 
their well-being, because they were experienced as 
interesting, enjoyable, and supportive. Third, we show how 
exchanging perspectives, experiences, and approaches 
extended participants’ repertoire, as it helped them 
discover new opportunities for anticipating, aligning, and 
improving. Following this, we provide a case example 
to illustrate what these reflexive processes looked like 
in practice. To conclude, we outline how resilience, as 

Table 2 Involved stakeholders and monitors.

 COMPOSITION ROLE

Regional 
stakeholders

Maternity care professionals as members of 
regional obstetric partnerships; individual clients 
and clients organized in a “motherboard”; 
managers from the participating regions

Periodical meetings to update how the project progressed and/or 
to give us advice or input and/or to jointly organize meetings (for 
example a thematic meeting on postpartum care experiences)

Project 
group

Internal researchers, experts, and project managers 
with backgrounds in midwifery, psychology, 
sociology, health sciences and public health

Guiding, supervising, and supporting the execution of the study’s 
activities in daily practice

Steering 
group

External care professionals, researchers and 
policymakers in midwifery, obstetrics, and client/
patient advocacy and public health

Monitoring the project’s development and compliance with the 
research goals at a more general level, through annual meetings 
and newsletters
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an overarching theme, summarizes the overall impact 
of these reflexive dialogues, given the importance of 
trust, well-being, and repertoire as its enablers. Figure 1 
visualizes the dynamic and impact we observed.

TRUST
Above all, participants stressed how the meetings 
contributed to mutual understanding at an emotional 
level, and through this, trust. Trust, in turn, is something all 
participants named a crucial pillar of good collaboration. 
In the dynamic underlying this building of understanding 
and trust through the dialogues, three interrelated 
factors can be distinguished.

The first one is that, through the conversations, 
participants gained a better understanding of existing 
differences. Unraveling casuistry step by step, and 
exchanging viewpoints, helped them to see how each 
person can perceive and approach care processes 
differently, depending on one’s knowledge, values, and 
boundaries, and that all may be equally “right” or “true”. 
This happened within and between professional groups, 
as well as between professionals and clients.

“What I have noticed with this study, is that it is 
actually quite useful (…) to hear the opinion of 
such a mother (…) and of the maternity nurse and 
the obstetrician, who all look at it in a completely 
different way. (…) When you analyze a case 
completely during such a conversation (…) you 
learn to understand each other better. And [you] 
take that back to daily practice.”
Pediatrician

Second, awareness of interpersonal, interdisciplinary, 
and interorganizational similarities also grew through 
the dialogues. The clients thought it was a revelation to 

see the “humans behind” the care professionals, who, 
just like themselves, had personal doubts and struggles.

“We think doctors are gods (…), they are just 
humans.” 
Client

The professionals learned to see how they, despite often 
experienced or assumed differences, all grappled with 
similar dilemmas and barriers in daily care practice. It 
also made them aware that allocated time for taking 
a step back to reflect is a prerequisite to allow for such 
conversations.

“You’re confirmed in the feeling of ‘Oh ok, I’m not 
the only one who’s running into it’. (…) Actually 
every discipline runs into the same problems, and 
because of that it’s just super meaningful to talk 
about that with each other, at a different moment 
than just on the job.” 
Hospital-based midwife

Thereby, they stressed that opportunities to connect 
at a personal level will only become more important, 
to counterbalance the trend of expanding healthcare 
networks and merging hospitals, in which collaboration 
increasingly takes place between people who do not 
know each other (well).

Third, understanding differences and similarities 
helped participants realize that, while people may do 
things you do not like or approve of, their intentions are 
still good. That awareness, in turn, fostered looking at 
each other from a perspective of leniency, willingness 
to cooperate, and giving each other space. This was 
noted as particularly important in light of larger-scale 
developments, because paradoxically, discussions on 

Figure 1 Model of the observed dynamic and impact.
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policy, financial and organizational changes regarding 
the intended integration of maternity care, have often 
accentuated mutual differences and boundaries instead.

“When you know each other better you can trust 
each other better, you know where the other 
person stands. And you dare … you no longer 
presume mistrust. Which is quite the case at the 
moment; when I come in with a client and the 
obstetrician doesn’t think my policy is quite “top of 
the bill”, (…) then hostility quickly ensues. Suppose 
the obstetrician knows me and knows that I always 
provide good care, then he or she is much more 
willing to think along.” 
Primary care midwife

This dynamic was not limited to the interaction between 
group-members, but sparked what they called a “ripple 
effect” to their daily care practices, of which one  
participant gave an imaginative example. Shortly after 
one of our meetings, which had focused on a midwife who 
had assisted a family during an unplanned premature 
homebirth, this pediatrician was herself confronted with 
a complicated situation. A baby was brought to hospital 
in a worrisome condition, following a homebirth that 
she thought would have benefited from earlier medical 
intervention. As she had experienced in the meetings 
how much insight hearing “the perspective of the other, 
who has been at the beginning of the chain” could provide,  
she asked the midwife what had happened. She thus 
discovered that the midwife had actually timely assessed 
the severity of the situation, but that the parents had 
refused to go to hospital, with dramatic consequences.

“But when you take the time to talk to the midwife 
like that and hear the whole story, you think ‘Yes, 
you obviously did recognize that something wasn’t 
right’.” Pediatrician

Thanks to this conversation, mutual understanding and 
compassion emerged, rather than hostility. Although 
this pediatrician had previously considered discontinuing 
her participation in the meetings, this incident made 
her fundamentally reconsider her views on the value of 
multidisciplinary reflexive dialogues.

However, participating in the meetings was not equally 
valued and supported by all disciplines, diminishing 
opportunities for collaborative trust building. Recruiting 
obstetricians to join the study had been difficult, and the 
two who joined explained that their obstetric department 
set other priorities:

“As a general norm, we don’t free up hours for 
these kinds of things, because those hours are at 
the expense of patient care.” 
Obstetrician

One therefore gradually withdrew, but the other 
continued to invest private time, and advocate for 
embedding multidisciplinary reflexive meetings into 
standard practice, even though meeting resistance from 
colleague-obstetricians. (Lack of) systemic incentives 
further reflected and reinforced such differences in 
disciplines’ general attitude towards the meetings. 
Midwives did not get paid hours either but were rewarded 
with difficult-to-acquire accreditation points for 
participating in methodical interprofessional meetings. 
For obstetricians, by contrast, it had been extremely 
difficult to get their participation in the study’s meetings 
accredited, and once started, these points proved to be 
of negligible value to them.

To other participants’ regret, obstetricians were thus 
not always represented in the dialogues. When present, 
their input was highly valued. Other participants therefore 
suggested that, if similar meetings were organized in the 
future, tailoring casuistry and planning to obstetricians’ 
interests and schedules would be useful.

“What I do see is that obstetricians’ attendance in 
working groups, so where real protocols arise from, 
is high. (…) Perhaps we could put it in such a form 
(…) where they feel very much involved.” 
Primary care midwife

This tendency to prioritize obstetricians’ needs does 
however reflect a power imbalance. (Experienced) 
hierarchies were sometimes also expressed through 
participants’ wording:

“We are responsible for this, but primary care is 
allowed to do that.” 
Obstetric nurse

Although mostly implicit, some participants explicitly 
mentioned systemic hierarchy:

“I just like talking to each other about work so to 
speak. How everyone does it and how everyone 
stands in it (…) I don’t know if I’m such a big link in 
it, I mean I’m a maternity care assistant and I do 
my thing, and apart from that, I don’t have much of 
a say I guess.” 
Maternity care assistant

Thus, while participating in the meetings contributed to 
collaborative trust-building, seemingly neutral, practical 
issues like absence and presence could, conversely, 
contribute to reproducing existing differences and power 
dynamics.

WELL-BEING
Besides trust, the dialogues also contributed to 
participants’ well-being. They particularly valued 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/topics/social-sciences/wellbeing
https://www.sciencedirect.com/topics/social-sciences/wellbeing
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that the meetings were so different from what they 
were used to. In daily care practice, they experienced 
little room for reflexivity. If any, this was mostly 
limited to monodisciplinary teams and focused on 
personal development, but much less on group-level 
functioning, let alone integrated care performance. 
The multidisciplinary composition of our groups was an 
important motivator to join the study. In the meetings, 
participants were especially interested in discussing 
why instead of how they exactly did things in daily care 
practice, by exchanging the motivations and values that 
supported their (medical-technical) acting and decision-
making.

“I remember an audit where the midwife said, 
‘Yes but you’re at home at that moment. You must 
make a decision. I made this decision then on that 
basis, and in hindsight, that may have been wrong’. 
But that subject was ignored, while I think: this is 
what we should be talking about.” 
Obstetrician

The Safety-II approach was thereby enthusiastically 
embraced. Learning from everyday care practice instead 
of adverse events was considered innovative, valuable, 
and motivating. ‘Perinatal Audits’, although also focusing 
on multidisciplinary exchange for the purpose of care 
improvement, were experienced as more judgmental, 
despite their structured form aimed at supporting 
psychological safety.

“What I find difficult is that it’s always about 
mortality. You’re always searching for culpability, (…) 
who did what wrong? While that’s actually not the 
point; the point is: how are we going to improve it?” 
Primary care midwife

Besides personal burden, some pointed at possible 
broader undesirable consequences of this blame culture, 
like excessive risk-avoidance, medicalization, and health 
service overuse.

“In the past, it was only about what went wrong, 
which I understand, you must learn from that. But… 
sometimes you really get such a distorted view and 
then you start acting kind of defensive.” 
General practitioner providing maternity care

The positive starting point of our dialogues did not 
mean that only problem-free care was discussed, but 
instead, helped participants to feel psychologically 
safe and challenged to critically reflect on their own 
and each other’s care practices. Interestingly, even a 
very experienced chairperson said it challenged him to 
approach dialogues differently. Participants saw how 

this provided access to new opportunities for learning 
and improving, because topics did not necessarily have 
to regard adverse events. Discussing a complicated case 
that -despite everything- had ended well, incited the 
following reflection:

“I almost regret that it is not an audit, because it is 
such an instructive case for all care levels.” 
Primary care midwife

While the positive impact of the meetings on participants’ 
mutual relationships and trust aligned with our 
expectations, we were surprised by them also stressing 
how they experienced the dialogues as enjoyable and 
supportive. Reflecting on casuistry together helped to 
relieve tension and cope with everyday challenges and 
adversity, like a form of self-care.

“The other day a pregnant person of mine almost 
bled to death. (…) After that you never have any 
kind of talk: ‘Hey, how was that?’. Or, for example, I 
had a woman with a dead baby. (…) And then you 
fall into a kind of hole or something (…) And yes, 
then I think it’s nice that you can just have a peer 
conversation about what things do to you.” 
General practitioner providing maternity care

They also mentioned how this fostered job and care 
satisfaction.

“It’s important to me: my job satisfaction; and you 
experience plenty of cases and stuff where you 
doubt (…). And then it’s nice that, occasionally, 
you have a place where you can discuss: how 
do you look at it, or: could things be approached 
differently?” 
Obstetric nurse
“This can help all parties and I think it can reduce 
complaints in the long run (…) When you engage 
in a dialogue, you understand where people come 
from.” 
Client

The structured but flexible format of the process further 
supported this. Although we did ask people to prepare for 
the meetings and take follow-up actions, there were no 
immediate, binding obligations. This was felt as sharply 
contrasting the high pressure and workload in everyday 
care practice, no matter how passionate they were about 
their work.

“This is really one of the few groups, yes actually 
the only one (…), that energized me, because I 
didn’t feel like anything was taken from me.” 
Maternity care assistant/coach
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REPERTOIRE
On top of contributing to trust and well-being, the 
dialogues broadened participants’ repertoire, as they 
discovered new opportunities for aligning, anticipating, 
and improving. We saw a threefold collaborative 
learning process. First, reflecting on casuistry heightened 
participants’ consciousness of their personal 
viewpoints and approaches. Back in daily care practice, 
this incited more conscious acting, decision-making, and 
communication. Seemingly simple insights in decision-
making could eventually have systemic implications, like 
lowering healthcare overuse:

“Then you start thinking more about what the best 
care is. And how to approach that.(…) that you 
engage more in conversations with your patients 
(…). instead of referring immediately.” 
General practitioner providing maternity care

Furthermore, the dialogues gave access to learning from 
alternative perspectives and approaches, because in 
the process of reflecting, participants exchanged how 
they viewed and did things. One person’s standard 
practice could be another’s new insight:

“You hear things that make you think, ‘Oh yes, it 
can indeed be done that way too’.” 
Primary care midwife

It made them rethink their habitual ways of doing and 
experiment with new ideas. The positive experience 
with mutual learning also made them more tempted 
to connect with colleagues and ask them for advice or 
feedback in daily care practice.

“So then I take it with me and I start thinking about 
it. (…) As a triage nurse, I always said to clients: 
‘Come right over’. But now I think, ‘Gosh, I’m going 
to ask colleagues what they would do’.” 
Obstetric nurse

Third, unraveling casuistry through the dialogues 
heightened participants’ insight into the consequences 
of individual behavior and decision-making for the 
care chain and system. This helped them to discover 
opportunities for anticipating and aligning, which 
they took back to daily care practice. For instance, after 
discussing a case of shared care during birth, in which 
ambiguity about the division of tasks and responsibilities 
between a primary care midwife and an obstetric nurse 
had resulted in conflict, another nurse told how this had 
prompted her to improve her communicative practices.

“That you know from each other: what is your 
responsibility here. Just be much clearer about that. 
And also put it on paper. That I have it clear for 

myself and for my colleagues.” 
Obstetric nurse

Also, and in defiance of the earlier mentioned debates 
on integrating care, some conversations uncovered that 
perspectives on (desired) policy were much more similar 
than expected.

Primary care midwife: “I think (…) a lot of complex 
medical care has shifted from secondary to primary 
care, including, for example, a very obese woman 
with a gastric bypass, vitamin deficiencies, and 
psychological problems as well. (…) I can often tell 
in advance that those people will become medical 
anyway. (…) Then we are still half taking care of her, 
the hospital is half taking care of her, and the lady 
is going back and forth all the time, not knowing 
where she stands. (…) And that happens more often, 
that shared care was agreed, but that I think, ‘I 
don’t want this, there is a limit to what we can do’.” 
Obstetric nurse: “The funny thing is [name], that I 
just thought (…) you guys wanted to keep hold of 
clients as much as possible.”

Evaluating the project, months later, this nurse still 
recalled that conversation being “an eye-opener”.

Participants also reflected on the broader structures 
in which work is done. Besides interpersonal differences, 
existing policy differences between professional groups 
and organizations were repeatedly addressed as a source 
of variability.

“Then those protocols turned out not to be the 
same at all. I had never realized (…) that as a 
midwife, you don’t know in advance which hospital 
you’re going to and whether there’s room, and that 
you actually have to know from each hospital what 
the protocol is there. So I found that very clear and 
insightful.” 
Obstetrician

Given that many had previously been unaware of these 
differences, the dialogues explicitly helped to reveal 
potential for further policy alignment. Taken together, 
the meetings uncovered numerous opportunities for 
alignment and improvement at the interpersonal, 
interdisciplinary, and interorganizational level. However, 
sharing insights and potential action points more broadly, 
to initiate action and change throughout the organization, 
remained difficult; even further exacerbated by the 
restrictive measures due to COVID-19. This difficulty 
especially applied to the region characterized by a larger 
size and complexity on the one hand, and less developed 
organizational structure on the other hand. In the 
smaller region, it was clearer to which persons or working 
groups professionals could turn to share ideas. However, 
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expansion due to hospital mergers also happened 
there, and overall, we saw that participants experienced 
little power to create impact, causing frustration and  
fatigue.

“It just takes a lot of time and sometimes it’s like 
flogging a dead horse.” 
Obstetric nurse

Interestingly, this was the same nurse who had improved 
her communicative practices; impact that she had not 
recognized as such herself, but very relevant to quality 
of care. Moreover, while explicit action points were not 

always (immediately) followed-up, things that had not 
been framed as such could also incite further reflection 
or action. Implicit small changes happened throughout 
the project, but barely visible for the participants. Our 
involvement was important to help uncover this learning 
dynamic.

CASE EXAMPLE
To make tangible what these reflexive processes looked 
like in practice and how they can yield learnings for 
quality improvement in maternity care, Box 1 illustrates 
how participants proceeded from reflection to action 
over the course of four meetings:

BOX 1: From insight to impact

§ SESSION 1:
As input, the researchers prepared casuistry by interviewing two women who had been referred from home to 
hospital during labor, due to stagnating dilatation. While the former had felt saddened and disempowered, the 
latter had experienced the exact opposite. In the session, the group mirrored the two cases and concluded that 
(lack of) experienced autonomy had been a key determinant of these differing experiences. This, in turn, had been 
strongly impacted by differing communicative and shared decision-making (SDM) practices.

§ SESSION 2:
We therefore subsequently zoomed in on communication and SDM specifically. Participants reflected on their own 
and each other’s styles, practices, and values, which made them realize that they tended to explain and advise 
standard care procedures (mostly a single one), to which people would generally consent, instead of supporting 
decision-making based on a variety of options.

“We inform the patient and name what we are going to do and what it entails. But actually, that is barely 
giving choice, you just explain. Then of course they say: ‘Oh well, fine’.” 
Hospital-based midwife

§ SESSION 3:
As a preparation, participants individually reflected on what elements they thought were conditional for having a 
constructive conversation with clients to support SDM. During the meeting, participants mirrored their knowledge 
and practices with each other and with existing research evidence on this topic.

While the professionals’ conversation accentuated the need to give people more choice, the client added further 
nuance by stressing their role in supporting better decision-making. She thought care professionals tended to 
overestimate clients’ assertiveness. For parents, having a baby is a rare and often overwhelming experience, and 
asking questions or speaking up can be very challenging.

“I took a decent pregnancy course, with all the ‘ask questions’-tips, and I was completely prepared. I was ready. 
But after 33 hours of labor, I really didn’t have the presence of mind to say: ‘Wait a minute, just calmly explain to 
me why (…) this is necessary’.” 
Client

Her input highlighted that, besides knowing and understanding factual information, a relational process is required 
for clients’ agency to flourish. This dialogue helped the participants discover alternative ways of communicating 
and supporting SDM in daily practice, which they started to explore following the meeting.

§ SESSION 4:
In the last meeting on this topic, participants reflected on how they had applied new insights in daily care practice, 
with positive results.

(Contd.)



10Lips et al. International Journal of Integrated Care DOI: 10.5334/ijic.8588

RESILIENCE
In summary, our findings show how these reflexive 
dialogues with a Safety-II approach increased trust, well-
being, and repertoire. We found this through the inductive 
analysis and argued these might be building blocks for 
resilience, but wanted to check whether this aligned 
with the literature. This confirmed that trust, well-being, 
and repertoire are essential enablers of and resources 
for adaptive capacity, which is a key characteristic of 
resilience [38, 39]. Also, evidence for collaborative learning 
within and across system levels being fundamental to 
the enactment of resilience in healthcare, supports the 
understanding of the dialogues as its promoters [38, 40]. 
We therefore conclude that resilience, as an overarching 
theme, summarizes the overall impact of the reflexive 
dialogues. Resilience does not refer to a state of being, 
but to how an entity performs; maintaining operability 
under variable conditions and responding through 
continuous anticipation, adaptation, learning, and 
transformation [23, 41]. The dynamic of reflexivity and 
learning we observed throughout the reflexive dialogues 
strongly resonates this growing capacity.

Evaluating the project, almost all participants 
articulated the wish to continue and embed 
multidisciplinary and multiorganizational reflexive 
meetings as standard practice in maternity care. However, 
they were familiar with healthcare management’s 
hesitance to invest by allocating (paid) working hours 
and budget. Participants stressed that maternity care as 

a whole would benefit from taking the value of meetings 
like these more seriously.

“It’s just a huge investment in collaboration. And 
when there is better collaboration, outcomes are 
automatically better (…) you can’t measure that of 
course, but it is.” 
Primary care midwife
“We had a heated discussion about it. Because 
well, doctors are particularly interested in RCTs. 
One of my colleagues said: ‘It may not be a sexy 
RCT but this is also of essential importance’. (…) For 
job satisfaction also. And job satisfaction is very 
important when it comes to downtime, illness, 
and the like. And thus, ultimately, just for all of 
maternity care.” 
Hospital-based midwife

DISCUSSION

To promote integration and client-centeredness, we 
explored the potential of creating reflexive spaces 
in maternity care. We found that reflexive dialogues 
between care professionals and clients from multiple 
organizations and disciplines contributed to growing 
trust, well-being, and expanded repertoire. Moreover, 
we saw important enablers and resources for resilience, 
particularly adaptive capacity and collaborative learning. 

“I now try to include this as a standard element, at the very beginning of the pregnancy (…). I explain about 
freedom of choice (…), and that the first option is always not to do something, and that people always have 
their own choice. (…) Then sometimes people come up with experiences in which they felt they had no choice. 
So, yes, I do get positive reactions to that.” 
Primary care midwife

The awareness that ‘doing nothing’ is always one of the options, had concrete impact:

“Last week I had done an external version, which didn’t succeed, even though I felt that it should be possible. 
And I always counsel very positively about doing a second attempt. But then I saw that patient again and 
I suddenly tasted that maybe she didn’t want that after all. And then I really had to pause for a moment, 
thinking, ‘Oh no, we have to go back to what you want, and not to what I think is good, or possible’. (…) And 
when I mentioned that she did indeed say that she felt it might have been good enough.” 
Obstetrician

Participants realized that this urge to act is rooted in healthcare professionals’ culture:

“We have become doctors or caregivers to do something for people, but doing nothing can sometimes also be 
a lot.” 
Hospital-based midwife

Other systemic boundaries that the dialogues brought forward were time constraints that limit opportunities for 
meaningful conversations on choice; an especially pressing issue given growing staff shortages. Fear of being held 
accountable for not sticking to guidelines, albeit on clients’ explicit request, was also mentioned as limiting choice.

https://www.sciencedirect.com/topics/medicine-and-dentistry/randomized-controlled-trial
https://my.clevelandclinic.org/health/treatments/22979-ecv
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Thereby, the Safety-II approach acted as a facilitator, by 
positively framing the dialogues, even when experienced 
difficulties were discussed. We therefore conclude that 
the overall impact of Safety-II guided reflexive dialogues 
is that they foster resilience in maternity care.

Amplifying resilience is considered necessary to further 
improve the complex adaptive system that healthcare 
has become [1, 28, 42, 43]. This will only become more 
urgent given yet unknown but foreseeable crises and 
disasters that will affect future healthcare indirectly 
(climate change) or directly (pandemics) [41, 44]. The 
importance of reflexive learning for promoting resilience 
has previously been articulated, but was little embraced 
in healthcare practice [3, 40, 44]. One reason may be the 
lack of examples of actionable interventions showing 
positive impact [15, 41, 45]. Our study contributes to 
filling this gap. The finding that the reflexive dialogues 
impacted participants’ personal practices, their mutual 
alignment, and offered insights into broader systemic 
structures and opportunities for improvement, shows 
their potential at multiple levels.

The well-being aspect of the impact we found deserves 
special attention. While policy and practice to improve and 
integrate healthcare increasingly acknowledge clients’ 
positive experiences as valuable outcomes, adequately 
supporting healthcare professionals is often overlooked 
[46–49]. Meanwhile, developing the envisioned systemic 
reforms is largely left to individual professionals in the 
field, again putting increasing demands on them, on top 
of healthcare-broad challenges such as staff shortage, 
bureaucratization, and healthcare work’s inherent 
stress risks [7, 49–51]. This translates back into high 
absenteeism, turnover, and outflow, reinforcing pressure 
on the already stretched workforce [4, 50, 52].

Leadership and governance are needed to break this 
vicious cycle [39, 47, 52]. Facilitating reflexive spaces is 
one step leaders could take to better support and protect 
healthcare professionals. This would include allowing 
personnel to free up hours for participating and providing 
practical support (organization, chairpersonship, reporting 
etc.) [31]. Although this may seem counterproductive given 
workforce shortages, diminishing returns of traditional 
approaches underscore the need for finding new ways 
to spark improvement. Reflexive dialogues between care 
professionals and clients serve multiple goals on the policy 
agenda, simultaneously fostering interprofessional and 
interorganizational alignment, client-centeredness, and 
workforce well-being [3, 17, 42, 49, 52].

Overall, leaders could guide the change process more 
positively. Disputes at administrative levels, especially 
between the professional associations of midwives an 
obstetricians, continue to highlight mutual differences 
and affect collaboration at local levels [7, 53]. “Losses” 
coming with integration, and the need to safeguard 
autonomy, are thereby often emphasized [8, 54]. Although 

the importance of autonomy is undebated, it highlights 
but one side of the coin [55, 56]. People do not experience 
autonomy in isolation, but in relation to each other. Our 
study reaffirms how relationality, in particular, can be a 
resource for trust, well-being and repertoire, and thus 
resilience [55]. Better communicating these gains would 
not only be more motivating, but also elucidate how the 
schism between autonomy and integration is actually 
artificial, since trust and relationality are indispensable for 
giving each other space, and thus autonomy.

Reflexive spaces alone will not solve the challenges 
maternity care is facing, but no “solution” will; complex, 
multifactorial problems demand multifaceted approaches 
to tackle them [57]. Systemic transformations are long-
term, complex processes, in which micro-experiments can 
trigger habitualization to new practices as part of a broader 
strategy [2, 58]. This study offers a practical example of 
how healthcare leaders can help create the conditions for 
integrated, relation-centered care, starting today.

STRENGTHS & LIMITATIONS
A strength of this study is that we included two maternity 
care regions that differed greatly in size, population, and 
organizational structure. Also, the diverse composition 
of both groups, and especially the inclusion of clients, 
was innovative [24, 25]. A limitation is however that the 
impact we found is based on our observations of the 
dialogues and on what participants self-reported. Pairing 
observations with evaluative interviews did prove helpful 
for understanding and cross-checking dynamic and 
impact. Complementing this approach with observations 
in daily care practice could be valuable -although 
methodologically challenging- for further validation.

Furthermore, the small scale of the study limits its 
impact, as did the difficulties we encountered regarding 
communicating results more broadly within the regions. 
While already challenging under normal circumstances, 
as participants’ experiences illustrated in the results 
section, COVID-19 constraints further exacerbated this. 
Meetings were mostly canceled, and informal encounters 
diminished, evaporating opportunities to share insights 
with non-participants. Thereby our role as initiators and 
communicators unintendedly remained more dominant 
than envisioned [26]. Workload and demoralization 
made participants reluctant to engage further. Impact 
might have benefited from power and ownership being 
more equally shared by participants [26]. Also, more 
physical presence within the participating regions could 
have facilitated the building of relationships and learning 
networks, and thereby impact. During live meetings, 
conversations progressed more fluidly, and participants 
valued the opportunity for informal interaction. However, 
meeting online did not withhold them from expressing 
criticism or vulnerability, and lowered practical barriers 
for participating.

https://www.sciencedirect.com/topics/social-sciences/autonomy
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CONCLUSION

This study shows how Safety-II guided reflexive dialogues 
between professionals and clients from multiple 
organizations and disciplines foster trust, well-being, and 
repertoire, and through this, resilience in maternity care. 
By structurally stimulating, facilitating, and embedding 
reflexive spaces, healthcare leaders could reinforce the 
transformation towards an integrated, relation-centered 
maternity care system.

REVIEWERS

Cara English, CEO, Cummings Graduate Institute, Arizona, 
USA.

Joyce M Molenaar, Centre for Public Health, Healthcare 
and Society, National Institute for Public Health and the 
Environment (RIVM), Bilthoven, the Netherlands.

One anonymous reviewer.

FUNDING INFORMATION

This work was supported by ZonMw, The Hague, The 
Netherlands, under grant number 2022.220.

COMPETING INTERESTS

The authors have no competing interests to declare.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

SL and AdJ designed the study and funding application, 
with input from MdB and CV. SL and JBT performed 
study activities, data generation and reflections under 
supervision of CV, PV and AdJ. AL was a client-participant 
in the study and critical friend the during toolkit-
development. Final data analysis was performed by SL 
and interpreted with JBT, AL, CV, PV and AdJ. SL wrote 
the first version of the manuscript with feedback from 
JBT, AL, TJSW, MdB, CV, PV and AdJ. All authors revised 
subsequent versions up to the final manuscript.

AUTHOR AFFILIATIONS

Sarah R. Lips  orcid.org/0000-0003-0860-3562 

Amsterdam UMC location Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam, 

Department of Ethics, Law & Humanities, Amsterdam, The 

Netherlands; Amsterdam Public Health, Quality of Care, 

Amsterdam, The Netherlands

Jolanda C. G. Boxem-Tiemessen 

Amsterdam UMC location Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam, 

Department of Midwifery Science, Amsterdam, The 

Netherlands; Amsterdam Public Health, Quality of Care, 

Amsterdam, The Netherlands; Midwifery Academy Amsterdam 

Groningen, InHolland, Amsterdam, The Netherlands; University 

of Groningen, University Medical Center Groningen, Department 

of Primary and Long-Term Care, Groningen, The Netherlands

Anna M. Ligthart 

Independent client of VSV Westfriesland-Waterland/IGO 

Geboortehart, The Netherlands

Tjerk Jan Schuitmaker-Warnaar  orcid.org/0000-0001-5158--

581X 

Athena Institute, Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam, Amsterdam, 

The Netherlands

Martine C. de Bruijne  orcid.org/0000-0003-1838-1158 

Amsterdam Public Health, Quality of Care, Amsterdam, The 

Netherlands; Amsterdam UMC location Vrije Universiteit 

Amsterdam, Department of Public and Occupational Health, 

Amsterdam, The Netherlands

Corine J. M. Verhoeven  orcid.org/0000-0002-0001-0888 

Amsterdam UMC location Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam, 

Department of Midwifery Science, Amsterdam, The 

Netherlands; Amsterdam Public Health, Quality of Care, 

Amsterdam, The Netherlands; Midwifery Academy Amsterdam 

Groningen, InHolland, Amsterdam, The Netherlands; Division of 

Midwifery, School of Health Sciences, University of Nottingham, 

Nottingham, United Kingdom; University of Groningen, 

University Medical Center Groningen, Department of Primary 

and Long-Term Care, Groningen, The Netherlands; Department 

of Obstetrics and Gynaecology, Maxima Medical Centre, 

Veldhoven, The Netherlands

Petra Verdonk  orcid.org/0000-0003-0464-8210 

Amsterdam UMC location Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam, 

Department of Ethics, Law & Humanities, Amsterdam, The 

Netherlands; Amsterdam Public Health, Quality of Care, 

Amsterdam, The Netherlands

Ank de Jonge  orcid.org/0000-0002-5384-3744 

Amsterdam UMC location Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam, 

Department of Midwifery Science, Amsterdam, The 

Netherlands; Amsterdam Public Health, Quality of Care, 

Amsterdam, The Netherlands; Midwifery Academy Amsterdam 

Groningen, InHolland, Amsterdam, The Netherlands; University 

of Groningen, University Medical Center Groningen, Department 

of Primary and Long-Term Care, Groningen, The Netherlands

REFERENCES

1.	 Nieuwenhuijze M, Downe S, Gottfreðsdóttir H, Rijnders 

M, du Preez A, Vaz Rebelo P. Taxonomy for complexity 

theory in the context of maternity care. Midwifery. 

2015; 31(9): 834–43. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.

midw.2015.05.009

2.	 Schuitmaker-Warnaar TJ, Gunn CJ, Regeer BJ, Broerse 

JEW. Institutionalizing Reflexivity for Sustainability: Two 

Cases in Health Care. Sustainability. 2021; 13(21). DOI: 

https://doi.org/10.3390/su132111712

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0860-3562
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0860-3562
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5158-581X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5158-581X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5158-581X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1838-1158
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1838-1158
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0001-0888
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0001-0888
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0464-8210
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0464-8210
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5384-3744
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5384-3744
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.midw.2015.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.midw.2015.05.009
https://doi.org/10.3390/su132111712


13Lips et al. International Journal of Integrated Care DOI: 10.5334/ijic.8588

3.	 Wiig S, Aase K, Bal R. Reflexive Spaces: Leveraging 

Resilience Into Healthcare Regulation and Management. 

J Patient Saf. 2021; 17(8). DOI: https://doi.org/10.1097/

PTS.0000000000000658

4.	 Raad voor Volksgezondheid & Samenleving. Applaus is 

niet genoeg [Applause is not enough]. RVS; 2020. https://

www.raadrvs.nl/documenten/publicaties/2020/11/10/

applaus-is-niet-genoeg [in Dutch].

5.	 Petit-Steeghs V, Lips SR, Schuitmaker-Warnaar TJ, 

Broerse JEW. Client-centred maternity care from 

women’s perspectives: Need for responsiveness. 

Midwifery. 2019; 74: 76–83. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.

midw.2019.03.016

6.	 College Perinatale Zorg. Zorgstandaard Integrale 

Geboortezorg. Versie 1.2 [Care-standard Integrated 

Maternity Care. Version 1.2]. CPZ; 2020. https://www.

flipsnack.com/collegepz/20200519-zorgstandaard-

integrale-geboortezorg-1-2/full-view.html [in Dutch].

7.	 Lips SR, Molenaar JM, Schuitmaker-Warnaar TJ. 

Transforming maternity care: obstetric partnerships 

as a policy instrument for integration. Health Policy. 

2020; 124(11): 1245–53. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.

healthpol.2020.05.019

8.	 Perdok H, Jans S, Verhoeven C, Henneman L, Wiegers T, 

Mol BW, e.a. Opinions of maternity care professionals and 

other stakeholders about integration of maternity care: 

a qualitative study in the Netherlands. BMC Pregnancy 

Childbirth. 2016; 16(1): 188. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1186/

s12884-016-0975-z

9.	 de Vries EF, Scheefhals ZT, de Bruin-Kooistra M, Baan 

CA, Struijs JN. A scoping review of alternative payment 

models in maternity care: Insights in key design elements 

and effects on health and spending. Int J Integr Care. 

2021; 21(2). DOI: https://doi.org/10.5334/ijic.5535

10.	 van Kemenade E, de Kuiper M, Booij M, Minkman M. 

How Different Quality Paradigms Undermine a Shared 

Value Base for Integrated Care: The Need for Collective 

Reflexivity. Int J Integr Care. 2022; 22(1). DOI: https://doi.

org/10.5334/ijic.5935

11.	 Iedema R, Carroll K. The “clinalyst”: Institutionalizing 

reflexive space to realize safety and flexible 

systematization in health care. In: Eikeland O, Nicolini D, 

redacteuren. J Organ Change Manag. 2011; 24(2): 175–90. 

DOI: https://doi.org/10.1108/09534811111119753

12.	 Nguyen QD, Fernandez N, Karsenti T, Charlin B. What 

is reflection? A conceptual analysis of major definitions 

and a proposal of a five-component model. Med Educ. 

2014; 48(12): 1176–89. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/

medu.12583

13.	 Schmutz JB, Eppich WJ. Promoting learning and 

patient care through shared reflection: a conceptual 

framework for team reflexivity in health care. Acad Med. 

2017; 92(11): 1555–63. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1097/

acm.0000000000001688

14.	 World Health Organization. Framework for action on 

interprofessional education and collaborative practice. WHO;  

2010. https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/70​

185/WHO_HRH_HPN_10.3_eng.pdf?sequence=1.

15.	 McHugh SK, Lawton R, O’Hara JK, Sheard L. Does team 

reflexivity impact teamwork and communication in 

interprofessional hospital-based healthcare teams? A 

systematic review and narrative synthesis. BMJ Qual Saf. 

2020; 29(8): 672–83. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjqs-

2019-009921

16.	 Baker J, Savage A, Pendleton S, Bate JM. Implementation 

of multidisciplinary reflective rounds within a children’s 

hospital before and during the COVID-19 pandemic. J 

Paediatr Child Health. 2021; 57(7): 1044–8. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1111/jpc.15386

17.	 College Perinatale Zorg. Evaluatie zorgstandaard 

integrale geboortezorg [Evaluation integrated maternity 

care-standard]. CPZ; 2021. https://www.flipsnack.

com/collegepz/evaluatie-zorgstandaard-integrale-

geboortezorg-oktober-2021/full-view.html [in Dutch].

18.	 D’Amour D, Ferrada-Videla M, San Martin Rodriguez L, 

Beaulieu MD. The conceptual basis for interprofessional 

collaboration: Core concepts and theoretical frameworks. 

J Interprof Care. 2005; 19(sup1): 116–31. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1080/13561820500082529

19.	 van der Lee N, Driessen EW, Houwaart ES, Caccia NC, 

Scheele F. An examination of the historical context of 

interprofessional collaboration in Dutch obstetrical care. J 

Interprof Care. 2014; 28(2): 123–7. DOI: https://doi.org/10.

3109/13561820.2013.869196

20.	 van Diem MT, Timmer A, Bergman KA, Bouman K, van 

Egmond N, Stant DA, e.a. The implementation of unit-

based perinatal mortality audit in perinatal cooperation 

units in the northern region of the Netherlands. BMC 

Health Serv Res. 2012; 12(1): 195. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1186/1472-6963-12-195

21.	 Myren BJ, de Hullu JA, Bastiaans S, Koksma JJ, Hermens 

RPMG, Zusterzeel PLM. Disclosing Adverse Events in 

Clinical Practice: The Delicate Act of Being Open. Health 

Commun. 2020; 1–11. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080/10410

236.2020.1830550

22.	 Verhagen MJ, de Vos MS, Sujan M, Hamming JF. The 

problem with making Safety-II work in healthcare. BMJ 

Qual Amp Saf. 2022. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjqs-

2021-014396

23.	 Hollnagel E, Wears RL, Braithwaite J. From Safety-I 

to Safety-II: a white paper. The Resilient Health Care 

Net: Publ Simultaneously Univ South Den Univ Fla USA 

Macquarie Univ Aust. 2015. https://www.england.nhs.uk/

signuptosafety/wp-content/uploads/sites/16/2015/10/

safety-1-safety-2-whte-papr.pdf.

24.	 Lennox-Chhugani N. Inter-Disciplinary Work in the Context 

of Integrated Care–a Theoretical and Methodological 

Framework. Int J Integr Care. 2023; 23(2). DOI: https://doi.

org/10.5334/ijic.7544

25.	 Myren BJ, Zusterzeel PLM, De Hullu JA, Kremer JAM, 

Koksma JJ. Patient participation at the morbidity and 

mortality meeting: A transformative learning experience. 

https://doi.org/10.1097/PTS.0000000000000658
https://doi.org/10.1097/PTS.0000000000000658
https://www.raadrvs.nl/documenten/publicaties/2020/11/10/applaus-is-niet-genoeg
https://www.raadrvs.nl/documenten/publicaties/2020/11/10/applaus-is-niet-genoeg
https://www.raadrvs.nl/documenten/publicaties/2020/11/10/applaus-is-niet-genoeg
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.midw.2019.03.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.midw.2019.03.016
https://www.flipsnack.com/collegepz/20200519-zorgstandaard-integrale-geboortezorg-1-2/full-view.html
https://www.flipsnack.com/collegepz/20200519-zorgstandaard-integrale-geboortezorg-1-2/full-view.html
https://www.flipsnack.com/collegepz/20200519-zorgstandaard-integrale-geboortezorg-1-2/full-view.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2020.05.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2020.05.019
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12884-016-0975-z
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12884-016-0975-z
https://doi.org/10.5334/ijic.5535
https://doi.org/10.5334/ijic.5935
https://doi.org/10.5334/ijic.5935
https://doi.org/10.1108/09534811111119753
https://doi.org/10.1111/medu.12583
https://doi.org/10.1111/medu.12583
https://doi.org/10.1097/acm.0000000000001688
https://doi.org/10.1097/acm.0000000000001688
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/70185/WHO_HRH_HPN_10.3_eng.pdf?sequence=1
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/70185/WHO_HRH_HPN_10.3_eng.pdf?sequence=1
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjqs-2019-009921
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjqs-2019-009921
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpc.15386
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpc.15386
https://www.flipsnack.com/collegepz/evaluatie-zorgstandaard-integrale-geboortezorg-oktober-2021/full-view.html
https://www.flipsnack.com/collegepz/evaluatie-zorgstandaard-integrale-geboortezorg-oktober-2021/full-view.html
https://www.flipsnack.com/collegepz/evaluatie-zorgstandaard-integrale-geboortezorg-oktober-2021/full-view.html
https://doi.org/10.1080/13561820500082529
https://doi.org/10.1080/13561820500082529
https://doi.org/10.3109/13561820.2013.869196
https://doi.org/10.3109/13561820.2013.869196
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-12-195
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-12-195
https://doi.org/10.1080/10410236.2020.1830550
https://doi.org/10.1080/10410236.2020.1830550
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjqs-2021-014396
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjqs-2021-014396
https://www.england.nhs.uk/signuptosafety/wp-content/uploads/sites/16/2015/10/safety-1-safety-2-whte-papr.pdf
https://www.england.nhs.uk/signuptosafety/wp-content/uploads/sites/16/2015/10/safety-1-safety-2-whte-papr.pdf
https://www.england.nhs.uk/signuptosafety/wp-content/uploads/sites/16/2015/10/safety-1-safety-2-whte-papr.pdf
https://doi.org/10.5334/ijic.7544
https://doi.org/10.5334/ijic.7544


14Lips et al. International Journal of Integrated Care DOI: 10.5334/ijic.8588

SSM – Qual Res Health. 2022; 2: 100105. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1016/j.ssmqr.2022.100105

26.	 Abma TA, Cook T, Rämgård M, Kleba E, Harris J, 

Wallerstein N. Social impact of participatory health 

research: collaborative non-linear processes of knowledge 

mobilization. Educ Action Res. 2017; 25(4): 489–505. DOI: 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2017.1329092

27.	 Braun V, Clarke V. Reflecting on reflexive thematic 

analysis. Qual Res Sport Exerc Health. 2019; 11(4): 589–97. 

DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2019.1628806

28.	 Braithwaite J, Wears R, Hollnagel E. Resilient health care: 

Turning patient safety on its head. Int J Qual Health Care. 

2015; 27. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzv063

29.	 Stephens C. Beyond the barricades: Social movements 

as participatory practice in health promotion. J 

Health Psychol. 2014; 19(1): 170–5. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1177/1359105313500245

30.	 Abma T. Ethics work for good participatory action 

research. Beleidsonderzoek Online. 2020; 6. DOI: https://

doi.org/10.5553/BO/221335502020000006001

31.	 Lips S, Schuurman M, Ligthart A, Gaalen S van, Jonge A 

de. Intervisie Toolkit. Amsterdam UMC. 2023. https://www.

childbirthnetwork.nl/intervisie-toolkit/.

32.	 Hollnagel E. FRAM: the functional resonance analysis 

method: modelling complex socio-technical systems. Crc 

Press; 2017. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1201/9781315255071

33.	 Clay-Williams R, Hounsgaard J, Hollnagel E. Where the 

rubber meets the road: using FRAM to align work-as-

imagined with work-as-done when implementing clinical 

guidelines. Implement Sci. 2015; 10(1): 125. DOI: https://

doi.org/10.1186/s13012-015-0317-y

34.	 Tong A, Sainsbury P, Craig J. Consolidated criteria for 

reporting qualitative research (COREQ): a 32-item checklist 

for interviews and focus groups. Int J Qual Health Care. 2007; 

19(6): 349–57. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzm042

35.	 Kjellström S, Mitchell A. Health and healthcare 

as the context for participatory action research. 

Action Res. 2019; 17(4): 419–28. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1177/1476750319891468

36.	 Kolb DA. Experiential learning: Experience as the source of 

learning and development. FT press; 2014.

37.	 Braun V, Clarke V. Using thematic analysis in psychology. 

Qual Res Psychol. 2006; 3(2): 77–101. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa

38.	 Wiig S, Aase K, Billett S, Canfield C, Røise O, Njå O, e.a. 

Defining the boundaries and operational concepts of 

resilience in the resilience in healthcare research program. 

BMC Health Serv Res. 2020; 20(1): 330. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1186/s12913-020-05224-3

39.	 Lyng HB, Macrae C, Guise V, Haraldseid-Driftland C, 

Fagerdal B, Schibevaag L, e.a. Exploring the nature of 

adaptive capacity for resilience in healthcare across 

different healthcare contexts; a metasynthesis of 

narratives. Appl Ergon. 2022; 104: 103810. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1016/j.apergo.2022.103810

40.	 Haraldseid-Driftland C, Billett S, Guise V, Schibevaag 

L, Alsvik JG, Fagerdal B, e.a. The role of collaborative 

learning in resilience in healthcare—a thematic qualitative 

meta-synthesis of resilience narratives. BMC Health Serv 

Res. 2022; 22(1): 1091. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1186/

s12913-022-08451-y

41.	 Wiig S, O’Hara JK. Resilient and responsive healthcare 

services and systems: challenges and opportunities in a 

changing world. BMC Health Serv Res. 2021; 21(1): 1037. 

DOI: https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-021-07087-8

42.	 World Health Organization. Regional Office for Europe. 

Building resilience: a key pillar of Health 2020 and the 

Sustainable Development Goals: examples from the WHO 

Small Countries Initiative. WHO; 2017. https://iris.who.int/

handle/10665/338752.

43.	 Iflaifel M, Lim RH, Ryan K, Crowley C. Resilient Health 

Care: a systematic review of conceptualisations, study 

methods and factors that develop resilience. BMC Health 

Serv Res. 2020; 20(1): 324. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1186/

s12913-020-05208-

44.	 McDarby G, Seifeldin R, Zhang Y, Mustafa S, Petrova M, 

Schmets G, e.a. A synthesis of concepts of resilience to 

inform operationalization of health systems resilience in 

recovery from disruptive public health events including 

COVID-19. Front Public Health. 2023; 11. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.3389/fpubh.2023.1105537

45.	 Lee KJ, Forbes ML, Lukasiewicz GJ, Williams T, Sheets A, 

Fischer K, e.a. Promoting Staff Resilience in the Pediatric 

Intensive Care Unit. Am J Crit Care. 2015; 24(5): 422–30. 

DOI: https://doi.org/10.4037/ajcc2015720

46.	 Depla AL, Kersten AW, Lamain-de Ruiter M, Jambroes 

M, Franx A, Evers IM, e.a. Quality Improvement 

with Outcome Data in Integrated Obstetric Care 

Networks: Evaluating Collaboration and Learning Across 

Organizational Boundaries with an Action Research 

Approach. Int J Integr Care. 2023; 23(1). DOI: https://doi.

org/10.5334/ijic.7035

47.	 Bodenheimer T, Sinsky C. From Triple to Quadruple Aim: Care 

of the Patient Requires Care of the Provider. Ann Fam Med. 

2014; 12(6): 573. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1370/afm.1713

48.	 Buckingham H, Ahmed N. People are at the heart of 

resilient health and care systems. BMJ. 2023; 382. DOI: 

https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.p1504

49.	 Stein V, Goodwin N, Aldasoro E, Miller R. The Integrated 

Care Workforce: What does it Need? Who does it Take? Int 

J Integr Care. 2023; 23(3). DOI: https://doi.org/10.5334/

ijic.7686

50.	 Tamminga S, Emal L, Boschman J, Levasseur A, Thota 

A, Ruotsalainen J, e.a. Individual-level interventions 

for reducing occupational stress in healthcare workers. 

Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 2023; 5. DOI: https://doi.

org//10.1002/14651858.CD002892.pub6

51.	 Jeurissen P, Maarse H. The market reform in Dutch health 

care: results, lessons and prospects. 2021. https://pubmed.

ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/35143144/.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssmqr.2022.100105
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssmqr.2022.100105
https://doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2017.1329092
https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2019.1628806
https://doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzv063
https://doi.org/10.1177/1359105313500245
https://doi.org/10.1177/1359105313500245
https://doi.org/10.5553/BO/221335502020000006001
https://doi.org/10.5553/BO/221335502020000006001
https://www.childbirthnetwork.nl/intervisie-toolkit/
https://www.childbirthnetwork.nl/intervisie-toolkit/
https://doi.org/10.1201/9781315255071
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13012-015-0317-y
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13012-015-0317-y
https://doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzm042
https://doi.org/10.1177/1476750319891468
https://doi.org/10.1177/1476750319891468
https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-020-05224-3
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-020-05224-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apergo.2022.103810
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apergo.2022.103810
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-022-08451-y
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-022-08451-y
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-021-07087-8
https://iris.who.int/handle/10665/338752
https://iris.who.int/handle/10665/338752
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-020-05208-
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-020-05208-
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2023.1105537
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2023.1105537
https://doi.org/10.4037/ajcc2015720
https://doi.org/10.5334/ijic.7035
https://doi.org/10.5334/ijic.7035
https://doi.org/10.1370/afm.1713
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.p1504
https://doi.org/10.5334/ijic.7686
https://doi.org/10.5334/ijic.7686
https://doi.org//10.1002/14651858.CD002892.pub6
https://doi.org//10.1002/14651858.CD002892.pub6
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/35143144/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/35143144/


15Lips et al. International Journal of Integrated Care DOI: 10.5334/ijic.8588

TO CITE THIS ARTICLE:
Lips SR, Boxem-Tiemessen JCG, Ligthart AM, Schuitmaker-Warnaar TJ, de Bruijne MC, Verhoeven CJM, Verdonk P, de Jonge A. Bridging 
Perspectives, Building Resilience: Safety-II Guided Reflexive Dialogues Between Care Professionals and Clients as Part of Developing 
Integrated Maternity Care. International Journal of Integrated Care, 2024; 24(4): 4, 1–15. DOI: https://doi.org/10.5334/ijic.8588

Submitted: 07 January 2024     Accepted: 11 October 2024     Published: 22 October 2024

COPYRIGHT:
© 2024 The Author(s). This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 
International License (CC-BY 4.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original 
author and source are credited. See http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

International Journal of Integrated Care is a peer-reviewed open access journal published by Ubiquity Press.

52.	 World Health Organization. Regional Office for Europe. 

Health and care workforce in Europe: time to act. WHO; 

2022. https://iris.who.int/handle/10665/362379.

53.	 College Perinatale Zorg. Monitor Integrale 

Geboortezorg-2021/2022 [Integrated Maternity 

Care-Monitor-2021/2022]. CPZ; 2023. https://www.

kennisnetgeboortezorg.nl/nieuws/monitor-integrale-

geboortezorg-2021-2022/ [in Dutch].

54.	 Kingma E. Harming one to benefit another: the paradox 

of autonomy and consent in maternity care. Bioethics. 

2021; 35(5): 456–64. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/bioe.​

12852

55.	 Gittell JH. Rethinking Autonomy: Relationships as a 

Source of Resilience in a Changing Healthcare System. 

Health Serv Res. 2016; 51(5): 1701–5. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1111/1475-6773.12578

56.	 Ryan RM, Deci EL. Self-determination theory and the 

facilitation of intrinsic motivation, social development, and 

well-being. Am Psychol. 2000; 55(1): 68. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1037//0003-066X.55.1.68

57.	 Enkin MW, Glouberman S, Groff P, Jadad AR, Stern A. 

Beyond evidence: the complexity of maternity care. Birth. 

2006; 33(4): 265–9. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-

536X.2006.00117.x

58.	 Wensing M, Grol R, Grimshaw J. Improving patient 

care: The implementation of change in health 

care. John Wiley & Sons; 2020. DOI: https://doi.

org/10.1002/9781119488620

https://doi.org/10.5334/ijic.8588
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://iris.who.int/handle/10665/362379
https://www.kennisnetgeboortezorg.nl/nieuws/monitor-integrale-geboortezorg-2021-2022/
https://www.kennisnetgeboortezorg.nl/nieuws/monitor-integrale-geboortezorg-2021-2022/
https://www.kennisnetgeboortezorg.nl/nieuws/monitor-integrale-geboortezorg-2021-2022/
https://doi.org/10.1111/bioe.12852
https://doi.org/10.1111/bioe.12852
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6773.12578
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6773.12578
https://doi.org/10.1037//0003-066X.55.1.68
https://doi.org/10.1037//0003-066X.55.1.68
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-536X.2006.00117.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-536X.2006.00117.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119488620
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119488620

