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Abstract Due to ever faster and drastically changing operational contexts, organi-
zations today have to be increasingly flexible. This requires staff to become adaptive,
based on a mode of instantaneous ‘learning while working’, often referred to as
reflective practice. Consequently, coaching – i.e. facilitating learning – is about to
appear as ‘the new leadership’. Van Doorn and Lingsma (2017) defined five so-called
critical success factors (CSFs) for coaching, and used them for the ex-ante and ex-post
evaluation of both the process (enabling learning) and its product (learning outcomes).
This chapter examines how the theoretical CSF-perspective may offer a practical
framework for organizational learning and—more detailed—for the education of
reflective practitioners. This question will be addressed by answering two sub ques-
tions: (1) How do CSFs relate to reflective and adaptive capacities within organiza-
tions? (2) How can managers apply the CSFs to the benefit of their employees’
learning? It is argued that, generally speaking, the five CSFs—the ‘spectacles with five
glasses’—offer a suitable perspective on learning and development within organiza-
tions, aiming for their adaptability, based on a well-founded reflective practice.
Specific attention is paid to its fitness for the education of future military leaders.

Keywords Coaching � Critical Success Factor � Leadership � Educational
Philosophy � Organizational Learning � Adaptability � Reflective Practitioner �
Informal Learning � Workplace Learning

9.1 Introduction

As the (global) social environment of organizations is changing rapidly and radi-
cally,1,2 their operational context is becoming less predictable. Today, managers
and employees alike have to relate to their respective circumstances in the nimblest
possible manner. This requires adaptive ability,3 for which, in turn, they need a
substantial capacity for ‘learning while working’, based on reflective practice,4

preferably integrated within organizational learning.5

Until recently, leadership focused mainly, if not exclusively, on employee
performance. Since roughly a decade however, a shift in emphasis can be seen to
learning capacities, at all levels within organizations. As a result, coaching is
gaining recognition as ‘the new leadership’,6,7,8 defined by Van Doorn and

1 Montuori 2000.
2 Stacey 2007.
3 Cundill et al. 2012.
4 Schön 1983, 1987.
5 Reynolds 2017.
6 Bass and Avolio 1990.
7 Harper 2012.
8 Yukl 2013.
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Lingsma (2017) as: ‘the guidance of learning by individuals, groups and organi-
zations, so as to increase their on the job effectiveness’.9 To this end, the authors
distinguish five critical success factors (CSFs), that serve to test both the process
(facilitating learning) as well as its results (learning outcomes).10 The authors view
CSFs as crucial to organizational success.11

This chapter investigates how CSFs can provide a practical framework for orga-
nizational learning; more specifically, for finding out whether organizations, bymeans
of integrated reflective practices, can learn to act adequately on change (adaptivity).
The main question to be addressed is: How do the five CSFs – as identified by Van
Doorn and Lingsma – offer a perspective on the education of reflective practitioners?
Based on a literature search, this question will be elaborated on in twoways. First, how
do CSFs relate to reflective and adaptive capacities within organizations? Second,
how can managers apply the CSFs while guiding their people?

The discussion section revolves around the consequences of the CSF perspective
for the design, structure and evaluation of educational programs for future (military)
leaders.

9.2 Five CSFs for Coaching in Relation to Adaptive
and Reflective Capacities Within Organizations

This section discusses the first question, i.e. how coaching – i.c. coaching leader-
ship – relates to reflective and adaptive abilities within learning organizations (LO).
Following Argyris and Schön (1978), the LO-concept attempts to clarify how
reflective practice is part of it, adaptivity being the intended effect. According to
Senge and Sterman (1992), and corroborated, amongst others, by O’Keeffe (2002),
organizations have to develop continually to cope with environmental change.
Senge furthermore suggests that organizations transform into communities to which
their workers feel connected,12 as this will increase motivation and improve per-
formance. An LO is seen as an organization transforming itself, by facilitating
ongoing learning. Senge distinguishes five strengths or ‘disciplines’, characterising
LO-members: (1) personal mastery, (2) awareness of mental models, (3) a collec-
tive vision on the organization, (4) team learning, and (5) the ‘umbrella discipline’
connecting the other four: systems thinking.

Typically, LOs are aware of their own strengths and weaknesses, enabling them
to remove obstacles blocking successful performance. Such obstacles are seen to

9 Van Doorn and Lingsma 2017, p. 33.
10 (1) – Environmental awareness, (2) – Goal orientation, (3) – Self management, (4) –

Competence (5) – Experiential learning. Labels or metaphors used: Context, Yardstick, Ownership,
Iceberg and Here & Now.
11 Rockart 1979.
12 Senge et al. 2008.
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thwart preconditions for organizational learning. For instance, personal mastery
does not result solely from formal education and training, but substantially leans on
informal learning in the workplace.13 Based on pro-activity, critical reflection and
creativity,14 informal learning relates to experiential learning, self-directed learn-
ing, action learning and transformative learning,15 all especially useful strategies
for educating adults.16

To foster informal learning in the workplace, a healthy learning culture, char-
acterised by e.g., coaching and coaching leadership, is necessary. Adhering to
traditional hierarchy and ‘old values’ in leadership styles can be obstacles to
implement a culture in which learning abilities may flourish.17

The ability to act adequately upon external influences18 renders LOs adaptive.
Due to their personal mastery, employees learn faster and improve incessantly.
Consequently, the pace in organizational change becomes more up-tempo, enabling
LOs to keep up with abrupt environmental developments. However, to regard an
LO as the sum total of all individual learning fails to take into account the need to
transfer and integrate what has been learned into the organization as a whole,19

necessitating interaction amongst individual learners.20 Today, organizational
capacities for learning are defined by the extent of vertical cooperation between
individuals, teams and management, and their contributions must complement each
other to be effective.21 Järvinen and Poikela (2001) stress the meaning of simul-
taneous learning at all three levels, whilst Høyrup (2004), highlighting the
importance of both individuals and group interaction, advocates integration of
reflective practices within LOs.

Notably, the LO-concept appears to focus explicitly on strengthening the
adaptive capacities of both organizations and their employees. Promoting the
self-evident reflection on learning processes, it emphasises one’s own responsibility
for the relationship with the working environment, the purposefulness and con-
gruency of one’s actions, within the well-understood setting of currently relevant
learning experiences. As such, the LO concept seems to be fully in line with Van
Doorn and Lingsma’s 2017 five CSFs, as explained below.

According to the authors, the five factors underpinning successful coaching
comprise environmental awareness, goal orientation, self-management, compe-
tence and experiential learning (see Fig. 9.1). In times of rapid change, they
consider it even more important when organizational members take their own

13 Eraut 2004.
14 Watkins and Marsick 1992.
15 Conlon 2004.
16 Merriam et al. 2007.
17 Easterby-Smith et al. 2000.
18 Pedler et al. 1997.
19 McDougall and Beattie 1998.
20 Fenwick 2008.
21 Mooijman and Olthof 1999.
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responsibility (CSF-3) to learn purposefully (CSF-2) about the actual situation they
find themselves in (CSF-5), develop the skills required, based on a critical reflection
upon their considerations and motives (CSF-4), and apply their newly acquired
competences in novel situations, in a context-adaptive process (CSF-1).22

As Fig. 9.1 shows, the Context (KSF-1) serves both as coaching’s point of
departure as well as its focal point. It is triggered by a learning need within the
current situation (CS), and the integration of the learning results eventually has to
take place there as well, in the intended situation (IS). With the Yardstick (CSF-2)
as a metaphor,23 the learner indicates both his actual and desired position. The
journey to bridge the gap between these two (CS 6¼ IS) requires him to take full
Ownership (CSF-3) of the process, deliberately centralised in this diagram. The
Iceberg metaphor (CSF-4) depicts the multi-layered structure of his so-called
‘competence household’ of doing, thinking and feeling (see Sect. 9.3.4). He works
on this within the Here & Now (CSF-5) of the learning environment, in order to
then apply the learnings within the Context (CSF-1) of his work environment.
Circle completed …

Now, generally speaking, what makes these factors ‘critical’ to coaching and
leadership alike? A lack of goal orientation (Yardstick, CSF-2) and self-management

Fig. 9.1 The five Critical Success Factors of Coaching (CSFs) interconnected. Source Van Doorn
(2019)

22 Van Doorn and Lingsma 2017.
23 Please note that (2) Yardstick and (4) Iceberg are not the CSFs themselves, only just the
metaphors depicting their essence, GJD.
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(Ownership, CSF-3) is likely to result in unnecessary loss of energy in the
Here-and-Now (CSF-5) of the experiential learning situation. If, in addition, a coa-
chee’s situation is marked by non-alignment (with the Context, CSF-1) and incon-
gruence (within his Iceberg, CSF-4), then, inevitably, his learning is characterised by
a ‘limited intelligent use of human and material resources’. Continuation of the
process should then be seriously reconsidered.

In the next part of this section, the five CSFs will be elaborated with reference to
organizational learning, reflective and adaptive capabilities.

9.2.1 CSF-1—Context: Environmental Awareness
When Working and Learning

CSF-1 (Context) is grounded in General Systems Theory,24,25 Social Cognitive
Theory26 and Organizational Learning Theory,27,28 more specifically, communities
of practice,29 informal and incidental learning30 and workplace learning.31,32

Learning and development are characteristic to adaptive systems, i.e., organizations
that respond adequately to both internal and external signs.33,34 So-called complex
adaptive systems constitute a specific variant, deriving their complexity from var-
ious interconnected elements, their adaptivity stemming from the ability to learn
and change accordingly.35 This is exactly why coaching—guiding the learning—
must be system-oriented.36

Coaching effectiveness should not only be assessed by looking (linearly) at the
process and its outcomes, since a coachee’s working environment is likely to
(circularly) impact his actual performance far more.37 Relevant aspects include e.g.,
how coachees coordinate within their team or department or how they cooperate
with customers, cooperating organizations, competitors etc. Organizational adap-
tivity requires all members to involve in focused self-reflection, as, often, in

24 Von Bertalanffy 1950, 1972.
25 Checkland 1985.
26 Bandura 1986, 1988.
27 Argyris 1999.
28 Senge and Sterman 1992.
29 Wenger 2000.
30 Marsick and Watkins 2001.
31 Billett 2004.
32 Van Woerkom and Poell 2010.
33 Baumann 2015.
34 Espejo et al. 1996.
35 Lansing 2003.
36 Van Doorn and Lingsma 2017.
37 MacKie 2007.
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longer-term relationships, important others, such as one’s team-leader, turn out to
be part of the problem instead of the solution.38

9.2.2 CSF-2—Yardstick: Goal-oriented Working
and Learning

In complex adaptive systems, learning capabilities relate directly to intentional, goal
oriented behaviour. Whether organizations act effectively largely depends on goal
alignment at various organizational levels.39 Members are connected to the orga-
nization by means of their own yardstick, indicating where they currently stand and
which direction they tend to take, preferably aligned with the organizational course,
involving value driven activities.40,41

Furthermore, setting goals appears contextually sensitive.42 Facilitating their
achievement means taking into account reciprocal relationships between, on the one
hand, someone’s thoughts, feelings and behaviours (internally), and his environ-
ment43 (externally) on the other. Mutual adjustment between these connections
requires ongoing reflection on this.

A clear yardstick to measure effective behaviour is conditional to any chance of
success in a coaching process. However, if the coachee is not bothered by the gap
between CS and IS, his intrinsic motivation to remedy the situation will be low.
Many of us may know what we want to get rid of (the CS regretted), but not yet
where to go (an unclear IS). The responsibility to act on the ensuing delta is at the
core of CSF-3, self-management.

9.2.3 CSF-3—Ownership: Self-management in Working
and Learning

Self-management, an acknowledged pinnacle to organizational learning,44 demands
a supportive environment.45 Bandura (2001) argues a self-evident relation between
workplace environment (CSF-1), goal orientation (CSF-2) and ownership (CSF-3).

38 Tobias 1996.
39 Boyatzis 2006.
40 Biesta 2010.
41 Eccles and Wigfield 2002.
42 Pintrich 2000.
43 Grant et al. 2009.
44 Margaryan et al. 2009.
45 Butler 2002.
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Three processes, impacting each other as well as the environment, are relevant:46

(1) monitoring own behaviour and effects; (2) assessing own behaviour; and,
(3) affective self-regulation. The reciprocal influence between one’s own thinking
and doing and a network of social influences47 is referred to as the interactionist
perspective of Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory.

Someone’s ownership of his learning-while-working-process becomes manifest
in his tendency to reflect on himself and his experiences, so as to better deal with
the initial situation that urged him to seek guidance. Thus, the connection between
ownership and context is made explicit, and adaptivity would require him to be
attentive to his relationships with others within their shared workplace setting, using
all available horizontal, vertical and diagonal interaction lines. However, if he only
takes responsibility for his specialist field or domain, he may very well be a senior
craftsman, but as a team member there is still a junior.

In complex LOs (CSF-1), clearly designated ownership is important for both
individual and teamwork.48 Self-regulated learning by individuals, on its own,
however, does not suffice.49 In addition, collective learning processes should be
integrated50 by informal learning in the workplace.51,52 Ellinger (2004) refers to
self-directed learning as an approach in which learners manage the planning,
execution and evaluation of their own learning experiences.53 They refrain from
external attribution,54,55 claiming accountability for their own actions, thoughts and
motives, as represented by the next CSF.

9.2.4 CSF-4—Iceberg: Congruence Within One’s
Competence Household

Individual competences are closely related to the organization’s core compe-
tences,56 the former being grounded in personal characteristics, such as knowledge
and motivation; the latter regarding the qualities organizations need to convince
their customers and to distinguish themselves from other suppliers. Competence

46 Schunk 2001.
47 Bandura 1991.
48 Siemieniuch and Sinclair 2002.
49 Confessore and Kops 1998.
50 Littlejohn et al. 2012.
51 Boekaerts and Minnaert 1999.
52 Marsick and Watkins 2015.
53 Caffarella 2000.
54 Lefcourt 2014.
55 Weiner 1985.
56 Rakickaite et al. 2011.
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development, therefore, is a prerequisite for competitive advantage.57 Since the
competence-based approach to organizational learning has become increasingly
context-dependent and context-oriented, CSF-4 and CSF-1 nowadays are inextri-
cably intertwined.58,59 In other words, the fulfilment of the organizational mission,
vision and strategy60 requires a parallel development of individual and core com-
petences.61 McClelland (1973, 1998) used the Iceberg metaphor to explain the
layered structure of competences62 (see Fig. 9.2).

Continuous vertical alignment between the iceberg’s layers is needed for indi-
viduals to act congruently, i.e. in line with their thoughts and feelings.63 However
visible their behaviour may be though, by no means so are their underlying
thoughts and feelings, since they are to be found below the waterline. Experiential
learning-by-doing (operatively) results from an interplay between the cognitive and

Fig. 9.2 The three-layered Iceberg: operative (upper current), cognitive and affective (under
current). Source Van Doorn (2019)

57 Prahalad and Hamel 2006.
58 Suikki et al. 2006.
59 Boyatzis 2008.
60 Wickramasinghe and de Zoyza 2009.
61 Van Doorn 2017.
62 Spencer and Spencer 1993.
63 Sheldon and Kasser 1995.
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the affective,64 and coaching largely consists of the reflection on these two layers of
a coachee’s internal system, within the Here & Now of his momentary experience
(CSF-5).

9.2.5 CSF-5—Here & Now: Experiential Learning

Experiential learning is considered embodied practice:65 we relate to our social and
natural habitat as physical beings,66 and the need to keep or restore balance
(homeostasis) forces us to learn continuously. The ongoing recalibration of this
relation requires us to transform both ourselves and our environment during an
infinitely adaptive process; a perpetuous confrontation between CSFs-1 and 4
within the current Here & Now (CSF-5).

Kolb’s (1984, 2009) Experiential Learning Theory (ELT) is meaningful to
LOs.67 However, defining EL as ‘learning by doing’ seems inadequate.68 It would
be better to use ‘learning by reflection on one’s doing’, for only the reflection
confers meaning to the ‘doing’.69 Schön (1983, 1987) distinguishes between
‘reflection on action’ and ‘reflection in action’, by either looking back on one’s
actions afterwards, or observing them critically at the very same moment.

Reflection is often defined as a merely cognitive process. Instead, Van Woerkom
and Poell (2010) explicitly advocate involving one’s unconscious motives and
emotions in the practice of critical reflection. Awareness of one’s subjective
experiences matters for learning fundamentally, by simultaneously paying attention
to doing, thinking and feeling in the here and now.70 This comprehensive view
regarding the concept of competences—operative, cognitive and affective71—is in
line with the internal and external systems approach to (organizational) learning.

Feedback is most convincing if directly and recognisably connected to the same
experience, shared by coach and coachee. This enables the former to instanta-
neously link his interventions to the latter’s concrete and observable behaviour,72

by first trying to understand it within the momentous here and now.73 Linking this
actual learning situation to the ‘there and then’ work situation (CSF-1) bestows
coaching its immediate relevance and accuracy.

64 Pos et al. 2008.
65 Kupers 2008.
66 Merleau-Ponty 1962.
67 Vince 1998.
68 Farrell 2012.
69 Van Doorn and Lingsma 2017.
70 Jordan et al. 2009.
71 Van Doorn and Lingsma 2017.
72 Leising and Bleidorn 2011.
73 Lievens et al. 2018.
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This section has addressed the first question, as to how CSFs relate to reflective
and adaptive capabilities within organizations. They appear fit-for-use, as CSF-1
(Context) offers a framework for goal-oriented, self-managed competence devel-
opment (CSFs 2, 3 and 4), whereas reflection-upon-experience within the Here &
Now (CSF-5) underpins actions with insights, thereby giving organizational
adaptivity a firmer basis.

Next, in Sect. 9.3 an answer is sought to the second question, about how leaders can
apply CSFs while guiding their employees during their reflective learning processes.

9.3 Guiding Employees from the CSF Perspective

Managers can use the five CSFs to facilitate their employees’ reflection, both on
and in action, thus increasing organizational effectiveness.74 Altogether the CSFs
offer the ‘spectacles with five glasses’, thus enabling learners and their facilitators to
focus precisely on learning processes—including their content—so as to explore
and fully comprehend them. For each CSF, this section will elaborate on its
anticipated contribution to this endeavour.

9.3.1 Context-oriented Guidance (CSF-1)

CSF-1 refers to the employee’s awareness of the environment, which exerts a big
influence on his workplace behaviour.75 Obviously, his manager must be attentive
to this too, if only just to facilitate the former’s coping. Moreover, to fulfil this
complex task coherently, he has to coach all his team members.76 He deliberately
brings to the foreground the unpredictability of the context, to subsequently invite
them to make it manageable, always in close cooperation with one another.

Contextually geared interventions start by the manager exploring the environ-
ment, preferably together with his employees,77 comprising task and role diversity,
organizational positions held by key players etc.78 To make people navigate more
skilfully the complexity of social network relations, information flows may be
visibly mapped out using sociograms79 or interactiograms.80

74 From now on in this chapter we will no longer speak about ‘coach and coachee’, as in the
previous sections, but about ‘manager and employee’, GJD.
75 Peltier 2011.
76 Feldman and Lankau 2005.
77 Hawe et al. 2009.
78 Foster-Fishman et al. 2007.
79 Huang et al. 2007.
80 Fürstenberg 2013.
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9.3.2 Goal-oriented Guidance (CSF-2)

CSF-2 refers to the employee’s level of goal orientation. Goals can been seen as
cognitive representations of desired outcomes.81 Performance improves when
managers set them clearly and concretely, as is generally recognised.82 Bandura
(1986) argues that goal setting (CSF-2) and self-regulation (CSF-3) are inextricably
linked. Other authors also find relations between self-regulation and learning
(Green et al. 2006) whereas Gregory et al. (2011) find that effectiveness increases
by active goal setting and seeking feedback, thus relating to CSFs 1, 2 and 3.

9.3.3 Self-management-oriented Guidance (CSF-3)

CSF-3, ownership, refers to the employee’s basic attitude. Does he regard himself
as the designer of his own learning, or as a victim of the situation?
Characteristically, learner autonomy entails the shift of emphasis within the
didactic process ‘from teaching to learning’ and, consequently, modern educational
systems focus on student-centred learning rather than on teaching staff.

Employees can be guided in two ways, either by control or by supporting their
autonomy.83 The latter way would fit in with workers taking responsibility for
planning, executing and evaluating their own learning activities.84 Often, ownership
begins by reflection on the extent to which somebody already engages in
self-management.

9.3.4 Competence-oriented Guidance (CSF-4)

CSF-4 concerns the employee’s competence at the levels of doing, thinking and
feeling, plus the degree of congruence between these three. Again, the approach is
learner-centred,85 based on self-management (CSF-3) with the manager as facili-
tator, well aware of the taxonomy of didactic goals.86

Romiszowski’s (1981, 2016) taxonomy, at a behavioural level, distinguishes
reproductive and productive skills. The former are based on procedures, protocols
and instructions, and can be learned by repetition. These skills are suited to deal
with standardised situations, relying on routine actions, not requiring any creativity.

81 Dickinson and Balleine 2012.
82 Boekaerts et al. 2012.
83 Reeve 2009.
84 Sierens et al. 2009.
85 Frank et al. 2010.
86 Van Doorn and Lingsma 2017.
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The latter, on the other hand, cannot be learned by practicing routines, because
these simply never came about. They per se have to be dealt with by tackling
unforeseen problems in not-standardised situations. Learners will have to approach
a reality unknown to them creatively, choosing from equally unknown alternate
actions, while often being pressed for time. Only agility of mind and swiftness of
action—improvising ability—may lead to the desired adaptivity.

9.3.5 Experience-oriented Guidance (CSF-5)

CSF-5 is geared towards experiential learning, and not necessarily defined by the
manager being around.87 This approach is also learner-centred, allowing the
employee to make his own discoveries from direct experience.88 In doing so,
ownership is challenged (CSF-3). Managers, facilitating their employee’s process
of reflection, can give support by granting space to develop adequate
self-management skills,89 e.g., by offering coaching.90 Questioning is an important
technique,91 especially, when followed up by putting the answers to the test. By
remaining non-judgemental, managers can help their employees to develop into
self-regulating problem solvers.92

It appears, managers have ample opportunities to apply the CSFs while guiding
their people during the reflection upon their own performance, looking through ‘the
spectacles with five glasses’. Learning effects are dependent on techniques used to
enable reflection, such as problem-based learning,93 problem solving, critical
questioning, as well as to have learners themselves voice and synthesise their own
learning outcomes. To support reflection, Gray (2007) suggests storytelling, con-
versation and dialogue, critical incident analysis and the use of reflective metaphors.

9.4 Discussion

The five CSFs for coaching can serve as tools to operationalise reflective practice
within organizations in order to increase their adaptivity. Moreover, as coaching
offers a basic didactic philosophy for training professionals as reflective practi-
tioners, the five CSFs are of value for educational purposes. This section generally

87 Rogers et al. 2013.
88 Moon 2004.
89 Heron 1999.
90 Brockbank 2006.
91 Wood Daudelin 1997.
92 Barnett 1995.
93 Löbler 2006.
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outlines some possible consequences for the training of future managers, soon to be
the new guides of their employees’ learning. More specifically, brief attention is
paid to the design, structure and evaluation of the educational program at the
Faculty of Military Sciences (FMS-NLDA). A closer look is given to the way in
which the reflective practitioner may already have taken shape as an educational
objective. In addition, a quick scan is also carried out to see whether the (theo-
retical) CSF perspective has already found its way to the (practical) implementation
of education, possibly even as part of the didactic concept.

9.4.1 Implications

As discussed in Sect. 9.3, managers may apply CSFs to guide their employees’
learning, experientially and informally. To do so, they themselves need to be
educated as reflective practitioners to remain adaptive, both individually and as part
of a learning collective.94 One wonders how this would translate to job- and
competence profiles, and what requirements as to knowledge, skills and profes-
sional attitudes should be added to educational profiles to enable continuous
improvement95 for all organizational members.

In general terms, professional education should aim at: (1) promoting mastery at
all organizational levels, during informal learning processes in the workplace;
(2) promoting learning conditions for informal learning to take place. e.g., coaching
(others) and peer group learning;96 (3) promoting collective learning processes,97

focusing on interaction among individual learners and vertical cooperation between
individuals, teams and management; (4) focusing on levels of reflection, within both
the internal and external system; (5) focusing on each CSF’s essence, remaining
aware of their critical aspects.

Specifically, professional education can prepare future managers for CSF-related
tasks:

– CSF-1—facilitate employees to deal more effectively with their environment,
clarifying its complexities, and invite them to make these manageable, together
with others;

– CSF-2—help employees to learn purposefully while working, giving them
concrete directions;

– CSF-3—encourage employees’ ownership in an autonomy-supporting way,
starting with the reflection on their current degree of self-management;

94 Ruijters 2016.
95 Cohen-Vogel et al. 2015.
96 Van Doorn and Lingsma 2013.
97 Lee and Roth 2007.

146 G. J. van Doorn



– CSF-4—guide employees in congruent-competent behaviour, focusing on both
reproductive (routinely) and productive (creative-improvising) skills;

– CSF-5—let people make their own discoveries based on direct learning expe-
riences, facilitating reflection and self-direction.

To promote employees’ goal and competence orientation, examine their basic
attitude and stimulate their self-management, the leader-coach has various working
models available.98 Beattie (2006) puts forward a hierarchy of nine facilitating
behaviours, of which the basic forms ‘performing skillfully’ and ‘providing
information’ occur most often, closely resembling traditional leadership behaviour.
More subtle and sophisticated ones though, such as ‘challenging’ and ‘reinforcing
desirable behaviour’, require additional development, since they are not part of
many manager’s natural repertoire.99

Vocational education programs aiming to train future managers as supervisors of
reflective practitioners, should show a certain degree of reflection themselves,
regarding at least five aspects of their tasks and responsibilities: (1) actively invite
to a self-evident, natural reflective practice in a psychologically safe learning
environment; (2) promote the five CSFs and act accordingly and recognisably;
(3) be permissive instead of directive; (4) be inviting instead of indoctrinating;
(5) nurture autonomy rather than dominate.

9.4.2 Brief Reflection Upon FMS-NLDA’s Current
Educational Practice

When we now briefly examine how the FMS-NLDA is currently operating from the
CSF perspective described above, the following can be noted. The vision and
policy, mentioned in the Education Quality Manual (EQM100), aims to develop
students into thinking soldiers, who are expected to operate effectively within
unpredictable environments. They should be able to apply theoretical insights
creatively to cope with problems in the field. Their attitude has to be critical, and
they need to grasp the assignment’s broader context.

The EQM’s Curriculum Structure (Section 2) shows that FMS deliberately
pursues the reflective practitioner concept. Additionally, it can be deduced from the
Educational Organization (Section 3) that CSFs 1, 3 and 5 (environmental
awareness, self-management, experiential learning) have been incorporated within
the planned approach. To this end, teaching staff are expected to apply didactic
principles of ‘active learning’ and associated methods, such as small
group-working, dialogue, collaboration and peer feedback.

98 See for instance: Van Doorn and Lingsma 2017, pp. 505–614.
99 Beattie 2006.
100 Faculty of Military Sciences (FMS) 2016.
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Less favourably though, the EQM’s Evaluation Section (5) appears to focus
more on the quantity of FMS’s output, thus seemingly refraining from its initially
formulated goal ‘to educate reflective practitioners’, which is more of a qualitative
nature. The same goes for the Guidance and Mentoring Section (6), solely aiming
at ‘getting students to study within the official timeframe.’ So, due to the moulding
of the qualitative objective (reflective practitioners) into numbers, plotted in time,
the final test of the result mainly takes place in quantitative terms. Furthermore, it is
not entirely clear how FMS brings about the self-reflective attitude and approach of
teachers themselves, whereas precisely that should induce the desired reflective
practice among students.

By and large, the specific objective of reflective practitioning—preferably stu-
dents’ new, lifelong habit—could benefit from a more consistent implementation;
not only within the design phase of training programs (ex-ante), but—plausibly
even more important—of the evaluation phase (ex-post) as well. A CSF-tailored
articulation, in qualitative terms of process and content, may give further substance
to the educational objective initially stated.

9.4.3 Limitations and Opportunities

Discussing organizational adaptivity, the reader might find this chapter only to
contain ‘yesterday’s news’. After all, according to Hargrove (1995) and Wierdsma
and Swieringa (2002), the above considerations do not go beyond Argyris’ (1999)
single loop learning, i.e. behaviour improvement. Its innovation requires double
loop learning though, its ongoing development even triple loop.101 Far from being a
superficial affair, real—transformative—learning, takes place within the middle and
bottom layers of McClelland’s (1993) Iceberg (CSF-4).

Furthermore, mere adaptivity may be deemed conflicting with CSF-3:
ownership. By simply adjusting to their environment, organizations can be esti-
mated as reactive followers, rather than proactive designers of their own process.102

This raises the question whether we would not better invest in developing antici-
patory and innovative rather than adaptive capabilities. In Romiszowski’s (1981)
words: should not we transform from reproductive performers to productive cre-
ators of a new reality? Especially when research shows that learning and personal
mastery thrive better in innovative organizations than in adaptive ones.103

Third, although adaptivity is connected to incidental learning in the workplace104

and the leader-coach is supposed to give impetus to informal learning

101 Wierdsma and Swieringa 2002.
102 Covey 1989.
103 Llorens-Montes et al. 2004.
104 Eraut 2004.
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particularly,105 this does not mean that formal learning should be looked down on.
According to Tynjälä (2008) informal and formal learning should amalgamate to
develop new expertise for dealing with change, as almost all workplace situations
entail elements of both variants.106 Ellström (2011) adds that heed should be paid to
the integration of individual and organizational competences. Nisbet, Lincoln and
Dunn (2013) nonetheless note that informal and inter-professional learning still
rarely takes place.

More recently even, Ruijters (2018) remarks that ‘new leadership typologies,
necessary in learning organizations, still remain limited.’ According to this author,
the direction to take would involve creating space for the whole of human beings,
both leaders and employees. It is about ‘knowing what is going on, working from
values, establishing connections between people, across functions, within their own
system and beyond.’107

A world to win, it seems …
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