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Epilogue to Chapters 5 and 6 
 
Learning in the groups 
 
Role(s) at forefront: Supervisor, as guardian of reflective practice. 
 

The purpose of coaching supervision is personal and professional growth. Was this 

accomplished in these sessions? What were the learning outcomes of these year-

long engagements in supervision? Are these the questions to start with? I joined the 

participants for several months out of their several decades of life experience. I had 

supervised many of the coaches the prior year, I stayed with them for this limited 

period during the research, and then they continued on their journeys. The Daring 

Group and three coaches in the Creating Community Group renewed supervision for 

the next year (Clandinin and Connelly, 2000).  

 

There was no way to say they learned this, they did not learn that; it was their 

declarations, in the sessions, in the journaling, in the action learning meetings that 

enabled me to write about the learning they claimed at those moments in time. I 

brought my own observational skills to frame what other learning may have 

occurred – and I offered those instances—as well as what I perceived as obstacles to 

potential learning.  

 

Obstacles to learning 
 

I perceived barriers to learning. My vantage points on those are set out in this section; 

these were not identified by the coaches explicitly. 

 

The motivation of one’s own learning and development is the major determinant of 

whether there will be experiential or transformative learning; the individuals who came 

for familiarity and community rarely identified they experienced these; they did identify 

small shifts important in their development as a coach such as being more present, not 

moving as quickly to judgment, staying with the inquiry, and able to observe more of 

themselves. There were periodic moments in which a group member struggled or 
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grappled with an assumption or reaction they had had but did not explore the underlying 

belief. Mezirow (1990) required the testing of one’s beliefs and values as an essential 

element of reflection. The developmental maturity (Kegan and Lahey, 2009; Kegan, 1994) 

of the group members varied. A few may be described as seeking confirming data for 

their points of view; they did not yet demonstrate the capacity to reflect; they were not 

good at observing themselves or understanding their stories. For example, a coach 

brought forward a case, and we raised with him a possible conflict of interest. Upon 

conclusion of the inquiry the coach had, at least with his words, and in his journaling, 

appreciated the confirming comments and did not reference the potential conflict. I don’t 

know if he subsequently re-considered, or if there were unspoken elements in the 

situation that eliminated what we saw as a conflict. My experience of him was he could 

not (yet) stand outside the story and observe himself.  

 

The coach who raised through the year that she noticed her difference with the other 

group members; she did not “get” the questions as they did. Through the sessions, she 

repeated her noticing that she approached the inquiries very differently; she could 

identify her actions as a familiar pattern of “self-sabotage,” but did not demonstrate an 

ability to experiment with a different way of engaging.  I don’t know what learning she 

took from the sessions; I do know that she attended most of them, participated, and did 

not have strong bonds with the others. Perhaps these two coaches had not yet arrived at 

a developmental stage that enabled them to question actions in the context of their 

stories. These individuals had many of the characteristics of the development maturity 

phase of the socialized mind (Kegan and Lahey, 2009, p.52), immersed in their stories and 

not yet able to see “through” them to consider why they took those actions; there was no 

design of different actions (Mezirow, 1990). 

 

Another possibility is evoked by Dunning (2005), writing about self-insight, the lower 

one’s level of competencies, as one is early on the learning curve, the more likely one is 

unable to see one’s shortfalls; one did not know enough about what was required, one 

could not accurately identify what was missing. This is another perspective for 

considering the coaches described above who did not see what others saw—they were 

relatively newer coaches, who had had a few coaching clients, and occasionally coached 
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in addition to their other endeavors. They were nearer the beginning of the learning 

curve.  

 

Obstacles to Learning –Vulnerability and self as the instrument 
 

Vulnerability to hold one’s self and the others is described by Yanow and Tsoukas (2009, 

p.1356) as “permeability of self”. The surrender of one’s need to appear to others as 

competent, capable and knowing; to allow others to see one’s struggle. It is what we ask 

of our coaching clients; in supervision we ask it of ourselves.  

 

It can take a great deal of courage to be vulnerable with others, and to admit one does 

not know. Vulnerability is defined by Brené Brown as “uncertainty, risk and emotional 

exposure” (2012, p.34), the risk that when we share, we will lose our connection with 

others. To be vulnerable in the group was influenced by the safe container; it was also 

influenced by courage —the ability to risk judgment from colleagues. The noticing in the 

moment, the “looking in” described in my definition of reflective practice (described in 

Chapter 9) is the tuning to one’s feelings, sensations, thoughts and urges. There were 

coaches without the capacities for vulnerability in the group. Was there insufficient safety 

for them, insufficient courage to be vulnerable, or was there not an opportunity; the 

“truth” in each situation could not be clearly discerned.  

 

The executive coach works in relationship with others, most typically in a one-on-one 

setting. The coach’s ability to forge a working relationship with the client is essential; the 

relationship between the coach and client is often characterized as the most important 

determinant of successful outcomes (Stober, 2006, pp.20-21); the application of technical 

skills and the competencies established for coaches is insufficient (McLean, 2019; 

Bachkirova, 2016). The coach is the instrument in the interactions with the clients, with 

the potential to use their experience, their intelligence, training and learning in service to 

the work. The interplay of these capacities and one’s ways of being need care and 

tending. The more awake one is to what is driving, the more one can shape one’s self in 

service to the client. Reflective practice is the field for cultivation of awake-ness. 
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Vigilant inquiry into one’s practice is challenging.  It requires a balancing of curiosity, 

courage to explore, opening one’s self to feedback, to puzzle about, to notice, to 

challenge one’s beliefs and ways of being, to steadily excavate one’s stories, to cultivate 

self-compassion, self-kindness, and perspective. The opportunity for growth requires 

more than anything an acceptance that we will never arrive at a final level of 

competence, that one does not arrive at mastery which allows one to rest. The 

commitment to shape and re-shape one’s self and one’s practice is the key to move 

toward mastery (Mezirow, 1991; Kegan and Lahey, 2009; Dweck, 2016). It requires 

bringing the self as the instrument to the foreground; self-awareness becomes the focus 

of inquiry. McLean (2019) challenges us to this work: “to know one’s self requires a fierce 

and courageous willingness to explore the many layers of one’s inner landscape, a 

territory that can be elusive and enigmatic, confusing and paradoxical” (p.3). 

 

As I reflect on all of the above, in summary, the multiplicity of factors and their 

interactions within a person and within a group provided rich textures, disparate 

weavings and a variety of learning outcomes. The primary influences for whether a coach 

learned and developed through engagement in a supervision group were unique to each 

coach and supervisor and are set out below in Table 7. The elements are necessary, and 

each coach or supervisor would rank the list based on their own needs. 

 

Primary Influences on Coach Learning and Development 

1. Their developmental maturity (Kegan and Lahey, 2009; Kegan, 1994) 

2. Their relationship with their life narratives and inner critics 

3. Their engagement in actively coaching which provided a richness of 

situations to consider and learn from as well as practice opportunities 

for experimenting with what they had discovered in supervision 

4. The experience level of the coaches as coaches (Dunning, 2005) 

5. The bonds within the group among the members and the supervisor 

6. How the supervisor structured the process and contracted with them 

7. The mutual regard that co-created a space which invited and held their 

vulnerability 
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8. The capabilities and capacities of the supervisor to work within a group 

setting 

9. The group development stage (Heron, 1999) 

10. Their engagement with the process and commitment to their learning 

11. What other circumstances and situations were occurring in their lives, 

e.g., workload, health of a family member, major transition. 

Table 7: Primary Influences on Learning and Development 

 

Creating the virtual room   
 
Role(s) at forefront: Supervisor, utilizing all three roles: supervisory relationships, guardian 
of reflective practice and facilitator of the dynamics of the group setting. 
  

The challenges with the technology continued throughout the year. These were primarily 

about the participants' experience with Zoom. Examples included their Wi-Fi had 

insufficient capacity in the room they had chosen to join the session and they had to 

change rooms; they did not have the Zoom link; a family member had changed a setting 

and they could no longer activate the camera; their laptop had died so they were on a 

brand new one not yet configured for Zoom. There were Zoom system issues, with frozen 

screens, dropped calls, or difficult audio. It was common, I accepted it. 

 

There were other shortcomings related to, but not caused by, the technology in the 

creation of a shared room as each of us joined from our individual space. Examples 

included inadequate lighting when a window was behind where a coach was sitting, 

creating back lighting so their face was not visible; a coach participating in the session 

from her car while she was driving; and something in one of our spaces that created 

distraction for others. 

 

I contrasted these experiences with the control I would have had if I had been working 

face to face. I would have selected the location, arranged the chairs, ensured good 

lighting, brought refreshments and goodies, and a bouquet of flowers. This would create 

a sense of welcome, fun and warmth. Coyle (2018) and Block (2009) describe these 
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elements as essential to creation of safety and connection and urged careful, thoughtful 

attention to the planning, the setting, the arriving, the greeting, and the starting.  

 

What I did instinctively was feel the frustration internally, but externally shared a 

lightness and acceptance of the technology glitches. I briefly considered providing a Zoom 

tutorial or connecting with each coach individually to discuss their individual situation or 

raising with the group that they needed to recognize and honor their responsibility to all 

of us in the co-creation of the space. I did not do any of those things. My assumption and 

hopes were that they would see their part in the challenges and adjust. My instinct was 

that calm energy would transmit acceptance to the messiness of our coaching and our 

lives. This was my translation from the face-to-face setting to the virtual world. Calm 

energy virtually was the same as arranging the setting in the physical setting. 

 

In our discussions of our process, the container we were co-creating, and the action 

learning meetings, none of us raised these glitches. I believe my acceptance of them, 

consistently calm and non-judgmental, enabled us to work virtually with more ease. We 

never discussed it.  

 

Reflection – possibilities for attunement 
 
  
I was struck by how often the inner critics, the harsh judges of self, would be heard from 

the coaches; and within me. The parallel needs for unconditional positive regard for one’s 

self and for others that enables one to hear the fullness of another. I practiced, 

imperfectly, in my more resourceful moments, moving toward Carl 

Rogers’ (1980) offering: 

“So I have learned to ask myself, can I hear the sounds and sense of 

shape of this other person’s inner world? Can I resonate to what he is 

saying so deeply that I sense the meanings he is afraid of yet would like 

to communicate, as well as those he knows?” (p.8) 

I hold this near as I share the developments within these sessions. How might I have 

attuned myself, to create more possibilities of resonance with each coach and within the 
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group; to create more spaciousness for others to listen to themselves, to hear their own 

inner landscape and see how they are shaped; and to excavate when they have attuned 

to their clients, separate and distinct from themselves.  

 
In the next Chapter, with my researcher hat on, I share the vignettes from the colleague 

groups, noting the comparisons, contrasts and similarities of the experiences. 
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