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[bookmark: _Toc11316864]1. Introduction

[bookmark: _Hlk2867150]The Dutch Defense organization[footnoteRef:1] has repeatedly been in the news over the past few years because of integrity issues. The Schaarsbergen case has been one of the most well-known recent examples. Bullying, intimidation and acts of sexual violence, which took place under the pretext of hazing, were reported to the Military Constabulary (Volkskrant, 2017). Over the years, various committees were established to examine how the Defense organization dealt with (perceived) integrity issues. The reports presented by the committees after the completion of their research usually included various recommendations, which the politics responded to. For example, the Staal committee (2006) advised the formation of an independent organization for integrity care and this led to the establishment of the Central Defense Integrity Organization (COID) in 2010 (Commissie Staal, 2006, p.9; Commissie De Veer, 2011, p.9). The COID’s core tasks are supporting the management in its responsibility regarding integrity, being an expertise center in the field of integrity and facilitating more coherence in the integrity care system. Furthermore, perceived integrity issues can be (anonymously) reported to the contact point. As such, the COID is involved in preventive measures to reduce the number of (perceived) integrity issues and in dealing with (perceived) integrity issues by assisting in research and offering advice to commanders[footnoteRef:2] and managers. The managers do remain ultimately responsible for implementing the integrity execution document (COID, 2015, p.13). [1:  Hereafter referred to as ‘Defense organization’]  [2:  Hereafter referred to as ‘manager’] 

	Fully eliminating (perceived) integrity issues seems unrealistic, considering the large size of and enormous diversity within the Defense organization (61.094 employees in July 2018; Defensie, 2018), the complexity of the organization in terms of tasks and working circumstances and the fact that it is all about human actions (Commissie De Veer, 2011, p.9). To address (perceived) integrity issues, these must first be known to the organization. Therefore, reported notifications are in themselves not only bad news since they reflect the courage people had to report and point out behavior that they deem unacceptable and undesirable. The starting point of this study is therefore that there will always be (perceived) integrity issues (Commissie De Veer, 2011, p.9); the question is how to do deal with them. The Defense organization places the responsibility for implementing the integrity policy with the managers. At the same time, the COID employs integrity advisors to support the managers in their role on this topic. Therefore, it is especially interesting to examine the manager’s and integrity advisor’s roles and subsequent influence on the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues.

[bookmark: _Toc11316865]1.1. Research question
This study focuses on the following research question:
How do managers’ personal traits and leadership behaviors influence the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues in the organization and how is this relationship influenced by the involvement of the integrity advisors in the Defense organization?

This study starts from the inferences that organizations may be improved through organizational learning (Tsang, 1997, p.78) and that organizational failures may set in motion organizational learning. Organizational failures namely challenge the status quo and existing organizational knowledge (Madsen & Desai, 2010, p.454, 470). The dependent variable in this study is therefore the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues. 

Theoretical sub-questions
1. What is organizational learning? 
2. How does an organization learn?
3. Which personality traits influence organizational learning?
4. What is the influence of transactional and transformational leadership behaviors on organizational learning?
5. What is the influence of consultants on organizational learning?

Empirical sub-questions
1. What can be said about the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues in the Defense organization?
2. How does the Ministry of Defense organization, as an organization, learn from integrity issues?
3. How is leadership style related to the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues in the Defense organization?
4. Which personality traits are associated with a high score on the organizational learning from integrity issues index?
5. What is the influence of the involvement of an integrity advisor on the quality of learning from integrity issues in the Defense organization?
6. What can be said about the roles of managers and integrity advisors in the organizational learning process?
7. How can the quality of organizational learning be positively improved considering the roles of managers and integrity advisors?

Figure 1 presents the causal model of this study. This study focuses on the role the manager plays in the organizational learning from integrity issues and the question is therefore not if there is a manager, but what role he plays and what influence he turns to have. The same applies to the integrity advisor, investigating his role and influence on the relationship between the manager’s influence and the quality of organizational learning.  


[bookmark: _Ref10643598]Figure 1. Causal model of this study
	 
[bookmark: _Toc11316866]1.2. Scientific relevance
This study builds on theories in the field of organizational learning, leadership and consultancy. A great deal of research has been conducted in the separate fields. However, a comprehensive study including organizational learning, leadership and consultancy still lacks.			At the same time, various definitions and conceptualizations of leadership and organizational learning have emerged, which has led to confusion (Jensen et al., 2019, p.3; Rashman, Withers & Hartley, 2009, p.469). This study builds on and extends the conceptualization and operationalization of transformational leadership as suggested by Jensen et al. (2019) and in doing so deviates from the commonly used dimensions that were found problematic (Jensen et al., 2019, p.6). The conceptualization of organizational learning was based on previous studies, considering the various approaches used before (Easterby-Smith & Lyles, 2011, p.3-5; Rashman, Withers & Hartley, 2009, p.465, 470) and taking into account the current research context. 
	Furthermore, this study enriches the scientific literature concerning organizational learning as it is conducted in the public sector. So far, most studies on organizational learning have been conducted in the private sector (Rashman, Withers & Hartley, 2009, p.463). 

[bookmark: _Toc11316867]1.3. Social relevance
This study explores the role of good manager plays, as well as the influence an integrity advisor has on the organizational learning process and the quality from integrity issues. Providing an insight into the process after an integrity issue has been dealt with, this study may contribute to improving the quality of the organizational learning from integrity issues within the Defense organization and subsequently lead to reducing the number of perceived integrity issues in the future. 
	Furthermore, the relatively short period during which people are in their positions and the relatively strong hierarchy in the Defense organization characterize the organization and make it relevant to study organizational learning in this context. 

[bookmark: _Toc11316868][bookmark: _Hlk854419]1.4. Reading guide
This chapter has served to introduce the current study by outlining the context in which the research is conducted, formulating the questions that form the basis of this study and explaining its scientific and social relevance. Subsequently, Chapter 2 offers a description of the Defense organization, elaborating on its stance concerning integrity and its efforts to improve integrity within its organization. Chapter 3 starts by defining the concept of organizational learning, subsequently examining how organizations learn and how organizational learning may be affected by managers. For the latter, the influence of leader traits and leadership behaviors are examined. Thereafter, the influence of consultancy is also explored. Chapter 4 substantiates the choice for the research design and for interviewing as a method. Furthermore, this chapter elaborates on the case selection, choice of interview respondents, interview guides, analysis, reliability and validity. Chapter 5 presents the results and analysis. Using the interview data, an insight is gained into organizational learning from integrity issues. Chapter 6 gives the conclusion, contains a recommendation on how to improve the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues and elaborates on the contributions and limitations of this study. This thesis concludes with several suggestions for future research. 
	

[bookmark: _Toc11316869][bookmark: _Hlk3382639]2. Contextual information

This study is conducted at the Dutch Defense organization and organizational lessons are studied in the context of integrity. This chapter begins with some general information about the Defense organization. Thereafter, a description of what is meant by integrity in the Defense organization is provided and of how this topic addressed in the organization including a more detailed description of the COID and elaboration on the process after a (perceived) integrity issue has been reported. The last section of this chapter goes into military education and career development in the Defense organization, considering that this differs from other jobs in society.

[bookmark: _Toc11316870]2.1. The Defense organization 
The Defense organization consists of seven branches which have various tasks and responsibilities: the Central staff makes the policies, the four armed forces Services ensure that the military staff and equipment are ready for possible deployment and the Joint Support Command and the Defense Materiel Organization provide products and services to the armed forces Services (Ministry of Defense, n.d.a.). The Defense organization is employed across the globe for peace and safety. 

[bookmark: _Toc11316871]2.2. Integrity in the Defense organization
[bookmark: _Hlk3276289]Integrity is a complex concept, which can be deduced from the various approaches and definitions that can be found in the literature (Palanski & Yammarino, 2007, p.171). The Defense organization defined integrity as follows: “Respectfully treating one another, considering the rights and legitimate interests and wishes of all concerned parties” (Ministry of Defense, 2017). 
The Defense organization makes a distinction between business integrity issues and social integrity issues. Business integrity issues deal with the employees’ behavior towards the organization. This is about preventing (the appearance of) conflicts of interests. Examples of not acting with integrity include fraud, corruption, theft, leaking confidential information and the misuse of Defense materials, such as the cars. Social integrity issues are about the employees’ behavior towards each another and towards people outside the Defense organization (Ministry of Defense, n.d.b.). This is about identifying and preventing undesirable behavior such as bullying, discrimination, violence and sexual intimidation. 			The Defense organization knows several increased risks when it concerns integrity. An increased risk results from the hierarchical structure in the organization. Employees are in formal power position in relation to each other and these positions may be misused. Besides that, the uniformity in the organization as dominated by men also results in an increased risk (Commissie Staal, 2006, p.7). 
The Defense Organization does not have an integrity policy. There are however some pieces and implementation documents (Algemene Rekenkamer, 2010, p.30). The “Instruction SG A/984” is a document that outlines the implementation of the integrity policy, including a code of conduct, basic rules, a description of the responsibilities that employees and managers have, the support from within the organization that exists in this field (among others in the form of integrity advisors, the COID as an expertise center and confidants), the notification procedure in case of integrity issues and the reporting systems (Ministry of Defense, 2017). This document is regularly referred to in other pieces. Furthermore, there are several tools for making considered choices, such as the brochures “Integrity and doing business with Defense” and “What can you do, as manager, against bullying?”.  
	
[bookmark: _Toc11316872]2.2.1. The Central Defense Integrity Organization (COID)
The COID was established in 2010 in response to the recommendation of the committee Staal, which advised to establish an independent organization for integrity care. The COID has the task to support the Defense departments and then in particular the managers in their responsibility regarding integrity. Furthermore, the COID is there to create coherence in the integrity care system and to act as an expertise center (COID, 2015, p.3). Four teams were established to perform these tasks: the advisors, the researchers and risk analysts, and a knowledge center. 
	This study focuses on the role of the integrity advisor, being interested in their influence on the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues. Each Defense department has two to four integrity advisors. The integrity advisors are hired by the COID but specifically advise their department (for example the navy or the air force). For managers, they are the first contact point when it concerns integrity. The integrity advisors have a proactive role in increasing awareness of integrity and providing the manager with solicited and unsolicited advice about the implementation of integrity policies. An advice may concern the implementation of a new code of conduct. Besides that, they have a reactive role when advising managers about how to act if perceived integrity issues occurred. In the handling of (perceived) reported integrity issues, integrity advisors are often involved, but not always. The ultimate responsibility dealing with (perceived) integrity issues lies with the involved manager. Furthermore, the integrity advisors may advise employees concerning work for third parties. 
	Shortly introducing the other teams that are employed by the COID. First, the researchers may be deployed to investigate specific (perceived) integrity issues. The risk analysts may identify the team’s risk of integrity issues by conducting a risk analysis at the manager’s request. Such an analysis is concluded with a report that includes risk-increasing, risk-decreasing factors, possible consequences and recommendations. Second, the knowledge center supports knowledge acquisition and sharing, provides trainings, develops tools and provides the political actors with information on this topic.  

[bookmark: _Toc11316873]2.2.2. Perceived integrity issues in the Defense organization
In case of a perceived integrity issue, employees may contact their immediate manager, the COID’s contact point, a confidant or in case of a complaint report use the complaints mechanism. If the perceived integrity issue is formally reported, also the head of the cabinet of the Defense department is informed. Depending on the case, further steps are then taken. These may include mediation, a good conversation or an internal investigation (Commissie Giebels, 2018, p.72). 											Ultimately, the manager remains responsible for the case, as he is the person responsible for the implementation of the integrity policy in his team. During the handling of perceived integrity issues, an integrity advisor may be involved to support the manager.  

[bookmark: _Toc11316874]2.3. Military education and career in the Defense organization
The career and education of the military staff follows a rather structured path, depending on one’s abilities and willingness to further develop, and the possibilities within the Defense organization. Young men start their career and education at the Royal Military Academy, where a military and technical education, and training as an officer in a specific Defense department are provided (Ministry of Defense, n.d.c.). Subsequently, officers follow the Secondary Defense Education. This is an internal education program aimed at middle managers, that among others helps the military staff further develop their managerial skills and their functioning in policy-related functions (Ministry of Defense, n.d.d.). Thereafter, commanders may be selected by their department to follow the Higher Defense Education, developing them in fulfilling their role as a leader, manager, coach and military professional (QANU, 2018, p.11), also in an international perspective. 									Besides these study programs, there are numerous courses that commanders may participate in. These include among others leadership workshops, offered by the Expertise Center Leadership Defense, which may create awareness and provide commanders with knowledge and tools to use in their function. There are general workshops such as the “Vision managing Defense”, but also workshops that are related to integrity, for example the “Safety Leadership Course”, and “Unwanted conduct in the workplace”.

[bookmark: _Toc11316875]2.4. Summary
This chapter elaborated on the Defense organization to provide some more information about the context in which this study is conducted. Integrity issues, as understood by the Defense organization were described. Furthermore, this chapter went into steps that are taken by the Defense organization to minimize the chance of integrity issues and the role the COID plays in this process. The chapter ends with some information regarding a military education and career to provide some context. The next chapter will go into the research design and methodology that is used in this study.




[bookmark: _Toc11316876]3. Theoretical background

This chapter reviews literature in the field of organizational learning, leadership and consultancy with the purpose of answering the theoretical sub-questions. Therefore, the literature concerning leadership and consultancy was selected specifically in relation to organizational learning. The review of the leadership and consultancy literature is therefore rather specific and not comprehensive.  
This chapter starts by defining the concept of organizational learning in answer to sub-question 1. Then the how-question is addressed, reviewing how organizations learn, answering sub-question 2. This leads to the development of the index of organizational learning from integrity issues. The subsequent sections elaborate on the literature in the field of leadership, examining its relationship with organizational learning to answer sub-question 3 and 4. Thereafter, the influence of consultants on organizational learning is addressed, answering sub-question 5. Closing this chapter, a summary of the findings from the literature is presented. 

[bookmark: _Toc11316877]3.1. Organizational learning
Organizational learning has been extensively studied by scholars from various academic disciplines, which has resulted in a multiplicity of definitions and theories (Easterby-Smith & Lyles, 2011, p.2; Argote, 2005, p.25). Before providing the definition that is used in this study, some general distinctions that were made in the literature are discussed.
	First, while the concepts of organizational learning and the learning organization are sometimes used interchangeably, there is a conceptual distinction between these two. Organizational learning is a process. More specifically, Fiol & Lyles (1985) define organizational learning as “the process of improving actions through better knowledge and understanding” (p.803). This shows an emphasis on actions and behavior. The learning organization, in contrast, is an ideal form of organization (Örtenblad, 2001, p.126) and is described in terms of characteristics of the organization (Senge, 1990, p.5-11; Marsick & Watkins, 2003, p.139).
Second, a general distinction can be made between scholars who take a technical perspective and academics who take a social approach. The technical perspective views organizational learning as a cognitive process in which mostly codified information is acquired, processed and applied. The social perspective of learning focuses on the process through which people come to understand and interpret information and experiences. These experiences may either function as codified or tacit information. Emphasizing the processes of understanding and interpreting, learning is seen as emerging from social interaction and engagement in working situations and often takes place in collaborations (Dewey in Easterby-Smith & Lyles, 2011, p.3-5; Rashman, Withers & Hartley, 2009, p.465, 470). In public service organizations, the social approach seems particularly relevant, because of the relations between the state, private sector and civil society (Rashman, Withers & Hartley, 2009, p.465). Acknowledging the information aspect of learning and the social interaction, this study views organizational learning as a process with cognitive and social aspects. 						In this study, organizational learning is defined as an ongoing cognitive and social process by which organizations acquire, share, interpret, apply and institutionalize new insights and knowledge in light of past experiences (based on Yukl, 2009, p.49; Lawrence, Maueus, Kyck & Kleysen in Sisaye & Birnberg, 2012, p.87; Örtenblad, 2001, p.127). This study presumes that organizational learning from integrity issues is an example of organizational learning in general. 		
		
[bookmark: _Toc11316878]3.2. How organizations learn
There are various reasons that may particularly set in motion the organizational learning process. Consider for example environmental changes, such as political developments and technological changes (Dodgson, 1993, p.378). Failures may also induce the learning process, as the status quo and existing organizational knowledge may be challenged (Madsen & Desai, 2010, p.454, 470). 
Kolb identified four phases of learning, which together form the experiential learning cycle as shown in Figure 2 (Based on Kolb in Kolb & Kolb, 2008, p.44 and Dixon, Baker, Jensen & Kolb in Petkus, 2000, p.56). The experiential learning cycle shows how individuals may create new knowledge and engage in learning. The experiential learning cycle can be entered at any point, but one must go through all stages for learning to be most effective (Petkus, 2000, p.64). In addition to the development of the experiential learning cycle, Kolb identified four learning styles, showing how dominant learning abilities affect the individual’s preferred staring position in the experiential learning cycle (in Kolb & Kolb, 2008, p.44-46). Since this study focuses on learning from integrity issues, the cycle will be entered at the concrete experience stage. Learning from mistakes is also known as experiential learning (Carter & West in Tjsoveld, Yu & Hui, 2004, p.1224). The underlying theory implies a process of learning in which an experience is transformed into new knowledge (Kolb in Kolb & Kolb, 2008, p.44).


Interaction and dialogue




Organizational memory




Interaction and dialogue

Figure 2. The extended experiential learning cycle (Based on Kolb in Kolb & Kolb, 2008, p.44 and Dixon, Baker, Jensen & Kolb in Petkus, 2000, p.56)

Starting from a concrete experience, the learning process would be as follows. From a concrete experience, one may move to the stage of reflecting on the experience. This stage is characterized by observations and discussions to reconstruct what happened. In the next phase, abstract conceptualization implies that conclusions are drawn with reference to existing knowledge and that there is an understanding of the relationships between the current experience and past experiences. This may in turn lead to actively experimenting with newly gained knowledge and insights, implementing those (Petkus, 2000, p.64; Mobbs, n.d.).  
The experiential learning cycle is based on individuals and shows the process of individual learning. Bridging the gap between individual learning and organizational learning, the common view is that organizations learn through individuals, who are seen as the agents of organizational learning (Friedman, 2002, p.70). However, a cumulation of individual learning is not equal to organizational learning as individuals may come and go and the interaction between individuals must lead to shared knowledge (Nonaka, 1994, p.15). Furthermore, teamwork within organizations has been found critical for learning (Tjosvold, Yu & Hui, 2004, p.1239). Interaction and dialogue may be introduced in the reflective observation and abstract conceptualization phases (Dixon, Baker, Jensen & Kolb in Petkus, 2000, p.56). This leads to the extended experiential learning cycle in Figure 2. 				 		For organizational learning to consolidate, the institutionalization of the new knowledge in the organizational memory is required. The organizational memory is represented by routines, such as procedures, strategies, culture and rules (Dodgson, 1993, p.382; Langenmayr, 2016, p.49). The institutionalization of the new insights may be found in the active experimentation phase, depending on the steps taken. Still then, there may be variance within an organization as regards organizational learning. This can be attributed to an asymmetry of knowledge and information in the organization (Crosane, Lane, White & Djurfeldt in Catignani, 2014, p.34-35).

[bookmark: _Toc11316879]3.3. The quality of organizational learning index
The previous sections elaborated on the concept of organizational learning and how organizations learn. Based on this study’s definition of organizational learning and the organizational learning process as described using the extended experiential learning cycle, the organizational learning from integrity issues index[footnoteRef:3] was developed. Important to keep in mind is that organizational learning is a circular process. Furthermore, it should be noted that there are various steps to be taken in the phases and that steps may be part of two phases. This means that not every indicator needs to be observed for a phase to be gone through and that there may be some overlap between phases and activities. Considering that the index will be used for the evaluation of the integrity issues, seemingly clear boundaries were drawn. Table 1 presents the indicators of the index. 										First, going through the phase of reflective observation, the integrity issue may be discussed with the reporter and those involved to find out what happened. Second, at the same time, the integrity issue may be discussed within the team with the aim to reconstruct the situation. Also, team meetings may be organized to draw more general conclusions together and to learn as a team. Therefore, the phase of abstract conceptualization is entered here also. Third, at an abstract level, the issue in question may also be discussed within the line. The cabinet and managers at the higher level may have a better overview of what is going on in the entity/organization, thus being better able to see relationships between the issue in question and past experiences. Fourth, the next indicator focuses on the result: an understanding of the integrity issue in question in a broader perspective. Fifth, as part of the abstract conceptualization phase, drawing conclusions and interpreting new insights, an organizational lesson may be learned. Sixth, in the active experimentation phase, an organizational lesson may lead to an organizational change. This implies the implementation of new insights and knowledge. For lessons to consolidate, the organizational memory must be addressed. Seventh, the integrity issue may be discussed by the Central staff, considering this department’s responsibility regarding the organization’s policies. Eight, the organizational memory is among others also represented by culture, therefore also separately introducing the last indicator.  [3:  Hereafter referred to as ‘index’. ] 


[bookmark: _Hlk11222154][bookmark: _Hlk11222028]Table 1. The indicators of the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues
	Theoretical grounding
	Indicator

	· Reflective observation (Kolb & Kolb, 2008, p.44)  
	The integrity issue has been discussed with the reporter and others involved

	· Reflective observation and abstract conceptualization; interaction and dialogue (Dixon, Baker, Jensen & Kolb in Petkus, 2000, p.56); teamwork as a critical factor for learning (Tjosvold, Yu & Hui, 2004, p.1239) 
	The integrity issue has been discussed within the team

	· Abstract conceptualization (Kolb & Kolb, 2008, p.44); interaction and dialogue (Dixon, Baker, Jensen & Kolb in Petkus, 2000, p.56)
	The integrity issue has been discussed within the line

	· Abstract conceptualization (Kolb & Kolb, 2008, p.44)
	The integrity issue has been discussed in a broader perspective at a more abstract level and not only in the context of the issue in question

	· Abstract conceptualization (Kolb & Kolb, 2008, p.44); interpretation of new insights and knowledge in light of past experiences (Dewey in Easterby-Smith & Lyles, 2011, p.3-5; Rashman, Withers & Hartley, 2009, p.465, 470)
	The reflection on the integrity issue has led to an organizational lesson

	· Active experimentation (Kolb & Kolb, 2008, p.44); application of new insights and knowledge in light of past experiences (based on Yukl, 2009, p.49; Lawrence, Maueus, Kyck & Kleysen in Sisaye & Birnberg, 2012, p.87; Örtenblad, 2001, p.127)
	An organizational lesson has led to an organizational change

	· Abstract conceptualization (Kolb & Kolb, 2008, p.44); organizational memory (Dodgson, 1993, p.382; Langenmayr, 2016, p.49)
	The integrity issue has been discussed by the Central staff, which is responsible for the policies

	· Active experimentation (Kolb & Kolb, 2008, p.44);  organizational memory (Dodgson, 1993, p.382; Langenmayr, 2016, p.49); institutionalization of new insights and knowledge in light of past experiences (based on Yukl, 2009, p.49; Lawrence, Maueus, Kyck & Kleysen in Sisaye & Birnberg, 2012, p.87; Örtenblad, 2001, p.127)
	The consolidation of organizational learning has taken place, implying that organizational lessons have been recorded in the organizational memory in the form of policies, rules, procedures, strategies, structure or culture 



[bookmark: _Toc11316880]3.4. Leader traits
Traits may be seen as the antecedents of behavior (Derue et al., 2011, p.19) and are therefore worthwhile to examine. So far, there has not been specific research on the influence of leader traits, conceptually distinctive from leadership behavior, on organizational learning. Considering organizational change as part of the organizational learning process research articles studying organizational change were examined for this study. In the literature, psychological characteristics regarding the Big Five Traits and demographic characteristics such as age and level of education have been studied as explanatory factors of behavior. Conducting psychological tests goes too far for the current study as these tests are considered a study in itself. Although less precise and complete, demographic characteristics have often been used in research instead of the psychological characteristics (Hambrick, 2007, p.335). This study will also use demographic characteristics.	
[bookmark: _Hlk5698790]Considering the influence of leader traits on organizational learning, the upper echelon theory broadly suggests that a management’s decisions are related to the background characteristics of the management (Hambrick & Mason, 1984, p.193). Wiersema & Bantel (1992, p.91) studied the effect of the characteristics of the management staff on their approach towards change. First, a lower age was correlated with a more receptive view towards change and more creative-innovative decision-making (Wiersema & Bantel, 1992, p.112). This finding corresponds with Hambrick & Mason (1984, p.1998-1999), who argue that older managers are more conservative. Research has suggested that people become less flexible and more resistant to change when they become older (Wiersema & Bantel, 1992, p.97). Second, a shorter organizational tenure was also related to a more open view towards change (Wiersema & Bantel, 1992, p.112). This may be explained by a lower commitment to the organization and less experience within the organization (Alutto & Hrebiniak; Staw & Ross; Schmidt & Posner in Wiersema & Bantel, 1992, p.98). Third, a higher education was associated with a more change-oriented and innovative perspective (Wiersema & Bantel, 1992, p.112). Education is a reflection of individual’s cognitive abilities and skills and as such, a higher education enhances information processing capabilities (Schroder, Driver & Streufort in Wiersema & Bantel, 1992, p.99). Besides that, high levels of educations have been associated with a more open attitude towards innovation (Bantel & Jackson in Wiersema & Bantel, 1992, p.99). It has been argued that not only education, but also work-experience has an influence on leadership choices considering that people learn by experience (Cagle & Katozai in Kotur & Anbazhagan, 2014, p.103). 
	Table 2 shows the leader traits that were identified as potential influential factors. These are the factors that were found in the study by Wiersema & Bantel (1992), complemented with some research by Cagle & Katozai (in Kotur & Anbazhagan, 2014, p.103). For two of the concrete indicators, this study relies also on an editorial by Hughes, Camden & Yangchen (2016), which elaborates on demographic questions in research. 

Table 2. Leader traits
	Theoretical grounding
	Indicator

	· Upper echelon theory – Age (Wiersema & Bantel, 1992, p.91; Hughes, Camden & Yangchen, 2016, p.141)
	Years of age

	· Upper echelon theory – Education (Wiersema & Bantel, 1992, p.91; Hughes, Camden & Yangchen, 2016, p.142)
	Highest attained education and whether or not a manager participated in leadership courses/trainings

	· Upper echelon theory – Organizational tenure (Wiersema & Bantel, 1992, p.91)
	Number of years a manager has worked for the Defense organization

	· Upper echelon theory – Work experience (Cagle & Katozai in Kotur & Anbazhagan, 2014, p.103;108).
	Number of years that the manager has been in a leadership position and if the person has dealt with (perceived) integrity issues before



[bookmark: _Toc11316881]3.5. The influence of transactional and transformational leadership behaviors on organizational learning
[bookmark: _Hlk3022413][bookmark: _Hlk8216181][bookmark: _Hlk8220421][bookmark: _Hlk5693251][bookmark: _Hlk3297096]Leadership has been studied extensively as a factor that has influenced organizational learning. It has been argued that the manager’s commitment to learning determines whether organizational learning takes place. Leaders can directly influence organizational learning “by what they say and do” (Yukl, 2009, p.50), for example by prioritizing organizational learning and putting it on the agenda, and indirectly by creating a structure and culture that facilitates organizational learning (Yukl, 2009, p.50; Popper & Lipshitz, 2000, p.142; Popper & Lipshitz, 1998, p.177).												This study applies the Full-Range Leadership Theory, which distinguishes between three universal leadership styles: laissez-faire (non-leadership), transactional and transformational leadership (Antonakis & House, 2002, p.7, 11). The influence of these leadership styles on organizational learning has repeatedly been studied and positive effects were found in a variety of contexts (Zagoršek, Dimovski & Škerlavaj, 2009, p.156; Noruzy, Dalfard, Azhdari, Nazari-Shirkouhi & Aliasghar Rezazadeh, 2013, p.1078). The leadership styles are defined in terms of behavior (Van Eeden, Cilliers & Van Deventer, 2008, p.253). Laissez-faire is not a real leadership style, as individuals who take this approach do not really show leadership behaviors, not having the capacity to get involved or not getting involved and having limited personal interactions, avoiding involvement and confrontations (Sarros & Santora, 2001, p.389).								Transactional leadership implies a relationship between the leader and followers based on the exchange of resources. This type of relationship is also described in terms of cost-benefit analyses, rational and economic means. The leader sets the goals and communicates his[footnoteRef:4] expectations towards the employees, who get a reward in exchange for their performance or are sanctioned in case of non-compliance and/or non-achievement. Three leadership behaviors which can be used to recognize a transactional leadership style are identified. First, transactional leaders may give a pecuniary reward, such as a bonus. Second, transactional leaders may give a non-pecuniary reward, such as a compliment. The consequence of the type of reward depends on the context, where a distinction is made between the public and private sector.  In the private sector, motivations are expected to be more strongly influenced by pecuniary rewards than in the public sector (Jensen et al., 2019, p.12). Third, transactional leaders may impose sanctions (Martin, 2015, p.332; Bono & Judge, 2004, p.901-902). By rewarding and imposing sanctions, a situation is assumed to be created in which individual employees pursue their self-interest simultaneously with achieving the organizational goals (Jensen et al., 2019, p.12). Transactional leadership is argued to be necessary for effective management, to get the job done (Martin, 2015, p.332).									Transformational leadership focuses more on values, the personal relationship between the leader and followers and creating a shared vision (Martin, 2015, p.333). Transformational leaders have the ambition to motivate employees in achieving the organizational goals where employees ideally transcend their personal goals. To achieve this situation, three leadership behaviors are identified. First, transformational leaders try to clarify the organization’s vision, making it concrete. Second, transformational leaders share their vision with their followers. Third, transformational leaders have a long-term vision, while showing how actions in the short run also contribute to achieving the organization’s goals in the long run (Jensen et al., 2019, p.8-9). In addition to the transformational leadership behaviors as identified by Jensen et al. (2019, p.8-9), two more leadership behaviors are added, considering the commonly used dimension as identified by Bass (found in Antonakis & House, 2002, p.9-10) and the definitions used in other studies (Martin, 2015, p.333; Derue, Nahrgang, Wellman & Humphrey, 2011, p.17). Although used in many studies, Bass’ dimensions were not adopted in this research for conceptual and operationalization reasons with the leadership style being conceptualized by its effects (Jensen et al., 2019, p.6). The fourth behavior included in this study is that transformational leaders express an open attitude.  They prefer an open culture with much dialogue, collaboration and communication which leads to the inclusion of many perspectives. Transformational also leaders challenge assumptions (Derue et al., 2011, p.17). Fifth, transformational leaders consider moral and ethical behavior very important and express this (Bass in Bono & Judge, 2004, p.901-902). 							Leaders cannot be classified as either transactional or transformational leaders, and ideally display behavior of both leadership styles (Bass in García-Morales, Jiménez-Barrionuevo & Gutiérrez, 2012, p.1040). Transactional leadership may be seen as a basis which can be complemented by transformational leadership behaviors (Pescosolido in Rowold, 2008, p.6). 												Based on the literature, Table 2 was developed, presenting the leadership styles with the corresponding behaviors and the indicators that can be used to identify the behaviors. First, the transactional leadership behaviors are outlined. These indicators are taken from the study by Jensen et al. (2019, p. 12). Second, the indicators of transformational leadership behaviors are also derived from this study. The last two indicators were based on previous studies by Bass and Derue et al. [4:   Where the masculine form is used, also the feminine form can be read. 
] 

Table 3. Indicators of leadership styles and behaviors
	Theoretical grounding
	Indicator

	· Transactional leadership behavior: pecuniary reward (Jensen et al., 2019, p.12)
	The leader rewards good behavior and performance with a pecuniary reward

	· Transactional leadership behavior: non-pecuniary reward (Jensen et al., 2019, p.12)
	The leader rewards good behavior and performance with non-monetary rewards

	· Transactional leadership behavior: sanctions (Jensen et al., 2019, p.12)
	The leader imposes sanctions in case of misbehavior and non-compliance

	· Transformational leadership behavior: clarification of vision (Jensen et al., 2019, p.8)
	The leader has a clear view of his/the organization’s vision and how this vision can be realized

	· Transformational leadership behavior: sharing vision (Jensen et al., 2019, p.8)
	The leader discusses his/the organization’s vision with the employees

	· Transformational leadership behavior: long-term vision with concrete behavior (Jensen et al., 2019, p.9)
	The leader has a clear view on where he wants the organization to be in 5 years and draws connections with concrete behavior

	· Transformational leadership behavior: open attitude (Bass in Derue et al., 2011, p.16; Yukl et al. in Derue et al., 2011, p.16-17)
	The leader seeks different perspectives and challenges assumptions

	· Transformational leadership behavior: consideration of moral and ethical behavior (Bass in Bono & Judge, 2004, p.901-902)
	The leader pays attention to ethics and morality. This is expressed by implementing measures to minimize the risk of (perceived) integrity issues (e.g. risk analysis, trainings) and discussions with the team about integrity



[bookmark: _Hlk5693499][bookmark: _Hlk3302249][bookmark: _Hlk8216396]Both transactional and transformational leadership behaviors have been found to positively influence organizational learning (Zagoršek, Dimovski & Škerlavaj, 2009, p.156; Noruzy er al., 2013, p.1078). The influence of the leadership behaviors on organizational learning depends on the learning goals and the type of knowledge that is (to be) created. On the one hand, organizations that focus on the exploitation of knowledge to keep the costs low and enhance efficiency may rely more on transactional leadership which focuses on achieving existing goals. On the other hand, organizations that aim at creating new knowledge, that requires some creativity or has moral and ethical implications, would benefit more from transformational leadership (Bryant, 2003, p.41; Antonakis & House, 2002, p.7). Considering that integrity issues have moral and ethical implications, the expectation that logically follows is that transformational leadership behaviors positively influence the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues.

[bookmark: _Toc11316882]3.6. The influence of consultants on organizational learning
Consultants may be asked to support managers in pursuing the organization’s goals or in change processes. As such, they may be or become part of the structure in which organizational learning takes place. An important distinction to make is between external and internal consultants, with the former being hired by the organization for a particular period, task, or project and the latter being part of the organization. The main differences between these types of consultants are the consultant’s organization-specific knowledge, the (perceived) independence of the consultant, the new perspective brought to the organization and the costs that go along with using consultants’ services (Kenton & Moody, 2003, p.12-13). 	According to Berthoin Antal & Krebsbach-Gnath (2001, p.462), consultants can either promote or impede organizational learning. Their influence depends on their role and how directive they are and the relation between the consultant and the client. 								First, two basic consultancy roles are identified: the resource role and the process role. Independent of the situation and context, consultancy behavior and approaches can be characterized by these roles (Kubr in Massey & Walker, 1999, p.40). Taking the resource role, the consultant provides the client with expert knowledge, transferring information and skills. This type of support can be defined as rather directive with a central role for the consultant. A consultant, who takes a process role, supports the client by creating awareness and helping the organization better understand its own structure and processes. This type of consultant involves the client as a participant, aiming for the latter to solve its own problems. The roles can be distinguished considering the centrality of the consultant in the process and the directiveness of his advice. The consultant’s activities may be seen on a continuum ranging from non-directive to directive with the process role being associated with less directive activities compared to the resource role. In line with the directiveness, a resource role implies a rather central position for the consultant, where a process role is characterized by a more marginal role for the consultant (Berthoin Antal & Krebsbach-Gnath, 2001, p.467; Massey & Walker, 1999, p.40). The resource and process roles are increasingly seen as complementary, where aspects of both approaches may be seen in the actions of consultants and throughout the process changes may be perceived. A marginal role for the consultant and a central role for the client is needed for learning to take place and maintain. (Berthoin Antal & Krebsbach-Gnath, 2001, p.467).			Second, the relation between the consultant and the client is important. A match between the client and the consultant contributes to the effectiveness of the consultancy project. Moreover, clear mutual expectations also increase the probability that the interaction between the client and the consultant leads to organizational learning (Berthoin Antal & Krebsbach-Gnath, 2001, p.469).										Considering the manager’s ultimate responsibility for the implementation of the integrity policy and consequently wanting to keep the ownership of the concern in the specific entity of the organization, overall the process role is expected to be more suitable. A resource role is expected to be observed in case of specific or policy-related questions. 			Table 4 shows the indicators that are derived from the literature that may be used to analyze the influence of the integrity advisor. For an integrity advisor to have an influence, he must first be involved, which explains the first indicator. Subsequently, if involved, his role may be evaluated using the definitions as found in Massey and Walker (1999, p.40) and the behaviors as described by Kubr in Berthoin-Antal & Krebsbach-Gnath (2001, p.468).

Table 4. The indicators of the influence of integrity advisors
	Theoretical grounding
	Operationalization

	· *Involvement of an integrity advisor
	*An integrity advisor has been asked to provide advice

	· Resource role (Massey & Walker, 1999, p.40; Kubr in Berthoin Antal & Krebsbach-Gnath, 2001, p.468)
	An integrity advisor has shared his expert knowledge and transfers information and skills; this may be expressed through the following activities:
· “trains the client and designs learning experiences”
· “persuades or directs in the problem-solving processes” (Kubr in Berthoin Antal & Krebsbach-Gnath, 2001, p.468)

	· Process role (Massey & Walker, 1999, p.40; Kubr in Berthoin Antal & Krebsbach-Gnath, 2001, p.468)
	An integrity advisor has raised awareness and/or helps the organization understand its own structure and processes; this may be expressed through the following activities:
· “raises questions for reflection”
· “observes problem-solving processes and raises issues mirroring feedback”
· “gathers data and stimulates thinking”
· “identifies alternative steps for client and helps assess consequences”



[bookmark: _Toc11316883]3.7. Summary
[bookmark: _Hlk8215494]This chapter provided an insight into the fields of organizational learning, leadership and consultancy. The first sections described the process of organizational learning and showed how organizations learn, starting with Kolb’s experiential learning as extended with the organizational learning theory. This resulted in the development of the index. Thereafter, the influence of leadership in the form of leader traits and leadership styles on the quality of organizational learning was examined. Based on the upper echelon theory, a young age, a high education, a short organizational tenure and much work experience were identified as leader traits that are expected to be favorable for the process of organizational learning. Furthermore, the transactional and transformational leadership behaviors were identified and in the current research context, transformational leadership is expected to positively influence organizational learning most. Thereafter, the role and influence of consultants was considered, elaborating on the two roles that could be taken and the relation between consultants and clients. Focusing on these topics, the theoretical sub-questions were addressed and the theoretical basis for the rest of this study is set. In the next chapter, a case description is provided to give more insight in the context in which these theoretical concepts will be studied. 


[bookmark: _Toc11316884]4. Research design and methodology

[bookmark: _Toc11316885]4.1. Research strategy
This study started with an exploration of the existing literature to examine the relationships between leadership, consultancy and organizational learning. In the absence of an established theoretical framework and specific hypotheses, the aim of this study is to investigate if relationships exist between the variables in this study. Building on the exploratory character of the literature study, additional factors that may explain the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues are explored in the remainder of this study. This research may consequently be characterized by an exploratory approach.
This is a qualitative study, logically following the exploratory nature of this study. The examination of the relationship between the variables requires a qualitative approach, considering that a causal mechanism is looked for rather than an effect (Gerring, 2007, p.38). Furthermore, there is an interest in the explanation behind behavior (McNabb, 2017, p.13). This study is namely interested in the process that takes place after an integrity issue occurred and was formally handled, thus focusing on the way the organization learns afterwards. 		Another reason for choosing a qualitative approach is the heterogeneity of the integrity issues. The integrity issues differ widely and bullying at work is not easily compared to the misuse of Defense cars (Gerring, 2007, p.38). The processes of learning that follow the variety of integrity issues logically also differ. A qualitative approach leaves room for responding to integrity issue specific characteristics and the various individual and organizational responses. 	Furthermore, there are approximately 20 integrity advisors within the entire Defense organization. Considering this small potential sample, conducting a survey would not be a logical choice.

[bookmark: _Toc11316886]4.2. Case selection	
This study was developed together with the COID, which provided a general question of interest. The COID expressed her interest in the learning capability and process after the settlement of integrity issues. Thereafter, I could independently formulate the research question, develop and conduct the study. 
[bookmark: _Hlk3303442]	As outlined in the previous chapter, the Defense organization consists of seven branches. Considering the limited time and resources available, integrity issues from two of these branches were included in this study. For completeness and robustness of the findings, integrity issues from a forced armed Service and a supporting branch were selected. 		A study has shown that with respect to undesirable sexual behavior and bullying, there are no significant differences between the forced armed Services in terms of percentages of men and women that report this undesirable behavior (Bedrijfsgroep Defensie Personele Diesten Gedragswetenschappen, 2010, p.19). In this respect, it did not matter which of the four operational units would be chosen. Considering the guaranteed anonymity towards the interview respondents and Defense departments, further department-specific details are not discussed. These details are also not considered relevant for answering the research question. 
After having selected two Defense departments, eight cases were discussed that were dealt with in the period between November 2018 and April 2019. Important to emphasize is that an integrity issue had already been established for these cases and that the cases were settled. The time frame of half a year was chosen to limit memory bias. The selected cases included social and business integrity issues. The social integrity issues concerned issues between employees, such as bullying. The business integrity issues included dilemmas regarding gifts for example. This study was demarcated by including integrity issues that took place in the context of work situations. 

[bookmark: _Toc11316887]4.3. Interviews
In order to answer the empirical sub-questions, semi-structured in-depth interviews were conducted. Interviews are considered the most appropriate instrument for identifying the motivation behind people’s choices (Rathbun, 2008, p.686), which is aimed for in this study considering the interest in the role and influence of the manager on the quality of the organizational learning from integrity issues. Interviews are also regarded especially useful if the interviewees have formed the world around them (Rathbun, 2008, p.689), which is to some extent the case as the managers and integrity advisors influence the organizational learning process. The semi-structured character of the interviews acknowledges the diversity of the integrity issues, allowing for some flexibility and possibility to ask further questions based on the respondent’s answers. Important note is that the interviews were conducted in Dutch, which is the mother tongue of the researcher and interview respondents.  
A number of interview questions was formulated using the findings from the literature. In this way, specific information is obtained for answering the sub-questions. These questions can be found section 4.4. Furthermore, several questions were included to explore other possible explanatory factors that may influence the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues. These questions were also meant to get a better image of the context in which this study was conducted (See Appendix A). These were formulated in a broader way. The exploratory nature of this study is also reflected in the semi-structured character of the interviews. 
	 
[bookmark: _Toc11316888]4.3.1. Interview respondents
The interview respondents in this study included managers and integrity advisors, as this study examines their role in and influence on the organizational learning process that may take place after an integrity issue was reported. Besides that, persons from the Central staff were asked. The Central staff supports the government in running the Defense organization as well as providing the Minister, as part of the government, with advice. The Central staff department is also involved in the development of the policies. The interview respondents from the Central staff were military staff, who have a staff position as part of their career. Furthermore, staff from the cabinets of the Defense departments studied were addressed considering their perceived coordination role in the department and the fact that they see all notifications of reported integrity issues. The selection of the interview respondents was informed by the COID’s integrity advisors, confidants. Furthermore, interview respondents were also asked for suggestions.												First, the managers are responsible for the implementation of the integrity regulations in their entity/team. They are also one of the first contact points for employees to report perceived integrity issues. After integrity issues have been reported, either directly or indirectly, managers are expected to act. The managers who were interviewed for this study had some experience in dealing with integrity issues, as the integrity issue that was discussed during the interview with them had already been indicated as such. Second, the integrity advisors are interviewed because of this study’s interest in the influence of their involvement on the quality of the organizational learning from integrity issues. Third, considering the large size and division of the Defense organization in seven branches, the Central staff was asked to provide more insight in the organization-wide processes, policy development and the possible consolidation of organizational lessons and changes in the organizational memory. Interviews were conducted with the employees from the Safety Directorate and the Bureau Secretary General. Fourth, at the level of the Defense departments, the cabinets are expected to play a role in the coordination and management of knowledge and therefore staff from the cabinets was approached. 

[bookmark: _Toc11316889]4.3.2. Two-step interview question procedure
The interviews knew a two-step question procedure. Many topics started with a closed question to examine if an indicator was present or absent, consequently determining in which direction further questioning on this topic should be going. The open questions that were subsequently asked were intended for further exploration. These deepening questions were meant to investigate the explanation behind behavior and to increase the reliability by asking for examples and moving from the general to the specific.						A two-step question would be as follows. A first closed question would be: Have you discussed this integrity issue within the team? If an interviewee respondent answers with a yes, follow-up questions could include: who was involved in this meeting? What did you discuss? What were the outcomes of this discussions? What was your aim beforehand? If the integrity issue has not been discussed, the following questions may be asked: what do you think did the team notice from the issue in question? What was the influence of this integrity issue on the team/the work atmosphere? The follow-up questions depended also on the issue in question.							
[bookmark: _Toc11316890]4.4. Operationalization
In order to answer the empirical sub-questions, the variables of this study were operationalized using the existing literature and subsequently translated into interview questions. Furthermore, several interview questions were included to achieve a more complete picture of the context of this study and to give an interpretation to the exploratory nature of this study. These interview questions are marked (*).

[bookmark: _Toc11316891]4.4.1. The quality of organizational learning from integrity issues
Section 2.1 and 2.2 resulted in the development of the index of which the indicators are presented in Table 1. These indicators were translated into concrete interview questions to examine their presence or absence (Table 5). 

Table 5. The indicators of the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues
	Theoretical grounding
	Indicator
	Interview question

	· Reflective observation (Kolb & Kolb, 2008, p.44)  
	The integrity issue has been discussed with the reporter and others involved
	Have you discussed this case with the reporter, the registrant complained about and the others involved?

	· Reflective observation and abstract conceptualization; interaction and dialogue; teamwork as a critical factor for learning (Tjosvold, Yu & Hui, 2004, p.1239) 
	The integrity issue has been discussed within the team
	Have you discussed this case within the team?

	· Abstract conceptualization (Kolb & Kolb, 2008, p.44); interaction and dialogue (Dixon, Baker, Jensen & Kolb in Petkus, 2000, p.56)
	The integrity issue has been discussed within the line
	Have you discussed this case within the line?

	· Abstract conceptualization (Kolb & Kolb, 2008, p.44)
	The integrity issue has been discussed in a broader perspective at a more abstract level and not only in the context of the issue in question
	To what extent do you think that this case could have happened to other persons and/or in other entities? To what extent did you see this case as an example indicating integrity risks more generally?

	· Abstract conceptualization (Kolb & Kolb, 2008, p.44); interpretation of new insights and knowledge in light of past experiences (Dewey in Easterby-Smith & Lyles, 2011, p.3-5; Rashman, Withers & Hartley, 2009, p.465, 470).
	The reflection on the integrity issue has led to an organizational lesson
	Have concrete lessons been learned in the context of this integrity issue (during or after the integrity issue was handled)?

	· Active experimentation (Kolb & Kolb, 2008, p.44); application of new insights and knowledge in light of past experiences (based on Yukl, 2009, p.49; Lawrence, Maueus, Kyck & Kleysen in Sisaye & Birnberg, 2012, p.87; Örtenblad, 2001, p.127)
	An organizational lesson has led to an organizational change
	Are there things that have changed in response to this integrity issue (and the subsequent steps that have been taken)?

	· Abstract conceptualization; organizational memory (Dodgson, 1993, p.382; Langenmayr, 2016, p.49); organizational learning as a social process
	The integrity issue has been discussed by the Central staff, which is responsible for the policies
	Was this case discussed by the
Central staff?

	· Organizational memory (Dodgson, 1993, p.382; Langenmayr, 2016, p.49); institutionalization of new insights and knowledge in light of past experiences (based on Yukl, 2009, p.49; Lawrence, Maueus, Kyck & Kleysen in Sisaye & Birnberg, 2012, p.87; Örtenblad, 2001, p.127)
	The consolidation of organizational learning has taken place, implying that organizational lessons have been recorded in the organizational memory in the form of policies, rules, procedures, strategies, structure or culture 
	Have the lessons been captured? Do you think that the changes will remain also if you move on to another job/position?



[bookmark: _Hlk8653032]In the absence of weighting factors, the presence of an indicator leads to a +1 and the absence of an indicator is equal to a +0. Subsequently, a score is calculated per integrity issue that was studied. This score is an indication of the quality of the organizational learning from the integrity issue. Considering the small N, no quantitative analyses are performed. 

[bookmark: _Toc11316892]4.4.2. Leader traits
The leader traits, as identified using the upper echelon theory, are operationalized and translated into concrete interview questions in Table 6.

Table 6. Leader traits
	Theoretical grounding
	Operationalization
	Question

	· Upper echelon theory – Age (Wiersema & Bantel, 1992, p.91; Hughes, Camden & Yangchen, 2016, p.141)
	Years, where the age of 40 is the dividing line between young and old 
	In which year were you born?

	· Upper echelon theory – Education (Wiersema & Bantel, 1992, p.91; Hughes, Camden & Yangchen, 2016, p.142)
	Highest attained education
Lower education: completed secondary vocational education
Higher education: degree from a university of applied sciences or a university degree or an education at a similar level
	Can you tell something about your educational background?

	· Upper echelon theory – Education (Wiersema & Bantel, 1992, p.91)
	Participation in leadership courses/trainings
	Did you participate in any additional leadership courses? For example, via the ECLD. If so, which ones?

	· Upper echelon theory – Organizational tenure (Cagle & Katozai in Kotur & Anbazhagan, 2014, p.103;108).
	Number of years a manager has worked for the Defense organization, where short and long tenure is divided at 20 years. 
	How long have you worked for the Defense organization?

	· Upper echelon theory – Work experience
	Number of years that the manager has been in a leadership position, where short implies 10 years or shorter and long is more than 10 years.
	How long have you been in a leadership position? (not limited to this particular job)

	
	If the person has dealt with (perceived) integrity issues before.
	Have you dealt with (perceived) integrity issues before?




[bookmark: _Toc11316893]4.4.3. Leadership styles
The operationalization of the leadership style is based on the leadership behaviors as identified in the theoretical framework. Table 3 shows the operationalization of the leadership behaviors, which are identified as transactional or transformational. Subsequently, the behaviors are translated into interview questions (Table 7). The leadership behaviors are addressed at a general level and not specifically regarding the integrity issue in question. This choice was made, because the manager’s leadership style is expected to influence behavior in specific situations such as the process of addressing an integrity issue.

Table 7. The indicators of leadership behaviors
	Theoretical grounding
	Indicator
	Interview question

	· Transactional leadership behavior: pecuniary reward (Jensen et al., 2019, p.12)
	The leader rewards good behavior and performance 
	What do you do if you see or hear about desirable behavior or someone performing beyond expectations?

	· Transactional leadership behavior: non-pecuniary reward (Jensen et al., 2019, p.12)
	The leader rewards good behavior and performance with non-monetary rewards
	What do you do if you see or hear about desirable behavior or someone performing beyond expectations?

	· Transactional leadership behavior: sanctions (Jensen et al., 2019, p.12)
	The leader imposes sanctions in case of misbehavior and non-compliance
	What do you do if you see or hear about undesirable behavior (within your team)?

	· Transformational leadership behavior: clarification of vision (Jensen et al., 2019, p.8) (V)
	The leader has a clear view of his/ the organization’s vision and how this vision can be realized
	What is your aim with this team/entity of the organization?

	· Transformational leadership behavior: sharing vision (Jensen et al., 2019, p.8) (C)
	The leader discusses his/the organization’s vision with the employees
	Do you discuss your/the organization’s vision with the people you supervise?

	· Transformational leadership behavior: long-term vision with concrete behavior (Jensen et al., 2910, p.9) (V)
	The leader has a clear view on where he wants the organization to be in 5 years and draws connections with concrete behavior
	Where do you see the Defense organization in five years and what is specifically needed to achieve this?

	· Transformational leadership behavior: open attitude (Bass in Derue et al., 2011, p.16; Yukl et al. in Derue et al., 2011, p.16-17) (C)
	The leader seeks different perspectives and challenges assumptions
	To what extent do you involve others in the formulation of the vision/addressing dilemmas/integrity issues?

	· Transformational leadership behavior: consideration of moral and ethical behavior (Bass in Bono & Judge, 2004, p.901-902) (E)
	The leader pays attention to ethics and morality. This is expressed by implementing measures to prevent integrity issues (e.g. risk analysis, trainings) and discussions with the team about integrity.
	What is the role of integrity in the Defense organization/in your entity?
Do you take action to reduce the risk of integrity issues? (e.g. risk analysis, discussing risks within the team, training moral judgement) 



Transactional and transformational leadership behaviors complement each other and making a distinction between a transactional and a transformational leadership style is therefore difficult (Pescosolido in Rowold, 2008, p.6). There are three transactional leadership behaviors and the transformational leadership behaviors may be organized into three broader categories. These are vision (V), open communication and discussion (C), and consideration of moral and ethical behavior (E). Managers are placed on the leadership style range with only transformational or transactional leadership behaviors at the ends and an equal distribution in the middle (Figure 3). Furthermore, it can be that one leadership style dominates, while some behavior of the other leadership style is also recognized. In the absence of weighting factors, the leadership behaviors all have an equal weight. 
[image: ]
Figure 3. Leadership style range

[bookmark: _Toc11316894]4.4.4. The influence of the integrity advisors
The influence of integrity advisors on the relationship between the manager and the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues depends on various factors, as identified in the literature. Table 8 shows the operationalization of these factors and the interview questions into which these are translated. The managers are interviewed on this topic. Besides that, the integrity advisors are asked about their role and experience. The questions that are asked specifically to the integrity advisors are italicized. 

Table 8. The influence of integrity advisors
	Theoretical grounding
	Operationalization
	Interview question

	· *Involvement of an integrity advisor
	*An integrity advisor has been asked to provide advice
	*Did you have contact with/advice from an integrity advisor regarding this integrity issue?
In which phase did you get in contact with the advisor?
How would you describe your role as an integrity advisor?
In which phase are you most often involved?

	· Resource role (Massey & Walker, 1999, p.40; Kubr in Berthoin Antal & Krebsbach-Gnath, 2001, p.468)
	An integrity advisor has shared his expert knowledge and transferred information and skills; this may be expressed through the following activities:
· “trains the client and designs learning experiences”
· “persuades or directs in the problem-solving processes” (Kubr in Berthoin Antal & Krebsbach-Gnath, 2001, p.468)
	*How would you describe the role of the advisor?
*How did the integrity advisor help you?
What is the advice that you got?
*What do you expect from managers?
*How would you describe your advice? (process, content, level of detail, suggestions/strong recommendation)

	· Process role (Massey & Walker, 1999, p.40; Kubr in Berthoin Antal & Krebsbach-Gnath, 2001, p.468)
	An integrity advisor has raised awareness and/or helps the organization understand its own structure and processes; this may be expressed through the following activities:
· “raises questions for reflection”
· “observes problem-solving processes and raises issues mirroring feedback”
· “gathers data and stimulates thinking”
· “identifies alternative steps for client and helps assess consequences”
	*How would you describe the role of the advisor?
*How did the integrity advisor help you?
What is the advice that you got?
*What do you expect from managers?
*How would you describe your advice? (process, content, level of detail, suggestions/strong recommendation)


	· *Advice 
	*Advice has been given at the individual level and/or at the organizational level
	*Did this advice apply specifically and only to this integrity issue? 
Did you get advice in a broader sense regarding the organization/considering the future? 
How is an advice developed?
Does the advice include a learning aspect? 
Does the advice apply to the case specifically or does it also consider possible future integrity issues?

	· *Use of advice 
	*The advice has been accepted and implemented, or the advice has been neglected
	*Have you implemented the advice? 
Would you have done things differently regarding this integrity issue if you would not have involved an integrity advisor? 
To what extent do you know/think that advice is followed?



The role of the integrity advisor may be defined in terms of a process role, resource role or combination thereof. The involvement of an integrity advisor on itself is a necessary, but insufficient condition. Considering that if an advice has not been implemented or if a manager has not done things differently because of the integrity advisor’s involvement, there is no influence. If accepted and implemented, the advice has influenced the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues. This is interpreted inductively. 

[bookmark: _Toc11316895]4.5. Analysis
The interviews and phone calls, that were made for further information, were recorded and subsequently transcribed. Subsequently, three analyses are conducted to examine the organizational learning process and the possible influence of leaders’ traits, leadership styles and the involvement of an integrity advisor on the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues. 
First, to examine the possible influence of leaders’ traits, leadership styles and the involvement of an integrity advisor, an overview table will be created (Table 9). This table allows for the discovery of relationships between variables and possible patterns. Considering the small sample size, statistical analyses are not conducted in this study.

Table 9. Format for overview of the data
	
	A
	E1
	E2
	OT
	WE1
	WE2
	LS
	IA
	QOL

	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


AFS: Armed Forces Services; SB: Supporting Branch; A: Age; E1: highest attained education; E2: participation in leadership courses; OT: organizational tenure; WE1: leadership experience; WE2: experience with (perceived) integrity issues; LS: leadership style; IA: use of advice from the integrity advisor; QOL: Quality of organizational learning from integrity issues. 

Second, the integrity issues and the subsequent steps that were taken are analyzed using the extended experiential learning cycle (Figure 2). Considering that learning is most effective if all phases are gone through, the steps that were taken in dealing with the integrity issues are categorized using the cycle to see if all stages were addressed (Petkus, 2000, p.64). Figure 4 shows an example of the analysis. 









Figure 4. Example of the analysis using the extended experiential learning cycle

Third, considering the exploratory approach of this study, an inductive analysis is done using the interview data from all interviews with the aim to identify possible other factors that may influence the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues. Attention was paid to difficulties that were encountered in the organizational learning process. Furthermore, the answers to the question that asked what would be needed for the Defense organization to learn more from integrity issues was examined. 								The data from the interviews with the Central staff employees and staff of the cabinets was also used to enrich the overall picture of organizational learning in the Defense organization and to examine more specifically the organization-wide processes. 

[bookmark: _Toc11316896]4.6. Reliability and validity

[bookmark: _Toc11316897]4.6.1. Reliability
The reliability of the findings in this study is related to its replicability. To enhance the reliability and to enable other scholars to assess the quality of this study and to conduct a similar study, the following measures were taken.								First, for the interviews with the managers and integrity advisors, an interview guide was developed that included several questions that were asked during each interview. For the concepts of organizational learning and leadership style, a structured path was followed from concepts to dimensions to indicators to interview questions.					Second, studying various integrity that are diverse in nature and dealt with by several managers reduces the probability that findings are based on chance. The interviews with the integrity advisors and employees from the cabinet also strengthen the findings of this study as they, who are regularly in contact with the managers, confirmed in a broad sense the practices as described by the managers. 								Third, the reliability and quality of the findings also depends on the quality of the data. Inherent to interviewing and especially considering the sensitivity of the topic is the risk of social desirability. Although, the fear of getting inaccurate answers seems overestimated (Rubin & Rubin in Rathbun, 2008, p.695), I took the following measures and kept the following in mind.  To start with, I guaranteed anonymity, so the integrity issues would not be traceable to persons and not to the Defense department concerned. This way, the interview respondents hopefully felt freer to speak openly. I emphasized that I was not specifically interested in the details regarding the integrity issue, as the emphasis laid on the possible learning process afterwards. Furthermore, establishing the trust relationship during the interview, I started with some general questions about their background and throughout the interview, I expressed an open and neutral attitude. Besides that, at the question level, steering questions were avoided, indirect questions were included, examples were specifically asked for and some questions were also asked oppositely (Jo, 2000, p.146). Moreover, where possible and desired, information and answers were verified. This was for example possible by asking the integrity advisor who was involved or a manager at the level below the manager interviewed.				Fourth, the interviews were recorded and transcribed. This allowed for full concentration on the interview and careful analysis afterwards. 

[bookmark: _Toc11316898]4.6.2. Validity
A study produces internally valid results if it measures what it aims to measure without systemic failures. In this study, the operationalization of the indicators is grounded in the literature with the development of the index and the leadership styles measurement instrument, the composition, based on previous studies in the fields of organizational learning and leadership. For example, the index uses Kolb’s experiential learning cycle and organizational learning theory and the leadership styles measurement instrument is developed with reference to several studies (Jensen et al., 2019; Bass in Bono & Judge, 2004; Derue et al., 2011).			The external validity of this study is limited, considering the relatively small number of integrity issues and subsequent processes that was studied. Also, the specific context of this study implies that findings are not easily generalized. 

[bookmark: _Toc11316899]4.7. Summary
This chapter discussed this study’s research design and methodology. In doing so, the exploratory approach and choice for using interviews, as a qualitative research method, were clarified. Subsequently, the selection of the Defense departments was explained. Thereafter, a more detailed description of the methods was provided with regard to the interview respondents. Furthermore, quality of organizational learning, the leadership styles, leader traits and the influence of the integrity advisor, as variables, were operationalized and translated into concrete interview questions. This section also provides a detailed explanation of the use of the index and the leadership style range. Subsequently, the analyses that will be done with the interview data are described. The chapter closes with some attention for the reliability and validity of the findings and the methods that have been taken to enhance the quality of this study. The next chapter will present the results and analyses. 

[bookmark: _Toc11316900]5. Results and analysis

This chapter presents the results and analyses of the interviews. First, a descriptive presentation of the data is provided. The first findings regarding the leaders’ traits, leadership styles and the role of the integrity advisors are elaborated upon. In answer to empirical sub-question 1, the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues is discussed. Second, these findings are connected and the relationships between the variables are examined, addressing empirical sub-questions 3, 4, 5 and 6. The literature forms the starting point here. This analysis results in the sub-conclusions. Third, more thorough and exploratory analyses are conducted. An analysis using the extended experiential learning cycle is performed with the aim to answer empirical sub-question 2. Thereafter, an exploratory analysis is conducted with the aim to identify possible other factors that may explain the variation in the quality of organizational learning[footnoteRef:5].	 [5:  The quotes are translations made by the author based on the Dutch transcripts.] 

Table 10. Overview of the interviewees
	1
	Manager

	2
	Manager

	3
	Manager

	4
	Manager

	5
	Manager

	6
	Manager

	7
	Manager

	8
	Manager

	9
	Integrity advisor

	10
	Integrity advisor

	11
	Integrity advisor

	12
	Central staff

	13
	Central staff

	14
	Central staff

	15
	Staff cabinet

	16
	Staff cabinet

	17
	Advisor of a department

	18
	Head of the advice section


	


[bookmark: _Toc11316901]5.1. Descriptive presentation of the interview data 
For this study, 18 Defense employees were interviewed between the end of February and the beginning of May 2019. Except for one interview, which was conducted by telephone, all were conducted at the interviewees’ workplace. Beforehand, it was considered that conducting interviews face-to-face would allow for better trust building and subsequently to more elaborate and open answers. However, the interview by telephone did not seem to result in less extensive answers in comparison to the other interviews. Furthermore, all but one interview was conducted individually. The length of the interviews differed. The shortest interview lasted 20 minutes and the longest 1 hour and 40 minutes. On average, an interview lasted 50 minutes. During none of the interviews, there was time pressure. Six interviewees were contacted in the week after the interview with some additional questions that arose when transcribing the interviews. This led to two short email conversations and four phone calls (an hour audio recording). These phone calls were also transcribed and included in the analyses. Hereafter, some more information regarding the interview respondents.					First, eight managers were interviewed about eight integrity issues that were dealt with in the past six months. A variety of integrity issues was discussed including three social integrity issues, four business integrity issues and one that had aspects of both types of integrity issues. Considering the military staff, colonels and lieutenant colonels were interviewed. Military staff with this ranking was approached, considering their position (for example distance to the so to speak work floor) and influence within the organization. The managers who were interviewed have some experience with dealing with integrity issues, having dealt with the integrity issue which formed the background to the interview. From seven mangers, the leader traits and leadership style were studied. This is because for one integrity issue, an interview with a colonel and a lieutenant colonel was conducted. These interviews took place at different moments and allowed for verifying some information. For the analysis using the extended experiential learning cycle, both interviews were used. Furthermore, there was one interview during which two integrity issues and the following steps were discussed. When presenting the results and analyses concerning the influence of the leader traits and the leadership styles, an average score on the index is taken and the integrity issues are thus taken together. For the analysis using the extended experiential learning cycle and with the exploratory analysis, the integrity issues are separately analyzed. 										Second, interviews were conducted with three of the seven integrity advisors of the Defense departments that were studied and the head of the Advice section. These interviews were about the role of the integrity advisor in general and did not address specific casuistry.  		Third, to gain more insight in the organization and the organization-wide processes, three interviews were conducted with the Central staff at the Bureau of the Secretary General and at the Safety Department. Furthermore, I spoke to two employees from the cabinets of the departments studied and one advisor from one department. 

[bookmark: _Toc11316902]5.2. Descriptive results of the variables studied
 
[bookmark: _Toc11316903]5.2.1. Results leader traits
The choice for colonels and lieutenant colonels together with the military careers that follow a rather tight educational and developmental path, apart from one commander, all fell into the category “old”. All were highly educated, had much work experience and had been employed by the Defense organization for about 25 to 30 years. Considering the absence of variety in age, level of education and work experience, this study cannot explain the variation in the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues and these leader traits are therefore not included in further analyses. Therefore, empirical sub-question 3 which asked personality traits are associated with a high score on the index cannot be answered. 

[bookmark: _Toc11316904]5.2.2. Results leadership styles
When looking at the variety in terms of leadership styles, it can be noted that all managers display behavior of transactional and transformational leadership. Therefore, there are no managers at the ends of the leadership style range (Figure 3). There was one manager who had a predominantly transactional leadership style, there were three managers who showed an equal number of behaviors from both leadership styles and there were three managers with a predominantly transformational leadership style.	 						When examining behaviors individually, it may be noted that there are two leadership behaviors that are expressed by all managers. First, all managers indicated that they impose sanctions in case of misconduct. Important to emphasize is that most managers, in answer to the question what they did if they saw or heard about undesirable behavior, first focused on addressing people and on engaging with each other. Furthermore, four managers indicated specifically that various matters are dealt with by means of a conversation. The following quotes illustrate this: “Some things can be handled with a family like conversation” and “Every now and then, you are a father, right? Commander and father”. Concerning sanctions, a clear example is the use of drugs that leads to immediate dismissal: “Drug use, you know, or trading drugs, you can leave. No discussion possible”. More broadly, one manager said: “Sometimes, it is imposing harsh measures. You just crossed the line and there are consequences. You are just given a punishment or you are fired”. Various sanctions were mentioned during the interviews, such as being obliged to give presentations about one’s mistake as a learning measure, a negative official notice, a suspension and dismissal.				Second, all managers pay attention to moral and ethical behavior. This is not surprising considering that all of them have experienced (perceived) integrity issues and the consequences. The attention for moral and ethical behavior can among others be deduced from the purpose statements of the managers and the steps that are taken to reduce the risk of (perceived) integrity issues. In the purpose statements, integrity and moral and ethical behavior are often not explicitly mentioned. However, these are clearly considered. Three managers indicated that they focused on the interconnectivity within their entity. For one, this implied that everyone is approachable, so other people can point out undesirable behavior. Two other managers indicated that they considered it important that people feel part of their entity, that there is a sense of togetherness. The latter, they suppose contributes to job satisfaction and subsequently to the work atmosphere, which leads to a good setting to fight integrity issues. In terms of concrete steps, in some entities, a risk analysis was conducted and dilemma trainings were offered. 

[bookmark: _Toc11316905]5.2.3. Results role of the integrity advisors
In all, but one of the integrity issues studied, an integrity advisor was involved. With six integrity issues, the managers contacted the integrity advisor themselves. With one issue, the integrity advisor took the initiative. According to the manager, he was contacted too late, processes had already been set in motion. The manager had not yet been aware of the fact that he faced an integrity issue. Yet, most of the time, the integrity advisor was involved rather early in the process and could consequently examine various possible steps to take together with the manager.												In every instance, the integrity advisors supported the manager in the process, thus having a process role. One manager argued that “It is really supporting in the process to subsequently draw my own conclusion”. In the process guidance, differences are noticed. Where some managers said that they contacted the integrity advisor to discuss the steps they want to take (thus already providing suggestions), other managers ascribe a more guiding role to the integrity advisor. One manager indicated that he explained his dilemma and asked what he should do next. The integrity advisor is often considered an objective partner, not having any stakes in the integrity issue, a person with whom ideas can be discussed. One manager defined the integrity advisor as “an independent mirror”. Besides thinking with the manager and discussing alternative steps that can be taken, the process guidance may also include the integrity advisor being involved in discussions with lawyers or in the organization of an information session for the entity. 									The integrity advisors may also have a resource role because of their knowledge and experience with respect to integrity and dealing with (perceived) integrity issues. In terms of knowledge, this implies knowing the procedures, possibilities and regulations. One integrity advisor said the following: “Many managers think that they know, but they actually do not know the details”. 											The process role could be identified in all seven integrity issues where an integrity advisor was involved. In two of them, the resource role could also be clearly observed, where managers depended more on the integrity advisor’s expertise. An example: “The COID advised me about the measure, so actually also like: how are we going to deal with this?” and “Then (after an internal investigation was completed) we contacted the COID again: what is an appropriate measure in your opinion? Well, we implemented it that way”.  			In all instances, there was a supportive role for the integrity advisor and a central role for the manager. The supportive role can also be deduced from the interviews with the integrity advisors, who emphasized that the manager is and remains responsible for dealing with the integrity issue and that the responsibility remains with him. This is in line with the Defense organization’s policy, which states that the manager is responsible for the implementation of the integrity policy. The limited variation on this variable may also be explained by this policy.	When considering the advice that is given with the aim to identify and learn lessons from the integrity issue and to reduce the chance of recurrence, from the interviews with the integrity advisors can be deduced that the advice is often not only focused on the integrity issue in question. One integrity advisor said that, where possible, he tried to provide a short-term and long-term advice. Furthermore, the integrity advisors indicated that they considered trends within the entities, sometimes advising to organize a session during which everyone in the entity is informed about the issue. In several of the interviews with the managers, this future/learning element was identified, where one manager was asked what he thought about an interactive information session for his entity and another had such a session organized with the involvement of the COID.  

[bookmark: _Toc11316906]5.2.4. The quality of organizational learning from integrity issues
The quality of the organizational learning from integrity issues was evaluated using the index that was developed based on the theoretical background (Table 1). A score between 0 and 8 could be achieved, depending on the presence and absence of the indicators. With a minimum score of a 2, it can be said that in all cases, some learning has taken place. With a maximum score of a 7, there was also no case in which all indicators were observed. On average, a 5 was scored. Between 2 and 7, all scores were observed with relatively many scoring a 7. Important to realize is that a score of a 7 does not mean that the entire Defense organization learned from these integrity issues. This will be further discussed in section 5.5.					Considering the limited number of integrity issues that was studied, generalizations cannot be made regarding the overall quality of organizational learning in the Defense organization. Yet, this study does suggest that in all instances, some lessons have been learned and that the quality of organizational learning varies within the organization. The latter corresponds with Crosane, Lane, White & Djurfeldt’s argument that variance in organizational learning can be attributed to an asymmetry of knowledge and information in the organization (in Catignani, 2014, p.34-45).									Examining the scores on the individual factors of the index, it is worth noting all integrity issues were discussed with those involved. Furthermore, it is notable that the resulting lessons, if identified, were never discussed at the policy level with the Central staff. Also, in less than half of the cases, lessons were consolidated and, in this way, resistant to personnel changes. Table 11 presents an overview of the descriptive data of the interviews with the managers. 

Table 11. Overview of the descriptive data
	
	Leadership style
	Involvement of an integrity advisor
	Quality of organizational learning from integrity issues

	1 
	Transactional/transformational
	Process role
	7

	2 
	Transactional/transformational
	Not involved
	5

	3 
	Predominantly transformational
	Process and resource role
	4

	4  
	Transactional/transformational
	Process role
	3 and 7/ 5[footnoteRef:6] [6:  During the interview with this manager, two integrity issues were discussed. On the index, an average is taken from the two cases when examining the leadership style. For the analysis using the extended experiential learning cycle, the separate scores are taken. ] 


	5 
	Predominantly transformational
	Process role
	7

	6 
	Predominantly transactional
	Process role
	6

	7 
	Predominantly transformational
	Process and resource role
	2



[bookmark: _Toc11316907]5.3. Relations between the variables studied

[bookmark: _Toc11316908]5.3.1. The influence of leadership on the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues
Table 10 provides an overview of the data and allows for an analysis of the influence of the leadership style on the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues. The outcomes suggest that there is no relationship between the leadership style and the quality of organizational learning. There were relatively high and low scores on the index observed for the various leadership styles. 									Considering the individual indicators on the index, the managers are in the best position to directly influence the indicators that imply activity such as discussing the integrity issue with the reporter and others involved (Table 1). First, in discussing the integrity issue with the reporter, others involved, team and within the line, several examples were discussed which showed that the managers took the initiative in engaging into a dialogue. Several managers indicated that they reported the integrity issue in question to their manager, so he would not be surprised and would hear from him directly. Second, none of the integrity issues studied was discussed by the Central staff, so no influence could be observed there. Third, in terms of discussing the integrity issue in question in a broader perspective, one manager specifically considered whether this integrity issue had taken place because of failure of the system. Another reported the integrity issue to the cabinet, also indicating that he had heard more managers facing similar challenges. 										The question that remains is how the variation on the index of the quality of organizational learning can be explained. There are two broad reasons that may explain these findings. First, it may be that the operationalization of the leadership styles was not precise enough. Consequently, it may be that managers’ leadership styles were not properly distinguished. Second, it may be that there are other factors that have such a strong influence on the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues that they may explain the variation of the index scores. During the interviews, several questions were included with the aim of exploring these possible other factors. The results of the exploratory analysis are presented in section 5.6. 

[bookmark: _Toc11316909]5.3.2. The influence of the involvement of an integrity advisor on the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues
It is also hard to identify a relationship between the influence of the involvement of the integrity advisor on the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues based on the data overview in Table 10. There is limited variation in the roles and overall, there are no conclusive connections to be drawn. An index score of a 5 was namely observed with an integrity issue where an integrity advisor had taken a process role, while the score was also achieved when no integrity advisor had been involved. Furthermore, a score of a 4, which is close on the index to the 5, was observed when a process and resource role had been taken by an integrity advisor. 	Considering the individual indicators on the index, the involvement of the integrity advisors could specifically be observed with the indicators that imply an activity such as discussing the integrity issue within the team (Table 1). First, from the interviews with the managers and integrity advisors, an influence in discussing the integrity issue with the reporter and others involved and within the team could be identified in some instances. For example, in discussing the integrity issue with the reporter and others involved, an integrity advisor advised about whom to speak to and discussed the preferred order of appointments with the manager. Second, an influence of the involvement of an integrity advisor on the indicator regarding the discussion of the integrity issue within the team was also observed with the involvement of an integrity advisor in a working group that was established to discuss the issue in question at a broader level. Third, there is no example of the influence of an integrity advisor in discussing the integrity issue with the manager’s manager, within the line. Fourth, at the central staff level, no example either, where none of the issues were discussed. Fifth, when elaborating on the reflection on the integrity issue in a broader perspective, several integrity advisors indicated that they asked the managers if similar issues had played in the entity before. If this is the case, the managers are for example advised to organize an information session for the entity. Furthermore, one of the integrity advisors indicated that he always tried to incorporate a short-term and a long-term advice. This corresponds with the vision document of the COID, which explicitly states that the integrity advisors advise about learning from the integrity issue and preventing similar integrity issues in the future (COID, 2015, p.18).				The question that remains is how the variation on the index of the quality of organizational learning can be explained. This variation may possibly be explained by other factors. During the interviews, several questions were included with the aim of exploring these possible other factors. The results of the exploratory analysis are presented in section 5.6. 
						
[bookmark: _Toc11316910]5.4. Sub-conclusions
Section 5.2. and 5.3 examined the relationships between the variables, as guided by the literature. This section will shortly summarize the conclusions that can be drawn with reference to the existing literature in answer to empirical sub-questions 4 and 5.				First, empirical sub-question 4 asked how leadership style is related to the quality of the organizational learning from integrity issues. Based on the literature, the transactional and transformational leadership styles were identified universal leadership styles. This study did not find a clear relationship between the leadership styles and the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues with relatively high and low scores on the index for the various leadership styles.												Second, regarding the influence of the integrity advisors, no relationship could be established between the role influence of the integrity advisor and the quality of organizational learning. A variety of types of roles, including not being involved, resulting in the same score on the index. When considering the individual indicators of the index, some influences could be observed. Yet, it is hard to define the exact influence.						Not being able to explain the variance in the quality of organizational learning using the existing literature together with the novelty of combining organizational learning, leadership and consultancy in one study asked for an exploratory approach. In the next sections, further analyses will be conducted with the aim to identify other possible factors that influence the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues. 

[bookmark: _Toc11316911]5.5. The extended experiential learning cycle analysis
[bookmark: _GoBack]This section examines the integrity issues and the subsequent steps using the extended experiential learning cycle (Figure 2). In this way, the organizational learning process is examined more closely, moving from the index scores and the presence or absence of individual indicators to a more process-based approach. This allows for answering the second empirical sub-question, which considers how the Defense organization learns from integrity issues. 		Considering that learning was found to be most effective if all stages were gone through (Petkus, 2000, p.64), this analysis will examine the steps that were taken or not taken in all of the four phases for all integrity issues studied and their subsequent steps. A preliminary analysis shows that only four of the eight cases went through the entire cycle (Figure 5).
[image: ]
Figure 5. Overview of the integrity issues using the extended learning cycle
The reflection on the integrity issue, as the concrete experience, has taken place in all instances. Examples of activities in the reflection phase included discussions with those involved and internal investigations. Several managers emphasized the importance of investigating what happened and pointed out the usefulness of looking at the, then still perceived, integrity issue from various perspectives. “Over time, I have learned that it is very valuable to get a complete image before arriving at an opinion, so to say. You are often inclined to have an image when you heard half a word, like: wait a minute, this is what is going on. However, there are often two sides to a story”. Managers do not do this on their own, often they are supported in this process by members of their staff, the directly involved manager and/or researchers, among others from the COID, as illustrated by the following quote: “Then I said: we are going to conduct an internal investigation. Also, someone from the COID was added as a researcher to the committee of inquiry”. One manager received an email about a perceived integrity issue shortly before the interview and indicated that he asked the manager at the level below him to inform him about the situation, in this way gathering enough information, so he would be able to answer the email. 											In two of the integrity issues studied, only the issues in question were discussed and there were no links established with previous experiences. In one instance, there was probably also no previous experience. The sole focus on the issue in question led to taking actions that were individual in nature, such as the transfer of an employee and the one-time deviation from the normal policy. Illustrating this individual approach: “Ultimately, it is about the guideline: guys, we are going to take a look if we can support you in finding another job within the Defense organization”.			 									The subsequent phase, the abstract conceptualization, was gone through by the remaining six cases. The connections that were drawn and the way in which the integrity in question was placed in a broader perspective varied. For example: “I look entity-wide: what are we facing? What is going on? How did I treat him last time? And then I try to be consistent in that, yes. So, there I have a helicopter view”. For such an evaluative approach, referring to previous experiences, managers rely on the record of previous integrity issues and their subsequent procedure, the steps that were taken then. However, from the interviews could be deduced that records are far from always kept. Another quote that illustrates how integrity issues are evaluated in a broader perspective: “We have the codes of conduct and I rely upon these during hearings”. In this phase, also one time an expert was involved who had dealt with the specific topic before. Moving from the individual to the team level, also working groups and team meetings were organized. In this way, connections were made with previous experiences, reported integrity issues, and subsequently conclusions were drawn that are relevant for the entire Defense organization. These conclusions concern issues that may occur in multiple entities. In two instances, the insights that were gained have not led to active experimentation at the organizational level and lessons therefore remain limited to individuals or teams. One of the managers elaborated on the lessons that he personally had learned from dealing with the integrity issue he had faced. These were several practical matters that may be valuable to other managers who may deal with a similar situation. However, these lessons have not led to organizational changes with the issue in question being solved at the individual level. This implies that the next manager, who faces a similar situation, will reinvent the wheel. 	In three other instances, lessons have been learned at the organizational level, having led to organizational changes. Examples of such changes are the adaption of a registration system and offering a workshop to employees on a yearly basis. The scope of these lessons, however, remains limited to the entity. Only one of the eight integrity issues and the subsequent steps in dealing with the issue has led to an organizational lesson that was learned, consolidated and shared with all employees in the Defense organization that could potentially face a similar situation.												When comparing the findings from this analysis, using the extended experiential learning cycle, and the scores on the index of the organizational learning from integrity issues, it is noted that a higher score on the index is associated with having gone through more phases of the extended experiential learning cycle and a lower score is associated with the opposite. The correspondence between these two instruments suggests that the index, as constructed for this study, is a valid instrument. 

[bookmark: _Toc11316912]5.6. Exploratory analysis
This section further investigates the influence of the managers and the integrity advisors. The interview data were analyzed and factors that were argued to influence organizational learning were identified. Those presented here have been discussed in various interviews. 

[bookmark: _Toc11316913]5.6.1. Exploring the managers’ influence 
From the interviews, it could be deduced that the managers were closely involved in dealing with the integrity issues studied. All managers got into a dialogue with the reporter and/or the involved people, contacted an integrity advisor, decided to have an internal investigation conducted and/or initiated a team meeting about the issue. The managers thus directly influenced the quality of organizational learning by what they did or asked from their staff members. Sometimes, they pass on tasks, monitoring the integrity issue and the subsequent steps from a distance, taking a supportive role towards the manager at the level directly below. 	This close involvement was found together with a large sense of responsibility for their own entity and people. Three managers indicated explicitly that they needed to take the final decision in many instances, for example during hearings. The managers decide among others on the basis of advices they get from within their team/entity from people who usually have their own interests. Subsequently, the managers balance the interests with the aim to make a decision that is best for the team/entity. For two managers, having this final responsibility leads to a feeling of loneliness. The following quote illustrates this: “It is a cliché, but it is lonely right. I cannot go to any person and ask: what do you think? Many things end with the commander. That is the commander’s responsibility. Every now and then, you even get the impression that the commander is responsible once the organization does not know it. That is easily said, but there is one commander and that is pretty lonely”. This strong sense of responsibility towards the team/entity and people generally seems less strongly present towards the Defense organization in its entirety. “Look, you know, I look at my own entity and act in my own power in dealing with these kind of cases”. The following quote also illustrates the focus on their own entity: “It is my company, my organization, it is also my decision and thus also my responsibility, of everything I do here”. The inward focus leads to lessons not being shared with other entities, which corresponds to the finding that entities where integrity issues took place learn lessons.										Furthermore, two managers indicated to do what they considered morally right in the given situation. These managers considered whether they would be willing to be held accountable for their decision and go beyond the existing regulations and procedures by deviating from these incidentally and/or dealing with matters that are outside of their competences and outside the organization. This is questionable, because it may be argued that integrity issues are then solved in a way that raises an integrity issue in itself: “Look, if at some point a general says:  if you take a decision that you are not authorized to, then I look the other way for a moment. Then I see that pass by, but do not take action and if I get trouble, I have done something wrong. If our managers act like this, we are not an organization that learns from integrity issues”. Also, in consequence, changes are made at the individual level without adaption of the existing rules and procedures. 						Besides that, two interviewees indicated that the possible consequences for the career of the manager also lead to not sharing the integrity issues within the organization. A low number of registered integrity issues is by many still associated with the good functioning of the entity, while this does not have to be the case, and managers are questioned about the number of reports. A low number of reports, however, may imply that people do not feel safe to report.												The strong sense of responsibility towards their own team/entity, acting outside regulations and the possible consequences for the career influence the quality of organizational learning as the likelihood of drawing organizational lessons and sharing these outside their own entity/team decreases. Furthermore, the possible consequences for the career of the manager decrease the chance that the manager takes action, decreasing the likelihood of observing the indicators on the index that imply an activity (Table 1). 

[bookmark: _Toc11316914]5.6.2. Exploring the influence of the integrity advisors
In general, although the advices often have a future-oriented aspect, considering trends and the long-term, the question is to what extent steps are actually taken besides addressing the issue in question. In practice, it turns out to be hard to implement these long-term advices. The managers remain ultimately responsible and are not obliged to follow the advice. A lack of time and the long procedures that are associated with many changes make it hard. First, available time forms an obstacle. The priorities and expectations of their employees are also considered here by the managers, who consequently allocate most time to the primary processes, which is training for missions. “There is a sort of tension field. Look, the guys and girls in my entity mainly joined the army, because they want to be a warrior. [Excluded for reasons of anonymity]. And actually in many cases, that side of the military discipline [discussing integrity] loses it from a number of other themes”. This image is also sketched by the advisor from one department and one of the integrity advisors argued: “Many reports were written about lessons learned, but there has just not been any time to implement these, because one was already planning a new exercise”.	Furthermore, the lengths of the processes within the organization do not contribute to setting in motion actual change processes and motivating people to take the initiative to in such processes. About a change process that was recently set in motion, an integrity advisor said: “I am curious if I will see the results while I am still alive, so to speak. Those are such long trajectories, you know”.			  							This study’s findings show that the integrity advisors take into account the long-term and consider the learning aspect. From the interviews, it could be deduced that the time available and the lengths of the change processes influence the likelihood (change) processes are set in motion.

[bookmark: _Toc11316915]5.7. Summary
This chapter presented this study’s findings. Starting with the descriptive data, variation on the leader traits was not present and further analysis was therefore not possible. Regarding the leadership styles, the managers were shown to express leadership styles that went from predominantly transactional to predominantly transformational. Subsequently, this study has shown that the integrity advisors had a supportive role towards the manager with a process role in all instances where they were involved. In two integrity issues that were studied, the integrity advisors also took a resource role besides their process role. Thereafter, the scores on the index showed that learning had taken place after all integrity issues. Subsequently, the influence of the leadership styles and involvement of the integrity advisors were examined. It was hard to identify relationships between the variables, being guided by the literature. Thereafter, an analysis of the organizational learning process using the extended experiential learning cycle was conducted, taking a more process-based approach. This analysis showed that the extended experiential learning cycle was gone through entirely in only four of the eight integrity issues and their subsequent procedures. Important to emphasize is that sharing and consolidating lessons are the most important points of attention. Considering the exploratory nature of this study, other possible influential factors were then explored. This resulted in the identification of the explanatory factors presented in section 5.6. In the next chapter, the main research question will be answered. Based on these conclusions, a recommendation will be provided to the Defense organization. Furthermore, this study will be reflected upon, discussing its contributions, limitations and suggestions for future research.

[bookmark: _Toc11316916]6. Conclusion

This chapter starts by answering the main research question. Based on the conclusions of this study, a recommendation for the Defense organization is given in answer to empirical sub-question 7. Subsequently, the limitations of this study, the contributions of this study to science and practice and suggestions for future research are outlined.

[bookmark: _Toc11316917]6.1. Answer to the main question 

This study aims to answer the following question: 
How do managers’ personal traits and leadership behaviors influence the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues in the organization and how is this relationship influenced by the involvement of the integrity advisors in the Defense organization?

Quality of organizational learning
Organizational learning was defined as an ongoing process by which organizations acquire, share, interpret, apply and institutionalize new insights and knowledge in light of past experiences. This definition, the literature on organizational learning and Kolb’s experiential learning cycle resulted in the development of the index (Table 1). This index was used to evaluate the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues. With a respective minimum and maximum score of 2 and 7, and all values in between, this study shows that there is quite some variance on the index. 

The influence of managers’ personal traits
Personal traits of managers were considered as potentially influential factors, considering the upper echelon theory which argues that the management’s background characteristics are related to its choices. However, the influence of personal traits on the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues could not be deduced from this study due to the absence of variation in the personal traits examined, which resulted from the selection of interview respondents.

The influence of managers’ leadership styles
The influence of the managers’ leadership styles was examined, where leadership styles are characterized by leadership behaviors and these behaviors subsequently influence the organizational learning process. The leadership styles of the interviewed managers ranged from predominantly transactional to predominantly transformational. All managers therefore expressed behaviors from both leadership styles. When examining the influence on the quality of organizational learning, the results of this study suggest that there is no relationship between the leadership style and the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues. 		
				
The influence of the integrity advisors	
The role and influence of the integrity advisors was examined. Depending on the role taken by the integrity advisor, the relationship between the manager and integrity advisor and the advice given, the involvement of an integrity advisor may impede or contribute to organizational learning. In seven of the eight integrity issues studied, an integrity advisor was involved. The integrity advisors had a process role, for example discussing the alternative options/steps that could be taken by the manager. Five managers explicitly indicated that the integrity advisor was a knowledgeable partner to discuss the integrity issue in question with. The integrity advisor’s perceived independence was also emphasized. Sometimes, the integrity advisor also took a resource role, sharing his knowledge of the regulations and experience in dealing with similar integrity issues before. This study does not find a strong connection between the influence of the integrity advisor and the overall quality of organizational learning from integrity issues.				

Analysis using the extended experiential learning cycle
An analysis of organizational learning as a process was done using the extended experiential learning cycle. Also, an exploratory analysis was conducted to examine other factors potentially influencing the quality of organizational learning. From the analysis it can be deduced that managers strongly influence the quality of organizational learning, being closely involved in the organizational learning process when an integrity issue is dealt with. For example, by engaging in a discussion with those involved in the integrity issue, deciding to have an internal investigation conducted, discussing the issue within the entity and contributing to organizational changes that result from lessons learned from the integrity issue in question. Considering the large size of some departments, a more supportive role is sometimes also observed, where a lower-level manager is responsible for taking the concrete actions. A supportive role is also seen in the opposite direction, where managers are supported by their staff members and the manager(s) at the managerial level below them, for example being supplied with information. The integrity advisors have been shown to play a role in all phases after the experience phase, where concrete actions depended on the integrity issue in question. Important to note is that the managers remained ultimately responsible. The quality of organizational learning has been shown to be higher when all phases are completed, implying that steps have been taken to find out what happened and who was involved, that conclusion have been drawn with reference to previous existing knowledge and previous experiences and that new insights have been implemented. In only four of the eight integrity issues studied the full cycle was completed.						

Exploratory findings
Based on the exploratory part of this study, several factors were identified which may explain the variation in the scores on the index and the reasons why sometimes the full cycle is completed and sometimes not. First, the managers’ sense of responsibility towards the own team/entity and towards the entire Defense organization influences the organizational learning quality. The extent to which lessons are shared is namely influenced by this factor. Second, some managers’ willingness to take responsibility for a decision outside the organization’s regulations without widely expressing this and changing the regulations impedes the opportunity to learn as an organization. Third, possible consequences for the managers’ careers may hinder organizational learning, as this may be the reason for sharing integrity concerns. Fourth, considering the influence of the integrity advisors and the extent to which their especially long-term advice is implemented, factors that have been found to influence the organizational learning quality in this respect are available time and the long processes that are associated with making changes in the organization. 

Summary
Concluding, this study has examined the roles of the manager and the integrity advisor in the organizational learning from integrity issues and shown that the managers play a central role, often being supported by the integrity advisors, in dealing with integrity issues. Various individual and organizational factors have been found to influence the steps that were taken and these may be considered when aiming to improve the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues. 

[bookmark: _Toc11316918]6.2. Recommendation
This study has shown that consolidating and sharing lessons within the Defense organization requires attention, considering the incidental learning by which the organization can currently be characterized. This means that learning remains very local, and perhaps also temporary until the manager moves on to his next position, with consequently a considerable risk that of incident-driven action. The question that follows is then: how can lessons best be learned, implemented, consolidated and shared? 								Table 12 shows the points of attention concerning the organizational learning regarding integrity issues in the Defense organization, and how they can be addressed. Focusing on the main points of attention, consolidating and sharing lessons can be addressed by organizing peer review sessions regarding integrity (issues) during which managers at all levels engage in a dialogue about integrity in a context that transcends the Defense departments. During these sessions, which will last a day, dilemmas should be discussed that arise in the context of (perceived) integrity issues. Based on previous integrity issues, small groups can evaluate which steps they would have taken, what should be considered with an eye on the future and how this could be relevant to other managers. Subsequently, the steps taken and the lessons learned can be discussed. The emphasis of these sessions should be on the lessons learned and the changes to which they have led at an organizational level. For the consolidation of the lessons, but also as part of sharing, it would be good to document the outcomes of these sessions, the lessons learned and several points that were considered, and place these in a structured way on the internal webpages. Managers who have not participated in the particular session would then be able to find the lessons learned and points of discussion on the internal webpages, being able to consider these if dealing with a similar issue.							This study identified privacy, a lack of time and the practical orientation of many managers as points of attention to be considered in the recommendation. Considering privacy, the details of the integrity issues do not need to be discussed and emphasis should be laid on possible subsequent steps. It is important here that the integrity issues are placed in a broader perspective and that connections are established between various (perceived) integrity issues. A lack of time has been shown to hamper organizational learning and is in this recommendation considered by limiting the peer review sessions to a day a year. The practical orientation of many managers is reflected in the focus on the concrete steps to be discussed during the sessions and the fact that managers engage in dialogue, rather than reading about the experience of others.

Table 12. Recommendation
	Points of attention
	Recommendation

	· Sharing lessons 
	Peer review sessions with managers at all levels and from all Defense departments

	· Consolidating lessons
	Documenting outcomes of the peer review sessions and developing a data base in which they can be found

	· Privacy
	Anonymization of cases.
Focus on steps to be taken after the integrity issue is dealt with and on the lessons that were learned.

	· Lack of time
	Intervision sessions last one day

	· Practical orientation
	Discussing the concrete steps that can be taken. 
Engaging into a dialogue, not reading what others did. 



[bookmark: _Toc11316919]6.3. Contributions research							                         
This study has made social and scientific contributions. First, this study contributed to the Defense organization by providing an insight into the learning processes following integrity issues and the roles that managers and integrity advisors take. This study uncovered several factors that potentially influence the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues. The conclusions drawn and the subsequent recommendation for the Defense organization may contribute to improving the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues.	Second, from a scientific perspective, this study has made several contributions. With the index developed, this study has provided an instrument to measure the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues. Similarly, a measurement instrument was composed for the leadership styles. Furthermore, this study contributed to the scientific literature by integrating the concepts of organizational learning, leadership and consultancy in one study. This way, examining the interaction between these variables. Also, this study made a contribution being conducted in the public sector and then specifically in the army. So far, to my knowledge, there has been no study conducted regarding organizational learning on integrity in a Defense organization.

[bookmark: _Toc11316920]6.4. Reflections on this study
The findings of this study should not be accepted as true without considering the following limitations and methodological concerns. First, for this study, seventeen interviews were conducted in two of the seven Defense departments. Considering that the Defense departments are argued to have their own cultures to some extent and that the Defense organization had 61.094 employees in 2018 (Defensie, 2018), one may question the extent to which this study’s findings may be generalized for the entire Defense organization. 					The second limitation arose from the fact that most interviewed managers were contacted via the integrity advisors, which resulted in including only one interview with a manager who dealt with the integrity issue without the involvement of an integrity advisor. For the other seven integrity issues studied, in six instances, the manager indicated that he had taken the initiative in seeking contact. There is thus to some extent limited variation regarding the involvement/influence of the integrity advisors and it is important to realize that the interviewed managers may therefore not be a true reflection of all managers in the Defense organization. Nonetheless, this study reveals several difficulties, that are expected to occur regardless of the involvement of an integrity advisor.								Third, 	in this study only managers who had dealt with the integrity issues were interviewed. Therefore, the effect of learning in the organization cannot be fully evaluated. For a more complete picture, managers who have not yet dealt with an integrity issue should also have been asked to see if they, with the experience gained and lessons learned by others within the organization know which steps to take in case they are confronted with an issue.		Fourth, this was a cross-sectional study, examining integrity issues dealt with in the past six months. This choice was made, so interview respondents would still remember the steps they had taken. Considering the long processes that appear to exist when making changes in the Defense organization, it is possible that some of the lessons learned will be converted into concrete changes, consolidation and/or sharing in a later stage. 



[bookmark: _Toc11316921]6.5. Future research								                     
This study had an exploratory approach with the aim to connect the fields of organizational learning, leadership and consultancy. Existing literature guided this study, providing a solid starting point, and this study’s findings may guide future research. There are several ways to build on this study, considering its contributions and limitations.					 First, addressing the limitations, it would be worthwhile extending this study by conducting more interviews. Qualitatively, the sample should be improved by including managers and integrity advisors from the other five Defense departments. Furthermore, more managers should be interviewed who had no integrity advisor involved in dealing with the integrity issues. Moreover, managers who have not yet dealt with integrity issues should be asked to examine if they know which steps to take, based on the insights gained and lessons learned by managers elsewhere in the organization.							Second, this study has shown that two managers take decisions based on what they consider morally justifiable. It would therefore be interesting to take a closer look at the personal characteristics of the managers, presuming that what they consider justifiable is influenced by their personal traits. Considering the absence of variation regarding age, education, organizational tenure and work experience, there would be two ways to go about this. Future research may include managers from different managerial levels. In this context, that would mean not only colonels and lieutenant colonels, but also interviewing majors and generals as heads of the departments. However, one would then need to pay attention to variance in other factors, for example decision-making competences. Another possibility would be to conduct a more psychologically oriented study. 



[bookmark: _Toc11316922]Summary 
A great deal of attention has been paid to integrity within the Defense organization in the past few years. Many news items and reports have been written about integrity issues and the question that is consequently raised is: (how) does the Defense organization learn? Considering the managers’ responsibility for the implementation of the integrity policy and the supportive role that the integrity advisors may play, this study aims to answer the following question:
How do managers’ personal traits and leadership behaviors influence the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues in the organization and how is this relationship influenced by the involvement of the integrity advisors in the Defense organization?

For the evaluation of the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues, an index was developed based on existing literature regarding organizational learning. Furthermore, this study built on literature in the fields of leadership and consultancy. The exploratory nature that characterized this study led to the discovery of factors that may explain the variation in the quality of organizational learning outside of existing literature.				Based on the interviews with managers who dealt with an integrity issue, integrity advisors, Central staff employees and staff from the cabinets studied could be concluded that lessons have been learned after integrity issues took place. Due to the absence of variation in leader traits, no conclusions could be drawn concerning the influence of this factor on the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues. Furthermore, no clear relationship could be observed between the leadership styles and the scores on the index. Also, there were no conclusive findings on the influence of the involvement of integrity advisors.			Subsequently, some more exploratory analyses were conducted. First, the analysis using the extended learning cycle showed that the full cycle was completed in only four of the eight instances. In all instances, the integrity issue was discussed and reflected upon. However, organizational lessons have not always been learned. Also, in cases where they have been learned, consolidation and sharing has not always taken place. Based on the exploratory analysis of the data, several factors were found that influenced the quality of organizational learning. Related to the managers’ influence, these factors were their strong sense of responsibility for their own team/entity, acting outside the organization according to one’s own moral compass and possible consequences for their career. Considering the influence of the integrity advisors and whether long-term advice is implemented, lack of time available and the length of the change processes in the organization were found as influential factors. 		These conclusions have led to the recommendation that the organization should organize peer review sessions with managers at all levels from all departments to discussing past integrity issues that took place, to get a dialogue started about the subsequent steps to be taken and the lessons learned from the issues in question. For further research, it is recommended to conduct more interviews, including interview respondents from more Defense departments and managers who have not dealt directly with integrity issues yet. Furthermore, it would be interesting to conduct a study with a more psychological orientation.  								
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In this appendix, you will find the exploratory and deepening questions that were asked during the interviews with the managers and the integrity advisors. This appendix also includes the questions that formed the basis for the interviews with the Central staff employees and the staff from the cabinets. Each interview started with an introduction during which I shortly introduced myself and my research. Then, I also asked the interviewee if I could record the interview for analysis and emphasized the confidentiality and anonymity processing the data. 

[bookmark: _Toc11316926]Exploratory and deepening questions for the managers and the integrity advisors

· Can you shortly elaborate on the case? The focus of this study lies on the learning process and the report will not permit the identification of persons, nor of the Defense department. (question only for the managers)
· Do you think that the Defense organization learns from integrity issues?
· What would be needed for the Defense organization to learn more from integrity issues?
· Which personal characteristics of managers do you think contribute to the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues? (question only for integrity advisors)

[bookmark: _Toc11316927]Central staff 

The Central staff makes the policies for the Defense organization. There are various managements/ departments that operate under the direction of the Secretary-General. These include, but are not limited to:
· The Bureau Secretary-General, which supports, advises and forms the contact point with the Secretary-General (Ministry of Defense, n.d.e.). 
· The Safety Department, which sets the framework in which the Defense departments develop their safety management (Ministry of Defense, n.d.e.).

Questions
· Could you elaborate on your (educational) background? How long have you worked for the Defense organization?
· What is your role in the Defense organization?
· “Lessons identified” and “lessons learned” are common concepts within the Defense organization. To what extent do you see this in your work in the field of integrity?  
· Which role do current developments play in the development of the integrity policies/the establishment of the framework in which Defense departments need to operate? Consider: influence of trend analyses, integrity issues which resulted in organizational lessons, influence of Parliamentary questions, Minister’s/State secretary’s commitments to Parliament, reports such as from Committee Giebels.
· How would you describe the contact with the Defense departments? (which persons are involved and frequency)
· How are the differences between the Defense departments taken into account when designing Defense wide policies?
· Which factors do you think are important for lessons to be learned from integrity issues?
· Do you think that the Defense organization learns from integrity issues?
· What would be needed for the Defense organization to learn more from integrity issues?
· Which personal characteristics of managers do you think contribute to the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues? (many Central staff members were managers in the past)

[bookmark: _Toc11316928]Staff Cabinet
1. Can you elaborate on your (educational) background? How long have you worked for the Defense organization?
2. How would you describe your role in the cabinet?
3. When an integrity issue is reported in the MVV, what do you do? 
4. In which cases do you contact the manager? 
5. Why do you contact managers in these cases?
6. Which role do you have in the process of addressing integrity issues?
7. To what extent do you have an insight into the handling/settlement of cases?
8. How is your relationship with the integrity advisors (frequency, content)?
9. How is your relationship with the Central staff (frequency, content)?
10. To what extent do you think that the Defense organization learns from integrity issues?
11. How are possible lessons captured?
12. Do you have examples of department-wide or Defense-wide changes/lessons learned?
13. Which personal characteristics of managers do you think contribute to the quality of organizational learning from integrity issues?
14. Which factors do you think are important for lessons to be learned from integrity issues?
15. What would be needed for the Defense organization to learn more from integrity issues?
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