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ABSTRACT

MINDSET AND FEEDBACK RECEPTIVITY IN A TEAM FACILITATION
SETTING: EXPLORING FACTORS PERCEIVED BY ADULT EDUCATORS
THAT INFLUENCE THEIR LEARNING IN ROLE

Caridad Vivian Chrisomalis

The aim of this qualitative case study was to shed light on factors perceived by
facilitators of adult learning to influence the transformation of their fixed/growth
mindsets with the potential for enhanced or sustained feedback receptivity. This was
achieved by exploring the experiences of a core team of facilitators of adult education in
an elite Tier I University Based Coaching Certification Program (UBCCP) located in the
northeast United States. Informed through an extensive review of the literature, I hoped
to identify commonalities/differences among the various core team members (whose
experiences are so varied) regarding their perceptions of high impact adult learning in
this team facilitation context. Specifically, the purpose of this qualitative case study was
to explore their experiences as a means of identifying, describing, and furthering an
understanding of the factors perceived to promote the perspective transformation required
to ensure the UBCCP program can be scaled efficiently, effectively, and most
importantly, with integrity and fidelity.

Toward that end, I collected relevant assessment data from each core team
member to inform the one-to-one interviews. Data collection methods included document
analysis, pre-interview data forms, the results of four survey instruments (two selffocused and two context-focused), and in-depth interviews (including verbal examples of
each facilitator’s high and low point experiences in the UBCCP setting). A data analysis
process was developed to examine the potential connection between mindset, feedback
orientation, feedback environment, and the learning climate of the UBCCP.
The study’s findings confirmed that an interplay does exist between an
individual’s mindset and feedback orientation and the feedback environment. The study
also confirmed that although that interplay appears to influence the learning climate to
some degree, different factors, (e.g., professional development, psychological safety, etc.)
have a greater impact on how the facilitators of adult education of the UBCCP are
experiencing the learning climate. Finally, the study confirmed that mindset, feedback
orientation, the feedback environment, and the learning climate are interconnected, and
all contribute to the perspective transformation that leads to feedback receptivity.
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Chapter I
INTRODUCTION

The need to facilitate adult learning in our rapidly changing environment is
creating unprecedented opportunities for facilitators of adult learning. The everincreasing amount of new information being produced each day in this technological age
is generating a tremendous demand to support executive coaches, educators, facilitators,
trainers, and others so they can more effectively and efficiently transfer learning to the
workforce. On August 4, 2010, Eric Schmitt, then CEO of Google, stated, “Every two
days now we create as much information as we did from the dawn of civilization up until
2003. Let me repeat that: we create as much information in two days now as we did from
the dawn of man through 2003.”
In the early 1900s, Henry Ford realized that an assembly-line approach was the
best and perhaps only way to mass-produce commodities. Similarly, today’s more astute
facilitators of adult learning are questioning the efficacy of existing practices, and
consistently exploring ways to disseminate the vast amount of new information and
knowledge through team professional development avenues. Advances in virtual teaching
and artificial intelligence have certainly facilitated the delivery of content by one person
to countless others, particularly in the context of COVID-19. These advances also hold
promise for how customized, individualized feedback around skill development can be
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delivered. If emergent skill development that requires observational feedback is to be
optimized, however, a better understanding of the gap that exists between feedback
provided and feedback receptivity needs to be attained. Specifically, in the context of this
study, factors (both at the individual level, and the environment level) perceived by
facilitators of adult education to influence learning in role need to be explored.
Chapter I of this qualitative case study introduces the research problem by first
describing the larger real-world context within which this study took place. I developed
the research problem by first reviewing the current body of literature and research, which
included identified gaps and suggested areas for further study. I also address the field of
adult education, as this study took place in an existing adult education program. The
research purpose and research questions follow, along with an overview of the study’s
design. After I discuss my perspectives and assumptions, I conclude the chapter with the
overall rationale and significance of the study. At the end of the chapter, I list specialized
terms used in this study with their definitions.
Description of Research Site
To aid the readers of this study, I provide the following detailed description of the
significant components of the setting: (a) program overview; (b) depiction of the program
director, including a portrayal of his leadership point of view; and (c) depiction of the
facilitator team.
Program Overview
This study focused on a team of facilitators of a coaching certification program
housed in an academic department of a Graduate School of Education for a Tier I
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university located in the northeastern region of the United States. For the purposes of this
qualitative case study, I used the pseudonym University-Based Coaching Certification
Program (UBCCP) when referring to the program. The UBCCP is a graduate-level,
noncredit, certificate program that prepares participants (over a period of 10 months to
1 year) to navigate a path towards mastery of the three coaching foundations designed to
prepare for the role of professional coach.
The three-component certification process consists of: (a) developing a solid
understanding of four guiding principles found to differentiate highly effective executive
and organizational coaches; (b) gaining intensive practice with nine research-based core
coaching competencies; and (c) embedding these critical capabilities in a high-impact,
three-phase coaching process. This three-component certification process aims to help
participants chart personalized paths toward individualized, signature coaching
approaches. Table 1 at the end of this section highlights the focus and duration of the
three major components of the program: (1) Front End-Intensive (5 days); (2) FieldBased Reflective Practicum (8-10 months); and (3) Back-End Intensive (5 days).
Front-end coaching intensive. As Table 1 illustrates, UBCCP core facilitators
prepare participants in three stages. Participants begin with a 5-day residential intensive
to gain the knowledge and comprehension of three evidence-based coaching foundations:
(1) guiding principles, (2) core coaching competencies, and (3) the coaching process.
Participants complete 42 contact hours during the front-end coaching intensive and
receive a certificate of completion demonstrating a “working knowledge” of the
program’s three coach foundations.
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Field-based practicum. Having completed the front-end coaching intensive,
participants who continue are assigned to one of five supervision groups, each with
between 8 to 12 members led by one (or two) members of the program facilitator team.
The first requirement of the practicum is for members to complete 18 2-hour online group
supervision sessions, for a total of 36 contact hours during the 8- to 10-month period. The
second major requirement of the practicum period is for each participant to apply his or
her learning from the front-end coaching intensive by coaching at least five (paying)
clients for a minimum of 50 hours during the practicum period, under the supervision of
program facilitators (see Table 1).
Back-end coaching intensive. After successful completion of the field-based
reflective practicum, coaching participants continue their certification process with a final
5-day residential intensive. During this stage, participants engage in several rounds of
coaching drills to solidify their understanding of and ability to demonstrate the three
coaching foundations in action, followed by laser feedback from different program
facilitators over the course of the first 2½ days of the program. This provides each
candidate with a clear sense of his or her strengths and areas of needed focus heading into
the oral coaching exam later in the week (see Table 1).
Description of the Program Director
The UBCCP’S program director is a full-time professor in the university
department where the program is housed. Since joining the faculty, and in addition to his
regular academic responsibilities, he has worked with department colleagues who were
teaching various graduate courses related to coaching and interested in creating a
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professional coaching credential to research, design, and develop what is now the
UBCCP.
Table 1
UBCCP Structure—Participants

Module
Length

Front-End
Intensive

Field-Based
Reflective Practicum

Back-End
Intensive

5 days

8-10 months

5 days

Description Program begins with
a residential module
focused on
introducing
participants to, and
providing
opportunities for,
experiencing three
practice-based
coaching foundations:
● guiding
principlesmindset;
● competencies;
and
● the coaching
process.

Technology-enabled
field-based
practicum where
participants:
● attend group
supervision to
reinforce frontend content;
● coach paid
clients;
● journal to
capture
learning;
● observe
experienced
coaches; and
● complete a
coach-specific
research
project.

Program concludes
with a second
residential module
focused on:
● continuing to
build capabilities
through
exploration of
more advanced
coaching topics
(e.g., coaching
across cultures,
and coaching for
emotional and
social
intelligence);
● completing
written and oral
exams; and
● sharing insights
from coachspecific research
project via
concurrent
presentations and
an interactive
showcase.
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The program launched in the Fall of 2007 and, to date, 23 Advanced Coaching
Intensives (ACI) Cohorts—with nearly 700 candidates from over 50 countries around the
world—have successfully completed the entire year-long program.
The program is making progress, as evidenced by the opportunity that exists to
capitalize on the current market demand to expand the UBCCP in a manner that honors
the program’s commitment to excellence. Applications to the UBCCP program are
currently at an all-time high. Potential participants wishing to enroll in the program have
been experiencing waitlists (with between 20 and 50 names) for the past 3 years. For the
program to continue building its brand, however, it will need to hire and/or develop a
greater number of core program facilitators who can work effectively in teams. New and
existing facilitators will need to both work in the open-enrollment program and,
importantly, take the lead in staffing customized programs as part of the program’s
growth strategy.
With the support of his advisory group, the UBCCP’s faculty director crafted the
following leadership point of view (LPOV), which serves as a blueprint for managing
program operations, including the supervision of the core facilitator team. The program
director’s LPOV includes four essential elements:
1. Ideas: to ground the program’s competitive advantage in: (a) leveraging
knowledge of world-class facilitators; (b) translating research into evidencebased, value-generating coaching practices; and (c) attracting, deploying, and
retaining a team of scholar-practitioner-oriented facilitators;
2. Values: to drive behavior within the UBCCP through three core beliefs:
(a) fostering a learning climate that draws out the experiences of participants;
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(b) promoting development by creating a feedback-seeking and feedbackgiving culture; and (c) realizing continuous improvement (self and program);
3. Energy: to maintain commitment of team members by: (a) surfacing and using
their talent, and (b) managing the 4-Cs of performance (i.e., conditions,
clarity, commitment, and competence); and
4. Edge: to have the courage to lead by: (a) creating facilitator assignments
based on performance, contribution, and future capacity building; and
(b) maintaining team membership by striving to lead using the three coaching
foundations upon which the program is built.
The UBCCP faculty director’s LPOV provides a window into his leadership
approach and the program’s focus on excellence and continuous learning through an
emphasis on feedback orientation and the creation of a productive feedback environment.
The challenge is consistently operationalizing these commitments during the selecting,
onboarding, developing, and supervising of facilitation team members. This qualitative
case study was designed to provide insight into the director’s guiding inquiry.
Description of Facilitator Team
The core program facilitators comprise a team of nine adult learning specialists,
led by a faculty director with a full-time appointment at the university. Individual team
members come from a variety of professional backgrounds. All team members are
required to hold at least one coaching credential by a recognized professional association;
some are independent consultants; others lead their own boutique consulting firms; and
others hold adjunct professional appointments with the program’s host university. Some
team members have experience teaching in other coach training programs and/or teaching
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at the university level. All facilitators hold bachelor’s degrees, most hold master’s
degrees (from a wide range of disciplines), and some hold doctorate degrees.
Given the program’s focus on providing candidates with immediate, observational
feedback while learning to apply the three-coaching foundations, the participant-tofacilitator ratio is not to exceed 6:1 during the front-end and advanced coaching
intensives. Therefore, depending on enrollment levels, program instructional teams (i.e.,
faculty director and facilitators) consist of between three to six facilitators to ensure that
fidelity to the program’s learning design is sustained. Many roles are associated with
being a member of the program’s core facilitator team, including:
● leading structured modules (during front-end and back-end intensives);
● co-leading structured modules (in pairs or triads);
● supporting the lead facilitator(s) by scanning the room and supporting
individual participants as needed;
● facilitating small learning groups during application activities and breakout
coaching sessions (setting up, observing, and providing customized feedback,
i.e., providing emergent, non-pre-programmed skill development in a ratio not
to exceed 1 facilitator to 6 participants);
● completing various onsite program administrative/planning tasks while
teaching occurs in the main room (e.g., distributing breakout room materials,
organizing assessments by table groups, etc.);
● supervising a group of between 8-12 participants during the 8- to 10-month
field-based practicum;
● leading 2-hour Coach Demonstrations (during practicum period);

9

● reviewing participant materials in the assigned practicum group, including
providing virtual office hours as needed;
● ensuring practicum group members are on track for completing all practicum
requirements for candidacy to attend the back-end intensive;
● serving as “leads” for Oral Exam Teams; and
● assessing assigned candidates’ materials during 60-day certification document
review periods.
Many of the above activities take place in an environment where formal feedback
from program participants for each major program segment is shared with the entire team
(including data about the overall program, curriculum, modules, and each individual
facilitator’s performance). During and after each module, the UBCCP core facilitators
receive extensive individualized and continual feedback from their participants, one
another (colleagues/peers/co-facilitators), and the program director. Core facilitators also
participate in formal reflection exercises, maintaining journals and personal accounts of
their experiences that include, but are not limited to, their reactions, observations, and
consideration of the feedback and performance scores they receive.
Moreover, during residential coach intensives, the facilitator team meets regularly
in the morning before each program day; for lunch to debrief the morning session (which
includes peer and director feedback) and to plan for the afternoon sessions; and at the end
of each program day (for more planning and feedback). For many, this is the first time
they have worked on a facilitator team of this size where feedback is shared openly—a
practice that can trigger a range of reactions (including position and negative emotions).
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During these meetings, the facilitators receive feedback from the director and one
another, and the director receives feedback from the facilitators.
Research Problem and Discussion
This qualitative case study was based on a graduate-level university coaching
certification program that provides a framework and practice around using feedback to
develop the skill sets of its core facilitator team members—while doing the work of
developing coaches entering the profession. The study explored a problem of practice by
examining the factors that influence an individual facilitator’s feedback receptivity in a
team setting. Informed by Kurt Lewin’s Field Theory which posited that an individual’s
behavior is a function of that person and his or her environment (i.e., B = f (P x E),
(Lewin, 1936), I applied Lewin’s formula as follows: Feedback Receptivity (B) = the
interplay (f) between two self-focused factors (i.e., mindset and feedback orientation) (P),
and two context-focused factors (i.e., feedback environment and learning climate) (E).
By doing so, I hoped to shed light on what can be done programmatically to develop the
ability of individual core program facilitators to internalize and act on the systematic
feedback they receive throughout the program.
Research has not yet empirically validated or legitimized the interplay between an
individual facilitator’s:
1. mindset (i.e., a self-perception of “self-theory” that people hold about
themselves [Dweck, 2013]), and
2. feedback orientation (i.e., an individual’s overall receptivity to feedback,
including comfort with feedback, the tendency to seek feedback and process it
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mindfully, and the likelihood of acting on the feedback to guide behavior
change and performance improvement [London, 2002]); and the way they
experience the
3. the feedback environment (i.e., the contextual or situational characteristics of
the feedback process, including the contextual aspects of day-to-day
supervisor-subordinate and coworker-coworker feedback processes rather than
the formal performance appraisal feedback session [Steelman, Levy, & Snell,
2004]);
4. the learning climate (i.e., an individual’s perception of the extent to which the
workplace facilitates learning opportunities and regards and supports learning
behavior [Nikolova, Van Ruysseveldt, Van Dam, & DeWitte, 2016]); and
5. one’s ability to internalize and act on feedback received.
Currently, the program director is faced with the challenge of having team
members with a range of mindsets and feedback orientations, based on the results of their
Mindset Quiz and Feedback Orientation Scale results (described in detail in Chapter III),
which might suggest variation in how different team members respond to one of the
program’s core values, “fostering a feedback culture.” Individual core facilitator team
members’ feedback receptivity (including the director’s) either contributes to, has a
neutral impact on, or negatively influences the program’s overall “net-promoter score,”
i.e., how likely it is that a participant would recommend the program to a friend,
colleague, or family member (Owen & Brooks, 2009). This is a critical success factor for
a program that relies on prior participants referring up to 60% of future participants.
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These differences, the director suspects, are tied to an individual facilitator’s ability to
internalize and act on the systematic feedback received throughout the program.
The UBCCP is designed to provide consistent and continual feedback, not only to
participants but to all program core facilitator members. Program evaluations occur after
two major segments of the program: (a) 1-week residential front-end coaching intensives
(External Coaching Intensive [ECI] and Internal Coaching Intensives [ICI]); and
(b) 1-week residential back-end advanced coach intensives. The evaluations ask
participants to rate and comment on:
1. the overall program’s three coaching foundations (i.e., guiding principles,
competencies, and process—the curriculum);
2. program modules (i.e., specific content linked to one of the program’s three
coaching foundations);
3. each core facilitator member and guest instructors (based on four factors that
emerged from an early analysis of 3 years of net-promoter data, i.e.,
facilitator’s platform skills in front of the room, effectiveness in managing the
learning process during the breakout session, quality of laser feedback
provided by facilitator, and overall knowledge of the content of the program,
including general expertise about executive and organizational coaching); and
4. the “ultimate question” regarding the likelihood of participants referring the
program to a colleague, friend, and/or family member.
Again, this last question is most relevant because the program’s reputation and
strong demand are based largely on referrals. Participants are asked to provide survey
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feedback for each facilitator that includes a 5-point rating scale (1 being low and 5 being
high), combined with open-ended comments to support their ratings.
All facilitators receive this feedback regardless of their tenure on the team, with
the expectation that they will learn from the feedback and use it to improve their practice.
Participants comment on the curriculum, the modules, and each facilitator (including the
director) in the four categories described above. The director reflects on his own practice
and receives feedback from the team and from the participants. The facilitators receive
feedback from the participants, the director, and one another.
Currently, the facilitators are provided their own as well as one another’s
participant feedback results. This was not always the case. In the early years of the
program, only the director was privy to the feedback each team member received from
the participants. The facilitators only received their own feedback results. However, when
the director realized that he had benefited from analyzing other team members’ individual
feedback results (evidenced by his improving scores after each cohort), he shared the
insights with the team. This led to a change in the way participant feedback is now
provided, i.e., the team receives all the feedback from the program participants after each
cohort. In addition, time and space for facilitator learning are provided through feedback
during team meetings (described in detail in Chapter IV).
In the first column across the top of Table 2 below, core program facilitators are
identified (Source). In the next five columns across the top of the table, the five scores
each facilitator receives are described. Then, moving down the table, space is provided
for each of the feedback providers (e.g., participants, director, colleagues) to document
their scores.
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Table 2
UBCCP—Program Feedback Structure

Net Promoter
Themes/
Source

Platform Skills
in Front of the
Room
(including
positioning a
concept and
providing clear
directions)

Effectiveness
of Managing
the Learning
Process
(during
breakout
sessions)

Quality of
Laser
Feedback
(during
“Fishbowl”
coaching
exercises)

Overall
Knowledge of
the Content of
the Program
(including
general
expertise about
executive and
organizational
coaching)

Likelihood of
Participant
Referring the
UBCCP
to a Colleague,
Friend, and/or
Family
Member

Participants
Program
Director
Peer
Facilitators

Program evaluations from participants include a net-promoter metric (i.e., the
compilation of three differentiated categories of participant feedback on a scale of 1-10
for the ultimate question: How likely are you to refer the program to a friend, colleague,
and/or family member? The three categories are: (a) detractors (i.e., those giving ratings
from 1 to 6; (b) passives (i.e., those giving ratings from 7-8); and (c) promoters (i.e.,
those giving ratings from 9-10, with 10 being the highest score possible). Specifically, the
metric is derived by subtracting the scores of the program’s detractors from the scores of
the program’s promoters. The passive scores are dropped (Owen & Brooks, 2009).
The program has long collected data on net-promoter trends and numbers of
referrals. A preliminary review of participant feedback data gathered over a 10-year
period appears to show that higher-performing facilitators have unique competencies
(i.e., platform skills in front of the room; effectiveness in managing the learning process
in breakout rooms; effectiveness in providing laser feedback; and overall knowledge of
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the program content) that align with key themes identified as valuable by the program’s
promoters (i.e., participants who are more likely to refer the program to a friend, family
member, or colleague in the future). Specifically, when the detractors (those giving
scores between 1-6) and passives (those giving scores between 7-8) were asked what it
would take for them to give scores of 7-8 or 9-10, respectively, they referenced the same
competencies the promoters (those giving scores of 9-10) identified as the valuable
competencies demonstrated by the facilitators they scored.
The trend data also suggested that increases in net-promoter scores co-vary with
increases in program referrals. A review of participant evaluations by the program’s
director revealed a pattern of three clusters of facilitator team members: (a) those who
appear to receive a broad range of scores (on a scale of 1-5, with 1 being the lowest and
5 being the highest) of participant feedback, including episodes of “negative comments”;
(b) those who consistently receive a narrower range of feedback on the upper end of a
5-point scale (i.e., 90% 4s and 5s); and (c) those who are newer to the team yet seem to
be progressing with each round of feedback. As some team members seem to receive
inconsistent feedback from program evaluations when compared to others, this led the
director to believe that these core team members might not be internalizing previous
feedback suggestions and, therefore, have remained inconsistent in the performance of
various program instructional and supervisory roles.
The program director’s early hunches—that team members who internalize the
feedback and use the suggestions received to inform their practices are more effective
and contribute greatly to program referrals—have been validated by the analysis of a
combination of qualitative data (i.e., participants’ open-ended responses) and related
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quantitative data (i.e., net-promoter scores that align with the open-ended questions)
conducted by graduate students under his supervision. Specifically, higher evaluation
results collected over a 3-year period from program participants showed that participants
who were supervised by facilitators with higher feedback scores tended to do better on
learning outcome metrics (e.g., written knowledge exams, oral coaching exams, and
required coach-specific research programs) and completed the entire program at a higher
rate, compared to other facilitators on the team.
To provide additional data and related insights that were not available from the
prior survey research, in this qualitative case study, I combined each facilitator’s results
on four assessments defined in Chapter III (i.e., the Fixed vs. Growth Mindset Quiz, the
Feedback Orientation Scale, the Feedback Environment Scale, and the Learning Climate
Scale) with the insights I obtained from a series of interviews that explored each
facilitator’s “lived experiences” as a member of the UBCCP team as well as the
observational data I gathered during my onsite visits. Consequently, the program director
wants to leverage the insights from this study to lead in a way that aligns with the
program’s core value of building and sustaining a strong feedback culture. The director
himself has used feedback from program evaluations to inform his practice (i.e.,
facilitation and leading team) and attributes this to receiving summary ratings that are
consistently 80% to 90% top-box ratings on a 5-point scale (with 5 being high). Doing so
will ensure that all core facilitator team members use the feedback they receive through
the above-referenced program evaluations—both from participants and other
facilitators—to improve their practice; positively impact the team’s performance; and
ultimately achieve higher client program completion levels.
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Purpose Statement and Discussion
The aim of this qualitative case study was to further an understanding of the gap
that appears to exist between (a) the systematic and individualized feedback provided,
and (b) the way that feedback is internalized by some, but not other, members of the
UBCCP team members. Informed through a review of the literature, the experiential
insight provided by the program director, and my assumptions for this study based on
Lewin’s Field Theory, I hoped to identify commonalities and differences among the
various core facilitator members (whose experiences are so varied) regarding the factors
they perceive as influencing their learning in role.
This study aimed to address these gaps by exploring factors perceived by
facilitators of adult learning as having the ability to influence their learning in role to:
(a) meet the program’s aspirations to provide excellence in facilitating adult learning
experiences; and (b) scale the UBCCP program by deploying core team members as
“lead facilitators” (working with select program alums) to meet increased market demand
for customized programming for organizational clients. Thus, through this study, I
intended to explore the gap that often exists between feedback received and the
tendencies of a facilitator of adult learning to take in key messages embedded to guide
future, informed action (Dweck, 2012). By doing so, I hoped to obtain a more profound
understanding of what can be done programmatically to facilitate the evolution that
performance feedback is intended to achieve. This, in turn, will empower the program
director with research-based strategies he can implement and execute to capitalize
successfully on the opportunity that exists to scale the UBCCP with the fidelity, integrity,
and commitment to excellence he is determined to uphold.
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Research on “mindsets” holds promise for understanding an individual’s ability to
adopt more of a “growth” mindset (i.e., state of mind positing that basic abilities can be
developed through dedication and hard work [Dweck, 2012]), compared to a “fixed”
mindset (i.e., a state of mind positing that basic abilities, intelligence, and talents are nonchanging traits [Dweck, 2012]). Further, exploration of the role of the learner, and the
learner’s networks, in facilitating learning perspectives is also needed so that we can
establish how feedback can be transferred from one context to another (Whitaker, 2011).
Through this study, I explored the interplay between an individual facilitator’s mindset
(as measured by the Fixed vs. Growth Mindset Quiz [Dweck, 2010]) and feedback
orientations (as measured by the Feedback Orientation Scale [Linderbaum & Levy,
2010]), and the ways they are experiencing the feedback environment (as measured by
the Feedback Environment Scale [Steelman et al., 2004]), and the learning climate (as
measured by the Learning Climate Scale [Nikolova et al., 2016]), and how that interplay
influences their feedback receptivity in the context of the UBCCP.
Hence, this qualitative case study sought to discover variations among the
interviewed core facilitator members regarding factors (both at the individual level and
the context level) that they perceive promote/hinder their feedback receptivity.
Specifically, I applied Lewin’s formula, i.e., B = f (P, E) as follows: in the context of the
UBCCP, Feedback Receptivity (B) equals the interplay (f) between self-focused factors
(P) and context- focused factors (E). Through this research, I hoped to achieve greater
insights into programmatic ways to facilitate the evolution that performance feedback is
meant to achieve. Thus, the program director will be able to implement and execute
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research-based strategies to capitalize on ways to scale the UBCCP with the high
standards he is determined to maintain.
In summary, the purpose of this qualitative case study was to explore the
experiences of a sample of UBCCP core facilitators (who serve to support the learning of
adult participants) as a means of identifying, describing, and furthering an understanding
of the factors perceived to promote the perspective transformation required to ensure that
the UBCCP program can both: (a) build capacity among members of the core facilitator
team to expand the reach from open-enrollment programs to the inclusion of customized
organizational programs; and (b) maintain its reputation of offering a professional
coaching credential with rigor and relevance.
Assumptions of the Study
The study adopted Lewin’s (1936) perspective positing that behavior is a function
of a person and his or her environment [B = f (P, E)] (p. 12). Thus, one assumption of this
study was that the perspective transformation of the facilitators leading to feedback
receptivity (i.e., Behavior) is a function of the interplay between an individual
facilitator’s mindset and feedback orientation (i.e., self-focused factors) and the feedback
environment and the learning climate (i.e., context-focused factors). Based on current
trends identified in the literature, as well as the experiential insight provided by the
program director, I tested the following additional assumptions.
First, the mindset and feedback orientation of a facilitator of adult learning can, in
fact, affect the facilitation/teaching of this high-functioning team because mindset and
feedback orientation impact a facilitator’s ability to seek, hear, internalize, and act on
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feedback. A second assumption of the study was that an interplay exists between an
individual’s mindset and feedback orientation, and the way the individual experiences the
feedback environment and the learning climate. A third assumption of the study was that
by identifying and understanding the factors perceived by facilitators of adult learning as
influencing their learning in role, we could promote feedback receptivity through
perspective transformation.
These assumptions are supported by Cutts, Cutts, Draper, O’Donnell, and Saffrey
(2010), who found that performance outcomes were positively impacted for individuals
who were taught mindset and received mindset messages during feedback. In that study
(based on the mindset research of Carol Dweck), the researchers used a combination of
three interventions to explore how students might be taught to learn to adopt a growth
mindset in an introductory programming course in which they were enrolled.
Combinations of three interventions were used: tutors taught mindset to students; growth
mindset feedback messages were given to students on their work; and, when stuck,
students were encouraged to use a crib sheet with pathways to solve problems. The study
found that the mix of teaching mindset and giving mindset messages on returned work
resulted in a significant change in mindset and a corresponding significant change in test
scores. Improvements in test scores were found in a class test given immediately after the
6-week intervention and on the end-of-year exam.
Further, the mindset of a facilitator of adult learning can, in fact, change, as
supported by Heslin, Vandewalle, and Latham (2006), who found that, using principles of
self-persuasion, entity theorist managers could be trained to adopt an incremental Implicit
Person Theory. Also, there appears to be a need to identify factors and interventions that
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promote the transformation of the facilitators’ mindsets from an emphasis on a
comparatively “fixed” (or performance mindset) to a more relative “growth” (or learning)
mindset, as supported by Belding, Naufel, and Fujita (2015), who found that change in
feedback acceptance could be facilitated.
Research Questions
To carry out this research, the following central research questions and subquestions were addressed:
1. What factors do facilitators of adult learning perceive influence the interplay
between their individual mindsets and their ability to be feedback-receptive?
a. How do adult learning facilitators’ assumptions of their mindsets (fixed
vs. growth) impact their ability to internalize and act on feedback
received?
b. How do adult learning facilitators’ assumptions of their feedback
orientations impact their ability to internalize and act on feedback
received?
2. What environmental factors do facilitators of adult learning perceive
promote/hinder shifts in their mindsets that lead to feedback receptivity?
a. How does the feedback environment impact the ability of adult learning
facilitators to internalize feedback?
b. How does the learning climate impact the ability of adult learning
facilitators to internalize feedback?
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3. When do facilitators of adult learning perceive shifts in their mindsets (along
the continuum of fixed mindset to growth mindset) are most likely to occur?
a. Based on past experiences (high points/low points), when do facilitators of
adult learning identify they have been most likely to experience a shift in
mindset (from fixed mindset to growth mindset)?
b. Based on past experiences (high points/low points), when do facilitators of
adult learning identify they have been least likely to experience an
inability or unwillingness to act on feedback received?
Conceptual Framework
The preliminary conceptual framework (PCF) presented below in Figure 1 served
as a guiding model for describing the main elements studied—namely, key factors,
constructs, or variables—and the relationships between them (Miles & Huberman, 1994,
p. 18). I constructed the PCF for this study using a combination of theoretical knowledge,
practical experience, and speculative thinking (Maxwell, 2012). The graphic further
aimed to provide a visual representation that clarified for the reader the connections
between the research questions and the bodies of literature reviewed in Chapter II to
inform the study, e.g., Mindset, Feedback, and Transformative Learning (i.e., Perspective
Transformation).
The aim of this study was to explore factors perceived by facilitators of adult
learning to influence their learning in role. Therefore, I designed the PCF to aid the
reader in following my logic based on the related theories on which it drew—specifically,
how an individual’s mindset and feedback orientation, and the feedback environment and
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learning climate impact an individual’s feedback receptivity in a team facilitation setting.
Toward that end, I designed the PCF to align with the following research questions:
1. What self-focused factors do facilitators of adult learning perceive
promote/hinder shifts in their mindset that lead to feedback receptivity?
[Mindset, Feedback Orientation]
2.

What environmental factors do facilitators of adult learning perceive
promote/hinder shifts in their mindset that lead to feedback receptivity?
[Feedback Environment, Learning Climate]

3. When do facilitators of adult learning perceive shifts in their mindsets are
most likely to occur? [Perspective Transformation]
The PCF, shown in Figure 1 below, was based on my assumptions at the onset of
the study and reflected my belief that the road to greater feedback receptivity was linear.
That is why the PCF was designed to be read from left to right. It begins with Implicit
Person Theory (i.e., a theory based on the implied belief in the malleability of personal
characteristics [e.g., ability and personality] that affect human behavior) (Dweck &
Elliot, 1983) and Feedback Orientation (London, 2002), both of which are related to
mindset. Next, the PCF illustrates the environmental factors perceived by facilitators of
adult learning to influence feedback receptivity (i.e., the feedback environment [Steelman
et al., 2004] and the learning climate [Nikolova et al., 2016], which are key components
of the UBCCP). The figure then shows how the interplay of those factors leads to
perspective transformation, which ultimately promotes the shifts in mindset from fixed to
growth (i.e., perspective transformation) that can lead to greater feedback receptivity—
which this study aimed to understand more deeply.
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Figure 1
Preliminary Conceptual Framework
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After conducting the analysis of the data, however, I revised the Preliminary
Conceptual Framework to reflect my interpretation of the study’s findings (see Figure 2,
Revised Conceptual Framework, in Chapter VI).
Research Design Overview
The design and participant sample of this qualitative case study are briefly
summarized in this section; Chapter III presents a more comprehensive explanation of
both. I explored the experiences of a core team of adult learning facilitators of a
University-Based Coaching Certification Program (UBCCP) by analyzing data gathered
through four assessments: two self-related assessments—the “Mindset Quiz” (Dweck,
2006) and the “Feedback Orientation Scale” (Linderbaum & Levy, 2010); and two
context-related assessments—the “Feedback Environment Scale” (Steelman et al., 2004)
and the “Learning Climate Scale” (Nikolova et al., 2016). In addition, I gathered data
from one-to-one interviews I conducted with each study participant. Merriam (1991)
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stipulated that when determining whether to use the case study approach, a researcher
should consider the nature of the research questions, the amount of control the researcher
will have, and the desired end-product.
Merriam also included a fourth consideration, i.e., whether a bounded system
(Smith, 1978) can be identified as a focus of the investigation. These four considerations
were relevant to this qualitative case because: (a) the nature of the research questions
addressed my interest in insight, discovery, and interpretation rather than hypothesis
testing; (b) this qualitative case study provided me with control as it examined the
practices of facilitators of adult learning working in a specific program (the UBCCP);
(c) the desired end-product was linked to the nature of the questions asked; and (d) a
bounded system exists, as I examined in this study a specific phenomenon existing within
the UBCCP program (Merriam, 1991).
As Yin (2008) observed, the case study design is particularly suited to situations
where it is impossible to separate the phenomenon variables from their context. Because
this study explored factors and interventions perceived to support the transformation of
mindsets and feedback receptivity in the bounded system of one elite coaching program’s
core facilitator team, I chose the qualitative case study approach. My decision to use the
case study approach was further supported by Yin (2008), who posited that case studies
are the ideal strategy when “how” questions are being asked (see Research Questions 1
and 2 above).
As this study was conducted by a researcher who “aims to find a theory that
explains the data, rather than finding data to match a theory” (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984,
p. 4), I considered the qualitative case study approach appropriate because I assumed that
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multiple realities existed among the various participants in this bounded system. Thus, I
wanted to understand the process and meaning of the situation in its uniqueness.
Rationale and Significance of the Study
The UBCCP was designed to provide consistent and continual feedback, not only
to participants but to all program core facilitator members. A preliminary review of
UBCCP facilitators of adult learning feedback data gathered over time and preliminarily
reviewed by the program director—i.e., the five scores described in Table 2 above:
(a) platform skills in front of the room; (b) effectiveness in managing the learning
process; (c) quality of laser feedback; (d) overall knowledge of the content of the
program; and (e) likelihood of participant referring the UBCCP in the future—appeared
to show that:
1. higher performers have unique competencies that net higher promoter scores,
as connected to program referrals; and
2. core facilitator team members who internalize feedback and use the
suggestions received to tweak their practices are more effective—as
demonstrated by higher evaluation results from participants; consistent
progression/improvement over time (compared to other instructors who post
more inconsistent results); and the numbers of participants under their tutelage
who complete the program.
Therefore, it was my aim to explore the factors and interventions the facilitators
of adult learning of the UBCCP perceived as impacting their feedback receptivity. By
analyzing the results of the four assessments utilized for this study, as well as the data
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collected in the one-to-one interviews, I hoped to gain insight into the impact that
mindset has on feedback receptivity.
The findings can inform existing feedback practices in ways that would positively
advance shifts in mindset that promote the efficacy of the existing facilitators of adult
learning being studied. Moreover, this qualitative case study can help in selecting future
core facilitators of adult learning so that the program can be scaled in a manner that will
honor its premier reputation and meet marketplace demands without compromising
quality. In addition, the insights gleaned from this study could be used to inform other
programs (including, but not limited to, other coaching programs) where team facilitation
may be required or an attractive option. Specifically, it is my hope, as a facilitator of
adult learning in complex, ever-changing K-12 education settings, that the information
and insight gathered from this qualitative case study will inform the way teachers
internalize feedback. Thus, the vision of the power of providing targeted, specific, and
timely feedback will be realized in a manner that empowers and helps teachers grow so
they can (a) promote higher student achievement levels and (b) positively impact the
greater good.
By conducting this qualitative case study on the mindsets and feedback
orientations of current program core facilitator team members; the feedback environment
and the learning climate; and examples of when shifts in mindsets have been realized in
this setting, I hope the findings will provide a research-based foundation for future
program expansion decisions. As a result, current program core facilitator team members
will be developed to be more effective, and the director will be provided the researchbased strategies he requires to make informed decisions about how future program core
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facilitator team members are selected and mentored. The program will then be
empowered to expand its model with success, while maintaining fidelity to its core
principles and commitment to excellence. This, then, can help capitalize on the
tremendous growth opportunity that currently exists.
Key Term Definitions
Executive Coaching: Professional training with a focus on developing leadership
skills—the skills needed to drive change, manage complexity, build top-performing
teams, and maintain a strong personal foundation to thrive under the most challenging
conditions (parrishpartners.biz/services/executive-coaching/what-is-executive-coaching).
Feedback: A tool for shaping behaviors and fostering learning that will drive
better performance (Poehl, 2009). More specifically, feedback is the process of
relaying—or feeding back—information to individuals or groups about their performance
to inform current and future behaviors in alignment with particular goals or desired
results (http://businessdictionary.com/definition/feedback/html).
Feedback Orientation: An individual’s overall receptivity to feedback, including
comfort with feedback, the tendency to seek feedback and process it mindfully, and the
likelihood of acting on the feedback to guide behavior change and performance
improvement (London, 2002).
Feedback Environment: The contextual or situational characteristics of the
feedback process, including the contextual aspects of day-to-day supervisor-subordinate
and coworker-coworker feedback processes rather than the formal performance appraisal
feedback session (Steelman et al., 2004).
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Fixed Mindset: A state of mind positing that basic abilities, intelligence, and
talents are non-changing traits (Dweck, 2012).
Growth Mindset: A state of mind positing that basic abilities can be developed
through dedication and hard work—“brains and talent are just the starting point” (Dweck,
2012, p. 7).
Implicit Person Theory: A theory based on the implied belief in the malleability
of personal characteristics (e.g., ability and personality) that affect human behavior
(Dweck, 1999).
Learning Climate: An individual’s perception of the extent to which the
workplace facilitates learning opportunities and regards and supports learning behavior
(Nikolova et al., 2016).
Qualitative Research: A form of research that seeks to understand how people
interpret their experiences and construct their worlds, as well as attribute meaning to their
experiences (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, p. 6).
Perspective Transformation: A 10-step process through which adult learners
develop different frames of understanding and action that result from a world viewchanging learning experience (Mezirow, 1991, 2003).
Transformative Learning: A broad meta-theory developed by Jack Mezirow
(1978, 2003) regarding how people filter, categorize, and assign meaning to the events of
their own lives.
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Chapter II
LITERATURE REVIEW

Chapter I presented an outline of the guiding questions, the conceptual
framework, and the rationale for this qualitative case study. To support the efforts of the
program director of the Tier I university in which this study took place, I conducted an
extensive review of the literature in three main areas. The objective of this literature
review was to provide a clear synopsis of current theory and research relevant to the
research questions guiding this study. Informed by Kurt Lewin’s (1936) Field Theory
(i.e., Behavior = f (Person x Environment), Section 1 explores person-related factors (i.e.,
mindset and feedback orientations); Section 2 explores environment-related factors (i.e.,
feedback environment and learning climate); and Section 3 explores transformative
learning—perspective transformation (i.e., feedback receptivity).
Specifically, Section 1 covers Implicit Person Theory (IPT) (Dweck & Elliott,
1983; Dweck & Leggett, 1988) and Feedback Orientation (London & Smither, 2002) as
the basis for: (a) exploring the evolution of the concept of mindsets (i.e., fixed vs. growth,
learner vs. judger, expanding, and performance vs. prevention) and one’s overall
receptivity to feedback; and (b) informing how, in the context of the University-Based
Coaching Certification Program (UBCCP), mindsets and feedback orientations impact
the ability of facilitators of adult learning to process and act on the feedback they receive.
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Section 2 next reviews select literature on feedback receptivity (Ilgen, Fisher, &
Taylor, 1979) and relevant subcomponents—specifically, performance feedback, the
feedback environment, and the learning climate—as a means of exploring: (a) the
evolution of the concept of feedback as a tool for increasing capacity; and (b) how, in the
context of the UBCCP, the feedback environment and the learning climate impact the
ability of facilitators of adult learning to act on the feedback they receive.
Section 3 then reviews select literature on transformative learning—specifically,
its subset, perspective transformation (Mezirow, 1978, 2000) as a means of exploring:
(a) the evolution of the concept of transformative learning as a tool for increasing
capacity; and (b) how, in the context of the UBCCP, transformative learning impacts the
ability of facilitators of adult learning to act on the feedback they receive.
These three areas of literature were informed by and subsequently chosen as the
result of discussions I had over a year-long period with the UBCCP’s director. The
discussions were based on the hunch that the core program facilitators’ mindsets and
feedback orientations, as well as the feedback environment and the learning climate in
which the facilitators operate, do, in fact, influence outcomes. Moreover, those factors
and interventions perceived to support shifts in mindsets need to be investigated. By
exploring these assumptions through a more informed lens, I hope that the gap between
the feedback provided to the facilitators of adult learning in the UBCCP and the
internalization and implementation of this feedback will be better understood in order to
fill this gap effectively.
To provide focus and clarity of purpose for the reader, I created Table 3 which
aligns each of the three research questions guiding this study with: (a) the selected areas
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of literature review, and (b) the rationale for each. Table 3 is designed to be read from left
to right for each research question and is referred to in Sections 1-3 below.
Table 3
Rationale for Topics
Research Question
1. What factors do
facilitators of adult
learning perceive
influence the
interplay between
their individual
mindsets and their
ability to be feedback
receptive?

Area of Literature
Review
Implicit Person
Theory
(fixed vs. growth
mindsets;
learner vs. judger
mindsets; and
performance vs.
prevention mindsets)

Rationale
Based on current trends identified in the
literature, as well as the experiential
insight provided by the program director,
there exists a need to explore potential
connections between the mindsets and
feedback orientations of facilitators of
adult learning, and their ability to act on
feedback received in the context of the
UBCCP.

and
feedback orientation;
2. What
environmental factors
and interventions do
facilitators of adult
learning perceive
promote/hinder shifts
in their mindsets that
lead to feedback
receptivity?

Feedback

3. When, if ever, do
adult learning
facilitators perceive
shifts in their
mindsets occur?

Transformative
Learning

(specifically, the
feedback environment
and the learning
climate)

(specifically,
perspective
transformation)

Based on current trends identified in the
literature, as well as the experiential
insight provided by the program director,
there exists a need to explore potential
connections between the feedback
environment and the learning climate, and
the ability of the facilitators of adult
learning to act on feedback received in
the context of the UBCCP.
Based on current trends identified in the
literature, as well as the experiential
insight provided by the program director,
there exists a need to explore perspective
transformation theory in service of better
understanding how shifts in mindsets that
will promote feedback receptivity can be
promoted among the facilitators of adult
learning within the context of the
UBCCP.
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Section 1 of this literature review, Implicit Person Theory (IPT), Mindset, and
Feedback Orientation, builds on Chapter I and informs the first research question of this
qualitative case study: What factors do facilitators of adult learning perceive influence
the interplay between their individual mindsets and their ability to be feedbackreceptive?) (see Table 3, Research Question #1, above).
First, I define IPT (Dweck, 1986). Next, I investigate relevant evolutions of the
original theory, including mindsets, e.g., fixed mindsets vs. growth mindsets (Dweck &
Leggett, 1988); learner vs. judger mindsets (Goldberg, 1998); and promotion vs.
prevention mindsets (Higgins, 1997). Then, I define feedback receptivity and feedback
orientation. Finally, I apply what was learned in the first section to my understanding of
the participants’ perceptions of how their mindsets influence their feedback receptivity in
the UBCCP.
Section 2 of this review, Feedback, Feedback Environment, and the Learning
Climate, also builds on Chapter I and informs the second research question of this
qualitative case study: What environmental factors and interventions do facilitators of
adult learning perceive promote/hinder shifts in their mindsets that lead to feedback
receptivity? First, I explore the construct and meaning of feedback; next, I explore the
related subcomponents I deemed most relevant to this qualitative case study—namely,
performance feedback, feedback environment, and learning climate. I then integrate what
I learned in Section 1 of this literature review into what I learned in Section 2 to deepen
my understanding of the participants’ perceptions of the environmental factors they
identified as promoting/hindering their feedback receptivity. Specifically, I use what
these two sections reveal to interpret and analyze the interplay between an individual’s
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mindset and feedback orientation, and the feedback environment and learning climate,
and thus the impact I assume this interplay may have on the facilitators of adult learning
in the UBCCP (see Table 3, Research Question #2, above).
Section 3 of this literature review, transformative learning—and specifically,
perspective /transformation (Mezirow, 1978, 2000)—also builds on Chapter I and
informs the third research question of this qualitative case study: When, if ever, do adult
learning facilitators perceive shifts in their mindsets occur? I then apply what I learned
from this section to my understanding of the participants’ perceptions of when shifts in
their mindsets occur (see Table 3, Research Question #3, above).
Lastly, I applied what I learned in Sections 1 and 2 to Section 3 to inform the
overall aim of this qualitative case study: Mindset and Feedback Receptivity in a Team
Facilitation Setting: Exploring Factors Perceived by Facilitators of Adult Learning That
Influence Their Learning in Role. I hope that by integrating what I learned in each of the
three sections of this literature review, I can gain a deeper understanding of the interplay
among how an individual’s mindset and feedback orientation, the feedback environment
and the learning climate in which one operates, and transformative learning theory can
lead to a pathway that develops and enhances the practices of the UBCCP facilitators of
adult learning.
Section 1: Implicit Person Theory, Mindset, and Feedback Orientation
This section of the literature review examines mindset as a concept that evolved
from IPT and feedback orientation. It was intended to validate the implications I believe
mindsets and feedback orientations had for informing and advancing the goal of this
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qualitative case study. They are linked to the first research question: What factors do
facilitators of adult learning perceive influence the interplay between their individual
mindsets and their ability to be feedback-receptive? The discussion begins with a
historical perspective of how the concept of mindset evolved from earlier work on IPT.
Origins of Implicit Person Theory
In the 1970s, Carol Dweck and Carol Diener, prominent thought leaders in the
field of motivation and personality, identified two types of behaviors students exhibited
when faced with learning challenges. These behaviors were: the maladaptive “helpless”
response (characterized by the avoidance of challenge and deteriorating performance in
the face of obstacles); and the more adaptive “mastery-oriented” response, characterized
by a pattern that involves seeking challenging tasks and maintaining effective striving
under failure (Diener & Dweck, 1978, 1980; Dweck, 1975).
As Dweck and Leggett continued research in this camp, they became intrigued
because they had found that “those who avoid challenge and show impairment in the
face of difficulty are initially equal in ability to those who seek challenge and show
persistence. In fact, some of the brightest, most skilled individuals exhibited the
maladaptive pattern” (p. 256). As a result, the researchers began to question
why individuals of equal ability would show such marked performance
differences in response to challenge. Even more puzzling was the fact that those
most concerned with their ability, as the helpless children seemed to be, behaved
in ways that impaired its functioning and limited its growth. (p. 256)
Dweck and Leggett then tested and supported the hypothesis that different goals foster
different response patterns, which ultimately led them to identify two types of goals:
performance goals, where individuals are concerned with gaining favorable judgments of
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their competence; and learning goals, where individuals are concerned with increasing
their competence (Elliott & Dweck, 1988). The question that remained was why
individuals in the same situation would pursue such different goals.
Dweck (1986) defined Implicit Person Theory (IPT) as “one’s implicit belief
about the malleability of the personal characteristics (e.g., ability and personality) that
affect human behavior” (p. 1040). Dweck classified individuals who believe personal
attributes are essentially a fixed entity as entity theorists and classified those who
implicitly believe personal attributes can change and be developed as incremental
theorists. Important to note is that implicit theories can be domain-specific, such that
people sometimes hold different IPTs about the malleability of ability, personality, and
morality (Chiu, Dweck, Tong, & Fu, 1997). However, “an individual’s IPT reflects
implicit assumptions about the stability of the collection of personal attributes that
determine the overall kind of person that someone is and how he or she behaves”
(p. 923).
As research in the IPT camp continued, many researchers developed their own
mindset constructs. To promote depth of understanding related to the first research
question of this qualitative case study (What factors do facilitators of adult learning
perceive influence the interplay between their individual mindsets and their ability to be
feedback-receptive?), I reviewed three different constructs: (a) Carol Dweck’s growth vs.
fixed mindset theory; (b) Marilee Adams’ learner vs. judger mindset theory, and (c) Tory
Higgins’ principle of regulatory focus.
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Descriptions and Perspectives on the Meaning of Mindset
Throughout the ages, people have pondered the concept of nature vs. nurture. This
idea questions what makes people behave the way they do. People wonder if their
behavior is predetermined by their genes, or if their behavior is a consequence of how
they were raised. Most researchers agree that nature and nurture are related and each
matters, yet many individuals believe their behavior is mostly guided by either nature or
nurture (Rock, Davis, & Jones, 2013). As our understanding of the human experience
continues to evolve and be informed by research, the nature vs. nurture question becomes
increasingly multifaceted and complex.
In addition, current “research suggests that what a person believes about whether
intelligence or talent is born or can be developed, dramatically impacts the success or
failure of a whole performance management system” (Rock et al., 2013, p. 16). As I
believed in a potential connection between the nature vs. nurture debate and the concept
of mindsets, I was excited to explore the interplay between what a person believes and
how that belief might be influenced to help promote his or her ability to change.
Therefore, as related to the first research question, I explored the ideas of three prominent
thought leaders in the fields of mindset and motivation: (a) growth vs. fixed (Dweck);
(b) learner vs. judger (Adams); and (c) performance vs. prevention (Higgins).
Growth vs. fixed mindsets. Dweck (2006) defined mindsets as how individuals
perceive their abilities.
Individuals with fixed mindsets believe that their talents and abilities are
simply fixed. They have a certain amount and that’s that. In this mindset, athletes
may become so concerned with being and looking talented that they never fulfill
their potential. Individuals who believe their intelligence can be developed are
said to have a growth mindset. People with growth mindsets on the other hand
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think of talents and abilities as things they can develop—as potentials that come
to fruition through effort, practice, and instruction. (p. 4)
Dweck further posited that the mindsets people adopt for themselves profoundly affect
the way they lead their lives: “It can determine whether you become the person you want
to be and whether you accomplish the things you value” (p. 6). Dweck’s work on
mindsets highlights several implications for learning. Each mindset is supported by a
motivational framework guiding future thinking and behavior.
Simplistically defined, individuals with a fixed mindset tend to be interested
only in performance goals because they feel a need to be achieving well always
since this validates their ability to the world. By contrast, individuals with a
growth mindset continue to enjoy learning even after failures and setbacks
because they believe in their capacity to grow and learn. (p. 7)
Individuals with fixed mindsets feel they need to prove themselves repeatedly.
They avoid challenges because they believe they have limitations. They fear that not
meeting expectations will prove they are deficient in ways they cannot control or change.
Therefore, proving they are intelligent, moral, and so on becomes their way of living and
being. People with fixed mindsets are also less able to accept anything less than positive
information about their abilities and tend to be feedback-adverse. They tend to disregard
formative feedback because the very idea conflicts with their belief that ability is
essentially fixed. Negative feedback of any kind is likely to lead the fixed-mindset learner
to give up, display a helpless response, or avoid the feedback because it represents an
insurmountable barrier to further progress.
By contrast, individuals with growth mindsets believe they can grow their
qualities or endowments with effort. People with growth mindsets believe that everyone
can change and grow and, most importantly, no one knows what they are truly capable of
until they have worked industriously to overcome obstacles and achieve goals. An ability
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to face failure and see it as an opportunity to grow is evident in individuals with growth
mindsets, which helps them assume challenges and pursue dreams that seem
unreasonable or unrealistic. People with growth mindsets are open to feedback and accept
information—even if negative—about their abilities because they believe they can
change behaviors by learning new ways of being. Individuals with growth mindsets adopt
learning goals. They are deep learners who sacrifice looking good in the eyes of others to
learn and understand a topic. They continue to enjoy learning even after failures and
setbacks. Growth-mindset individuals view effort as a necessary and essential part of the
learning process for future understanding and success (Cutts et al., 2010).
In 2006, Dweck developed the Growth Mindset Quiz, which consists of 10
questions that individuals answer with a degree of flexibility (i.e., respondents are
provided three choices to help them best answer the question: agree, maybe, or disagree).
The goal of the Growth Mindset Quiz is to help people understand where their mindsets
lie along the continuum between growth and fixed. The quiz was designed to help
individuals begin to think about their assumptions regarding their intelligence and ability.
Most importantly, however, it was designed to empower individuals by teaching them
that they have the power to change and grow throughout their lives by adopting a growth
mindset.
This body of work has clear implications for this qualitative case study. Thus, I
used the Growth Mindset Quiz to gather data from the program’s core team facilitators
because I saw possible connections between the constructs of an individual’s mindset and
the overall aim of this study, which is to explore factors perceived by facilitators of adult
learning that influence their learning in role.
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Learner vs. judger mindsets. Marilee Adams, a prominent researcher in the field
of executive leadership and educational organization, developed the concept of a learner
vs. judger mindset. Adams posited that individuals can use questions to set them on a
path toward approaching situations from two distinctly different mindsets—learner or
judger. She defined individuals with learner mindsets as those who make thoughtful
choices, focus on solutions, and approach situations from a win-win perspective; those
with judger mindsets succumb to automatic reactions, focus on blame, and approach
situations from a win-lose perspective. During a review of the literature, I found strong
connections between the work of Dweck and Adams. Just like Dweck, Adams posited
that mindsets lie along a continuum (e.g., from learner to judger). Most importantly, as
related to the goal of this qualitative case study, Adams, like Dweck, posited that
orientations can be influenced. These connections were relevant to this qualitative case
study and I explored them when I analyzed the data (Adams, 2015).
Promotion vs. prevention mindsets. Tory Higgins is a prominent thought leader
in the fields of motivation, cognition, judgment, and decision making. Higgins’s (2005)
Regulatory Focus Theory (RFT) posited that individuals have two different ways of
approaching desired results: promotion-focus orientation (more concerned with higherlevel gains such as advancement and accomplishment), and prevention-focus orientation
(more concerned with safety and responsibilities). This theory evolved from Higgins’s
earlier RFT, which “suggests that a match between orientation to a goal and the means
used to approach that goal produces a state of regulatory fit that creates a feeling of
rightness about the goal pursuit and increases task engagement” (p. 209).
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RFT views motivation as a means of understanding the foundational ways
individuals approach a task or goal. Both forms of regulatory orientation can work to
fulfill goals, but the choice of orientation is based on individual preferences and style.
During a review of the literature, I found strong connections between Higgins’s RFT,
Dweck’s growth vs. fixed mindset theory, and Adams’s learner vs. judger mindset theory.
Just like Dweck and Adams, Higgins posited that a person’s regulatory orientation is not
necessarily fixed. Most important, as related to the goal of this qualitative case study,
Higgins, like Dweck and Adams, posited that orientations can be influenced. These
connections were relevant to this study and I explore them further in the Analysis
chapter.
Expanding or Changing Mindsets
The three mindset perspectives identified above—growth vs. fixed, learner vs.
judger, and promotion vs. prevention—were helpful for shedding light on this qualitative
case study’s exploration of factors that influence an individual’s behavior. The three
perspectives provided insight into motivation and, most importantly, theorized the ability
of an individual’s mindset to expand and change. This stance was central to the hope I
had that by applying what I learned in this study, I could understand more deeply what
can be done to develop the ability of the UBCCP individual core program facilitators to
internalize and act on the systematic feedback they receive throughout the program. It is
important to note that my belief in the concept of “changeability” was not just a hunch,
but rather an idea supported by recent developments in the field of neuroscience.
Neuroplasticity, or brain plasticity, is the brain’s ability to change itself
throughout life. Recent developments in the field of neuroscience have upended long-
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held truths about the brain’s ability to change, grow, and make new connections. In fact,
research has shown that exercising our brain makes it stronger; when we learn new
things, our brains become denser and heavier. Examples include the following:
1. The neuroscientist David Eagleman (2015), author of The Brain: The Story of
You, told the story of Cameron Mott, who at 4 years of age had half her brain
removed to counteract the effects of a rare disease. Her brain then rewired
itself so that her half-brain worked like a whole one and today is “essentially
indistinguishable” from her classmates; and
2. Carol Dweck (2016) reported that the hippocampi (the part of the brain
responsible for memory) of London cab drivers grew as they memorized over
25,000 city streets to pass the city’s cab licensing examination. Proof of the
brain’s ability to expand or change is relevant to this qualitative case study.
Further, these examples validated my assumptions that by exploring and better
understanding the perceptions of the facilitators of adult learning in the UBCCP,
interventions could be devised and programmatically implemented to advance the aim of
this study.
Critiques of Implicit Person Theory
One criticism of IPT research is that data are often collected via participants’ selfreports. This is problematic because these types of research design generally contain a
common-method bias that tends to inflate observed relationships between constructs
(Crampton & Wagner, 1994). Another recurring critique of IPT research is that subjects
are almost always children in school settings; therefore, the findings are not automatically
applicable to adults in the workplace (Arvey & Murphy, 1998; Bernardin, Buckley,
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Tyler, & Wiese, 2000; Olian, 1986). However, it is important to note that although
initially, Dweck’s research subjects were predominantly children in K-12 settings, she
has collaborated with other researchers (Dweck & Elliott, 1983; Dweck & Leggett, 1988)
and conducted research with both undergraduates and adults in workplace settings.
Critiques of Mindset Literature
One criticism of the mindset literature is that the benefits of applying research
findings have been grossly exaggerated, particularly as they relate to the implementation
of “growth mindset” initiatives in children’s educational settings. One study went so far
as to claim that the so-called “revolution” is mostly a mirage: “Yes, there does seem to be
the effect of teaching children to hold a growth mindset, and this effect is a little bit
bigger in children who are from poor backgrounds or who are at risk of academic failure,
but it’s more likely like a tiny nudge in the right direction than a life-changing panacea”
(Beall, 2018).
Critics have also questioned the value of implementing programs that have shown
limited benefits. However, in Beall’s March 2018 article referenced above, David
Yaeger, a prominent researcher in the field, argued that the conclusion is surprising.
This claim is unwarranted since the obtained mindset effects often improve the
academic performance of vulnerable populations. Resource-allocation decisions
should be based on cost-effectiveness calculations and mindset programs are
among the most cost effect educational programs for lower achievement students.
(p. 3)
It is noteworthy that Dweck and other researchers working in this camp have a
history of responding quickly to questions posed by other researchers. For example, in an
Author’s Response that appeared in Psychological Inquiry, Dweck (1995) wrote:
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We found these commentaries to be deeply thoughtful and thought-provoking.
Not only were we led down new paths, but we were also led to re-explore the
old ones. In addition, it was gratifying to see that many of the most common
questions were ones that we have addressed in our latest research. Thus, we are
able to present new data that speak to a number of issues. (p. 322)
Moreover, in Beall’s March 2018 article referenced above, Yaeger suggested there is
room for improvement, to which Dweck replied, “Growth mindset interventions are in
their infancy and much remains to be learned” (p. 3). Subsequently, in the article “What
Can be Learned From Growth Mindset Controversies?” Yaeger and Dweck (2020) shared
their insights regarding current critiques of the theory:
Three of the questions we have addressed so far (Does growth mindset predict
outcomes? Do growth mindset intervention effects replicate? Are the effect sizes
meaningful?) have strong evidence in the affirmative. In each case we have been
inspired to learn from critiques, for instance, by learning more about the expected
effect sizes in educational field experiments, or designing standardized measures
and interventions. There is also evidence that speaks to the meaningful
heterogeneity of the effects. As we have discussed, there are studies, or sites
within studies, that do not show predicted mindset effects, but the more we are
learning about the students and contexts at those sites, the more we can improve
mindset measures and intervention programs.
Feedback receptivity. For the purposes of this qualitative case study, I defined
the term feedback receptivity as an individual’s ability to accept and use the feedback he
or she is provided to make required changes aimed at improving practice. This expansion
of the original construct is relevant to this qualitative case study because of my
assumptions about the connections existing between one’s mindset and one’s ability to
internalize feedback. The definition evolved from past research on feedback acceptance
beginning in 1979, wherein Ilgen et al. defined “feedback acceptance” as “the recipient’s
belief that the feedback is an accurate portrayal of his or her performance” (p. 356). I also
considered Ilgen et al.’s findings that posited four cognitive operations taking place after
a person receives feedback: perception of feedback, acceptance of feedback, desire to
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respond to feedback, and selection of an intended response. I then made connections to
the work previously explored in Section 1, specifically Dweck’s research on fixed vs.
growth mindsets, Adams’s research on learner vs. judger mindsets, and Higgins’s
research on promotion vs. prevention mindsets.
In support of these connections, I cite Waples’s (2015) quantitative case study,
which found a significant, positive relationship between goal orientation and feedback
receptivity. According to Waples, “an individual displaying a performance approach
orientation was found to be motivated to demonstrate success, and generally receptive to
feedback” (p. 50). Waples posited that “individuals with performance-avoid orientations
demonstrated no particular motivation toward improving performance” (p. 50).
Feedback orientation. In 1983, Ashford and Cummings suggested that feedback
recipients play an active role in the feedback process. Understanding the ways feedback
recipients differ in how they respond to and use feedback later was addressed in the
research of London and Smither (2002), who proposed a feedback-specific individual
difference variable called feedback orientation. In Journal of Management, Beth
Linderbaum and Paul Levy (2010) referred to London and Smither’s proposal of a
feedback-specific individual difference variable called feedback orientation. Feedback
orientation is “an individual’s overall receptivity to feedback” (p. 1375). Further, London
and Smither posited that feedback orientation is composed of “a number of dimensions
including: (1) liking feedback; (2) behavioral propensity to seek feedback; (3) cognitive
propensity to process feedback mindfully and deeply; (4) sensitivity to others’ views of
oneself; (5) belief in the value of feedback; and (6) feeling accountable to act on
feedback” (p. 81).
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To address the limitations of the existing research at that time and to build on the
work of London and Smither (2002), Linderbaum and Levy (2010) developed the
Feedback Orientation Scale (FOS) to help researchers and practitioners better understand
individual differences in the feedback process. The FOS measures four aspects of
feedback orientation with five items each, for a total of 20 items. The four aspects
considered are: (a) utility, defined as “an individual’s tendency to believe that feedback is
useful in achieving goals or obtaining desired outcomes” (p. 1376); (b) feedback selfefficacy, defined as “an individual’s perceived competence to interpret and respond to
feedback appropriately” (p. 1378); (c) social awareness, defined as “an individual’s
tendency to use feedback so as to be aware of others’ views of oneself and to be sensitive
to these views” (p. 1377); and (d) accountability, defined as “an individual’s tendency to
feel a sense of obligation to react to and follow up on feedback” (p. 1377).
As the FOS is meant to be used as a diagnostic tool providing valuable insight
into the degree to which an individual is open or receptive to feedback, I believe this also
had implications for this qualitative case study. Therefore, I used the FOS to gather data
from the program’s core team facilitators because I saw possible connections between the
constructs of an individual’s mindset and one’s feedback orientation, and the overall aim
of this qualitative case study.
Summary Thoughts on Implicit Person Theory, Mindsets,
and Feedback Orientation
Research on mindsets holds promise for an individual’s ability to adopt a more
growth-oriented mindset and to create new paths by which individuals can develop a
growth mindset. Current research has posited that teaching individuals about mindset
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theory can improve the ways they work through difficulties they encounter while learning
new tasks and material and help them reach their potential. This section of the literature
review has implications for the UBCCP context.
First, in The New Psychology of Success, Dweck (2008) provided educators with a
growth vs. fixed mindset graphic that demonstrates how a simple word or phrase can help
a student approach a task from a different mindset. For example, rather than a teacher
saying, “That’s okay, maybe math is not one of your strengths” (fixed mindset), Yaeger
(2014) suggested the following at the Momentous Institute: “If you catch yourself saying,
‘I’m not a math person,’ just add the word ‘yet’ to the end of the sentence.” By focusing
on the language, the feedback teachers give to students will influence and determine the
mindsets students adopt for themselves.
Second, in The Art of the Question (1998), Adams provided a Choice Map
graphic intended to help individuals identify and ultimately choose one of two pathways,
learner mindset or judger mindset. In this graphic, Adams outlined how the questions an
individual asks oneself or others can impact the trajectory of how to approach situations.
The graphic validates how thoughts, feelings, and circumstances impact an individual at
any given moment, and provides a framework using questions individuals can ask to set
them on a learner rather than a judger mindset. As Adams (2016) wrote:
Questions are at the core of how we listen, behave, think, and relate—as
individuals and organizations. Virtually everything we think and do is generated
by questions. Questions push us into new territories. The future itself could be
said to begin with how we think, which in turn is reflected by the questions we
ask ourselves and others. But, we must know how to ask the right questions. If
questions are asked from the viewpoint of open-mindedness, of trying to learn—
then the resulting answers can help to produce a mindset that is optimistic,
hopeful and full of possibilities for the future. (p. 41)
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While reviewing the literature for this section, I identified connections between
the work of Dweck and Adams which was, in fact, substantiated by a statement Adams
(2013) made in her book, Teaching That Changes Lives: “Dweck’s formidable research
on the distinctions between what she calls the ‘growth mindset’ and the ‘fixed mindset’ is
conceptually aligned with the Learner and Judger mindsets described in my books” (p. 4).
Third, in Beyond Pleasure and Pain, Higgins (1997) illustrated “The
Psychological Variables with Distinct Relations to Promotion Focus and Prevention
Focus” and showed the different sets of psychological variables that have distinct
relations to how an individual approaches a task. On the input side, Higgins’s diagram
shows that Nurturance Needs, Strong Ideals, and Gain/Non-gain Situations induce a
Promotion Focus, while Security Needs, Strong Oughts, and Non-loss/Loss Situations
induce a Prevention Focus. On the output side of the diagram, Higgins showed how a
promotion focus yields sensitivity to the presence or absence of positive outcomes and
approaches as strategic means, whereas a prevention focus yields sensitivity to the
absence or presence of negative outcomes and avoidance as strategic means.
While reviewing the literature for this section, I identified connections among the
work of Dweck, Adams, and Higgins, which were, in fact, substantiated by a statement
Higgins (1997) made in Beyond Pleasure and Pain: there are “potential benefits of
considering both promotion and prevention when studying phenomena that have been
considered mainly in terms of either promotion (e.g., well-being) or prevention (e.g.,
cognitive dissonance)” (p. 2). I applied the depth of understanding gathered from this
literature review to inform my data collection and analysis of participants’ responses to
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Research Question 1. Section 2 next discusses feedback in relation to feedback
environment and learning climate.
Section 2: Feedback, Feedback Environment, and the Learning Climate
This section of the literature review examines the construct of feedback within the
context of the UBCCP. Specifically, this area of the literature aimed to inform the goal of
this qualitative case study, which was to enhance core facilitator team performance and,
by extension, the performance of program participants (as measured by the results of
written exams, oral exams, and individual portfolios). It was also intended to validate the
implications that the feedback environment and the learning climate have for informing
and advancing the goal of this qualitative case study (i.e., exploring a problem of practice
by examining the factors that influence an individual’s behavior in a team facilitation
setting [Lewin, 1936]). This area of literature review is linked to the second research
question of this qualitative case study, What environmental factors and interventions do
facilitators of adult learning perceive promote/hinder shifts in their mindsets that lead to
feedback receptivity? I begin with a historical perspective of the origins of the concept of
feedback and how it entered the interpersonal communication literature as a social
science variable. I then examine subcomponents I deemed relevant to this qualitative case
study—namely, performance feedback, feedback environment, and the learning climate.
Origins of Interpersonal Feedback
The origin of interpersonal feedback has its roots in the fields of science,
mathematics, and technology. The verb phrase “to feed back,” in the sense of returning to
an earlier position in a mechanical process, was in use in the United States by the 1860s;
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by the end of 1912, researchers had begun to use the word feedback as a specific term.
During World War II, MIT Professor Norbert Weiner was employed by the U.S.
government to make anti-aircraft machine guns mounted on bombers more effective
against the speed of enemy jet fighter planes. These machine guns (referred to as “fire
control systems”) had the capacity to consider the speed of the aircraft in which they
were mounted, the speed of the aircraft the gun was pointed at, the movement of the gun,
and the speed of the fired projectiles. This information, however, proved ineffective
against Nazi jets which were using a new technology at the time.
To address the problem, Weiner devised a “scheme of correction and adjustment”
to the existing “fire control systems.” This scheme allowed the bombers to take the speed
and movement of the Nazi jets into account. Essentially, Weiner factored the “problem”
of plane speed and movement into the fire control system and “solved” it with feedback.
He was so impressed with the degree to which electronics, including U.S. Navy radar and
sonar, had changed warfare that he began to think about applying the answers to technical
problems found in science, mathematics, and technology to influence human conduct
(Barbour, 2003). These ideas led Weiner to write The Human Use of Human Beings,
subtitled Cybernetics and Society, in 1950. This book, considered an important and
influential work on the place of humans in an increasingly automated and technologically
advanced world, introduced the term feedback to the general population and moved it
from the lexicon of the technician to the language of human behavior (Barbour, 2003).
In the decades that followed, the concept of feedback has been extensively
researched in many camps, including the behavioral sciences domain. This construct has
evolved considerably and today includes many more dimensions. To inform this
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qualitative case study more deeply, particularly in relation to the second research
question, I explored multiple expansions of the term that seemed most relevant to this
qualitative case study—specifically, performance feedback, feedback environment, and
the learning climate.
Original Feedback Construct, Expansion, and Subcomponents Defined
In 1979, Ilgen, Fisher, and Taylor defined feedback as “a special case of the
general communications process in which some sender conveys a message to a recipient”
(p. 350). It is important to note that the construct of feedback evolved dramatically in the
decades following Ilgen et al.’s definition. Moreover, recent expansions are important to
consider in realizing the goal of this qualitative case study to explore factors perceived by
facilitators of adult learning that influence their learning in role.
Therefore, for these purposes, I adopted Hattie and Timperley’s (2007) definition
of feedback as “information provided by an agent (e.g., teacher, peer, book, parent, self,
experience) regarding aspects of one’s performance or understanding” (p. 81). I also
adopted Ramaprasad’s (1983) application of the term in management theory, i.e.,
“information about the gap between the actual level and the reference level of a system
parameter that is used to alter the gap in some way” (p. 4). Within the context of the
UBCCP, therefore, feedback is defined as the process by which information regarding the
output of the system (delivery of instruction) is returned to its input (i.e., the facilitators
of adult learning) to regulate and impact outcomes positively.
Simplistically, feedback is meant to reinforce positive behaviors and provide
awareness of and insights into performance gaps. However, feedback is not simplistic.
Building on the work of Hannafin, Hannafin, and Dalton (1993), Hattie and Timperley
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(2007) identified four types of feedback (task, process, self-regulation, and self). Task
feedback focuses on information and activities with the purpose of clarifying and
reinforcing aspects of the learning task; process feedback focuses on what a student can
do to proceed with a learning task; self-regulation feedback focuses on metacognitive
elements, including how a student can monitor and evaluate the strategies he or she uses;
and self-feedback focuses on personal attributes or how well the student has done. Into
the multifaceted context of the UBCCP are interwoven these four dimensions of
feedback. To understand more deeply the construct of feedback in the complex UBCCP
environment, I discuss important feedback subcomponents in more detail below.
Performance feedback. The current emphasis on employee self-development,
continuous learning, and the need for employees to respond successfully to a constantly
changing work environment has led to an increase in the use of performance
management—an ongoing process that involves employee assessment, feedback, and
coaching for development (London & Smither, 2002). One important strategy used in
performance management is the application of performance feedback theory. This theory
views decision makers as problem solvers seeking to improve performance. The theory
also assumes that participants bring different interests to organizations and that conflict is
resolved through negotiation, resulting in the formation of a dominant coalition and the
selection of organizational goals (Cyert & March, 1963; Fligstein, 1990; Ocasio, 1995).
Performance feedback focuses on motivating employees to improve future
performance. In Journal of Management Development, Ryan, Brutus, Greguras, and
Hakel (2000) stated that “Performance feedback relates to an individual’s ability to attain
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certain work-related objectives and the manner by which those are attained” (p. 254).
Further, in Academy of Management Review, Jordan and Audia (2012) wrote:
Research on performance feedback holds that decision makers set levels of
performance they desire to achieve (i.e., aspiration levels) according to both their
past performance and peers’ performance levels, and, in turn, if performance falls
short according to these preordained standards, decision makers work to identify
impediments to performance and to improve it. (p. 212)
While conducting a review of the literature on performance feedback, I was
fascinated by the common focus found throughout the literature about the importance of
the capacity of the provider of feedback as well as the recipient of the feedback. This
observation helped me connect to the work explored in Section 1, specifically Dweck’s
research on fixed vs. growth mindsets, Adams’s research on learner vs. judger mindsets,
and Higgins’s research on promotion vs. prevention mindsets.
The ways in which individuals process information, as well as their cognitive and
learning styles, are important, given their potential impact on how individuals make sense
of information (Liu & Carless, 2006; Vickerman, 2009). Understanding these challenges
therefore is vitally important within the context of the UBCCP because this study aimed
to uncover the connections between an individual’s mindset and feedback receptivity.
Feedback environment. In the 1980s, Herold and Parsons (1985) defined the
term feedback environment as the type of information regarding one’s job that employees
perceive as being available to them. For decades thereafter, an organization’s feedback
environment was commonly understood to mean the amount and availability of positive
and negative feedback from different sources. However, the growing emphasis on
improving job performance by providing feedback in today’s ever-changing workplace
environments led to the expansion of the construct.
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In 2004, Steelman et al. referred to feedback environment as “the contextual
aspects of day to day supervisor-subordinate and coworker-coworker feedback processes
rather than to the formal performance appraisal feedback session” (p. 166). Then, while
developing the Feedback Environment Scale (FES) to help managers in the area of
feedback and coaching, Steelman et al. identified and operationalized characteristics of
the workplace context that encourage the transmission and receipt of accurate
performance-related information and referred to these characteristics collectively as the
“feedback environment.” These authors operationalized the feedback environment in
terms of two major sources—the supervisor and the coworker—which are manifested in
seven major dimensions:
1. Source credibility, conceptualized as the feedback source’s expertise and
trustworthiness (Giffin, 1967). Credibility includes knowledge of the feedback
recipient’s job requirements, knowledge of the recipient’s actual job
performance, and the ability to judge that job performance accurately.
2. Feedback quality, characterized by consistency and usefulness. High-quality
feedback is consistent across time, specific, and perceived as more useful than
low-quality feedback, which varies with the feedback source’s mood, target,
or observational opportunity (London, 1997).
3. Feedback delivery, a feedback recipient’s perceptions of the source’s
intentions in giving feedback that will affect reactions and responses to the
feedback (Fedor, Eder, & Buckley, 1989).
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4. Source availability, the perceived amount of contact an employee has with his
or her supervisor and/or peer facilitators and the ease with which feedback can
be obtained.
5. Favorable feedback, conceptualized as the perceived frequency of positive
feedback such as compliments from supervisors and/or peer facilitators when
warranted from the receiver’s point of view (Steelman et al., 2004, p. 168).
6. Unfavorable feedback, conceptualized as the perceived frequency of negative
feedback such as expressions of dissatisfaction and criticism from supervisors
and/or peer facilitators when, from the feedback recipient’s view, his or her
performance warrants such feedback (Steelman et al., 2004, p. 168).
7. Promotion of feedback seeking, the extent to which the environment is
supportive or unsupportive of feedback seeking. It is the extent to which
employees are encouraged or rewarded for seeking feedback and the degree to
which employees feel comfortable asking for performance feedback
(Steelman et al., 2004, p. 169).
Although mixed opinions about the value of peer feedback exist, it is important to
acknowledge that numerous researchers have articulated the value of peer assessments as
an element of holistic assessment design, including Nicol and MacFarlane Dick (2006)
and Price, Handley, Millar, and O’Donovan (2010). Within the UBCCP context, the
feedback environment must include the component of peer feedback, defined here as a
method in which colleagues engage in reflective criticism of one another’s practice to
provide feedback aimed at improving outcomes.
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The analysis of the literature review appears to suggest that the feedback
environment meaningfully relates to career insight and self-development. Moreover, an
individual’s own tendency to seek, appreciate, and use feedback also plays a role in
determining whether the feedback environment and self-development are tied together.
Further, because the value of the feedback environment as a catalyst for self-development
has been relatively ignored, it should be explored (Cavanaugh, 2016).
As the FES is meant to be used as a diagnostic tool to assist in the diagnosis and
training of individuals in feedback and coaching, this body of work has implications for
this qualitative case study. Therefore, I used the FES to gather data from the program’s
core team facilitators because I saw possible connections between the constructs of an
individual’s mindset, one’s feedback orientation, the feedback environment, and the
overall aim of this qualitative case study.
Learning climate. Learning climate refers to an individual’s perception of the
extent to which the workplace facilitates learning opportunities and regards and supports
their learning behavior. To address the current limited research attention on learning
climate, Nikolova et al. (2016) conducted an extensive literature review with the
“primary goals of developing and providing evidence for the validity of a learning
climate scale that can be applied in different occupational settings” (p. 258). They
stressed the “need for a short, validated, multidimensional scale with good psychometric
properties that taps into the core aspects of the learning climate construct” (p. 259).
The researchers then proposed a three-dimensional conceptualization of learning
climate. The first dimension, facilitation learning climate, described the level to which
the company and workplace support, provide, and facilitate learning opportunities for
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their employees. The second dimension, appreciation learning climate, referred to the
degree to which the company regards learning behavior. The third dimension, error
avoidance learning climate, addressed the extent to which a company focuses on avoiding
mistakes. The researchers subsequently developed a three-dimensional measure, the
Learning Climate Scale (LCS), that uses “a limited number of items and can be applied
regardless of occupational context. The items generated for the LCS were inspired by
several learning climate and error-avoidance studies (e.g., Coetzer, 2007, Edmondson,
199; Tracey & Tews, 2005, Van Dyck et al., 2005).” Therefore, I used the LCS to gather
data from the program’s core team facilitators because I saw possible connections
between the constructs of an individual’s mindset, his or her feedback orientation, the
feedback environment, the learning climate, and the overall aim of this qualitative case
study.
Critiques of Feedback
Dissatisfaction with feedback has been widely reported. From a receiver’s
perspective, most complaints focused on the technicalities of feedback, including content,
organization of activities, timing, and lack of clarity (Higgins, Hartley, & Skelton, 2001;
Husham, 2007). From the provider’s perspective, the issues revolved around receivers not
making use of or acting on feedback.
It is important to note that despite claims about the power of feedback to produce
positive learning effects (Hattie & Timperley, 2007), and research supporting significant
progress with student feedback becoming an increasingly central aspect of learning and
teaching strategies (Maringe, 2010), there remain concerns over the perceived lack of
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impact of feedback on practice (Perera, Lee, Win, Perera, & Wijesuriya, 2008) and the
lack of evidence of progress in improving feedback practices (Orrell, 2006).
It is noteworthy that these criticisms are not falling on deaf ears. Rather,
researchers and theorists working in this field remain committed to building on what has
been learned by expanding their research and continuing to strive to develop researchbased tools. Their commitment to addressing gaps is promoting depth of understanding.
Summary Thoughts on Feedback, Feedback
Environment, and Learning Climate
Research on the feedback subcomponents explored in this section of this study
(i.e., the feedback environment and learning climate) hold promise for how they can be
designed to promote greater individual feedback receptivity. Researchers have posited
that the complex constructs of the feedback environment as well as the learning climate
have multiple components (as identified in the description of the FES and the LCS,
respectively, above) that can improve the way individuals internalize feedback and help
them reach their potential. This section of the literature review has implications for the
UBCCP context.
First, my assumptions about the interplay existing between the feedback
environment and an individual’s feedback receptivity would be substantiated. The seven
categories that comprise the feedback environment, as posited by Steelman et al. (2004),
helped me better understand the complex construct of the feedback environment. They
also helped inform the related responses obtained during my one-to-one interviews, as I
asked the facilitators to reflect on how each category influences their mindset and
feedback receptivity in the UBCCP.
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Second, my assumptions about the interplay existing between the learning climate
and an individual’s feedback receptivity (Nikolova et al., 2016) helped me better
understand the complex construct of the learning climate. They also helped inform the
related responses obtained during the one-to-one interviews, when the facilitators were
asked to reflect on how each dimension influences their mindset and feedback receptivity
in the UBCCP. The three dimensions that comprise the learning climate helped to inform
the one-to-one interviews, along the lines of Whitaker (2011) who found that
perceptions of a supportive feedback environment lead to higher perceptions of
organization support, (b) perceptions of organizational support were related to
higher levels of subordinate job involvement and (c) job involvement was
positively related to increased levels of supervisor-reported feedback-seeking
behavior. (p. 394)
The depth of understanding I gleaned from the first two sections of the literature
review informed my analysis of participants’ responses to Research Question 2 of this
study, What environmental factors and interventions do facilitators of adult learning
perceive promote/hinder shifts in their mindsets that lead to feedback receptivity? Next,
Section 3 concludes this review with a discussion of transformative learning.
Section 3: Transformative Learning—Specifically Perspective Transformation
This section of the literature review examined transformative learning—
specifically, perspective transformation—as the means through which enhanced
performance of the program’s facilitator team might be realized in service of developing
participants in the UBCCP on their journeys toward becoming professional executive and
organization coaches. This section was linked to the third research question of this
qualitative case study, When, if ever, do adult learning facilitators perceive shifts in their
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mindsets occur? It was intended to validate the implications that I believe transformative
learning—and its subset, perspective transformation—have for informing and advancing
the goal of this qualitative case study. I begin with a historical perspective of the origins
of transformative learning theory.
Origins of Transformative Learning
Transformative learning and transformative education are not new. In fact,
examples of using cultural and religious ceremonies as ways to indoctrinate individuals
and change their behaviors can be found throughout history. In 1978, however, Jack
Mezirow articulated the term transformative learning and claimed it as a fundamental
dynamic of adult learning and adult development. Mezirow introduced his 10-step theory
based on interviews with women who had returned to college after an extended break (his
interest had been piqued by his wife’s experience when she returned to college as an
adult). In his research, Mezirow revealed insights into how we understand learning in
adulthood and the role of prior learning.
Mezirow (1991) recognized that not all learning is transformative. “We can learn
simply by adding knowledge to our meaning schemes or learning new meaning
schemes…and it can be a crucially important experience for the learner” (p. 223).
Learning, according to Mezirow (2000), was “understood as the process of using a prior
interpretation to construe a new or revised interpretation of the meaning of one’s
experience in order to guide future action” (p. 5). Transformative learning, however,
occurs when there is a transformation in an individual’s beliefs or attitudes (a meaning
scheme), or a transformation of an individual’s entire perspective (habit of mind).
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Descriptions and Perspectives on the Meaning of
Transformative Learning and Perspective Transformation
Jack Mezirow was the original thought leader of what has become known as
transformative learning theory. As stated above, his groundbreaking research posited that
transformative learning theory is a 10-step process initiated by a disorienting dilemma
that causes reflections on an individual’s assumptions. In the 4 decades following
Mezirow’s original work, researchers, scholars, and practitioners have built upon and
critiqued his theory. One major critique is that Mezirow’s theory is too rational and does
not pay attention to the many other ways individuals come to know and learn (e.g.,
through emotions, spirituality, or embodied forms of knowing) (Taylor, 2012). A second
common critique of Mezirow’s work challenges his 10-step process (Nohl, 2015). To
promote depth of understanding for why Mezirow’s transformative learning theory
(specifically, perspective transformation) is the vehicle through which connections to
mindsets, feedback orientation, feedback environment, learning climate, and perspective
transformation were explored in this qualitative case study, I present a more detailed
exploration of the work of other researchers in this field as well as their relevance to the
present study.
In 2012, Taylor and Cranton expanded and deepened our understanding of
transformative learning theory by exploring “the key issues in theory, practice, and
research in transformative learning with a view of moving toward a more unified theory,
one in which the current perspectives can be brought together under one theoretical
umbrella” (p. 3). Taylor and Cranton posited that current dualisms existing among
theorists and researchers can coexist. “It may be that for one person in one context,
transformative learning is a rational endeavor; for that same person in another context, it
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could be emotional and intuitive” (p. 3). In fact, Taylor and Cranton pointed to the
publication of Brookfield’s (1986) Understanding and Facilitating Adult Learning as the
beginning of when “attention returned to the social context of adult learning and to
learning that goes beyond cognitive processes” (p. 4).
Taylor and Cranton’s perspectives are important for this qualitative case study as
their extensive research shed light on common critiques of Mezirow’s theory as being too
rational. The researchers pointed to the origins of Mezirow’s transformative learning
theory (as presented in Mezirow’s [1991] Transformative Dimensions of Adult Learning),
which “drew on diverse disciplines—including developmental and cognitive psychology,
psychotherapy, sociology, and philosophy—to come to an understanding of how adults
learn, transform, and develop” (p. 5). Their perspectives aligned with Mezirow’s (1991)
explanation that transformative learning theory “does not derive from a systematic
extension of an existing intellectual theory or tradition” (p. xiv). Moreover, they
reminded readers that “Transformative learning theory is based on constructivist
assumptions, and the roots of theory lie in humanism and critical social theory” (Taylor
& Cranton, 2012, p. 5).
In 2015, Arnd-Michael Nohl challenged Mezirow’s 10-step process and proposed
a different five-step approach based on the idea that a disorienting dilemma does not
always trigger an individual’s perspective transformation. Instead, Nohl posited that
perspective transformation can be the result of a life event that someone may not even
realize has transformed him or her until a later point in time. Nohl’s transformation
process begins with (a) a non-determining start and continues with (b) a phase of
experimental and undirected inquiry and (c) a phase of social testing and mirroring. The
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process is boosted during (d) a shifting of relevance and, finally, leads to I social
consolidation and the reinterpretation of biography. Although Nohl challenged the notion
of a disorienting dilemma initiating perspective transformation, I see strong connections
between Mezirow’s 10-step process and Nohl’s five-step construct.
Defining transformative learning. In 1978, Mezirow defined transformative
learning as a process through which adults critically reflect on assumptions that underlie
their frames of reference and beliefs, values, and perspectives; engage in a reflective
rational dialogue about those assumptions; and, thus, transform their assumptions and
frames of reference to make them more inclusive, open, and better justified. Mezirow’s
work drew on the constructivist perspective of how humans make meaning of their
experiences, as well as on Habermas’s theory of communicative action. In 2000,
Mezirow further identified habits of mind as sets of assumptions: “broad, generalized,
orienting predispositions that act as filters for interpreting the meaning of experience”
(p. 17).
Mezirow posited four main components of the transformative learning process:
experience, critical reflection, reflective discourse, and action. The process begins with
an experience or a “disorienting dilemma,” which Mezirow defined as “a particular life
event or life experience such as the death of a loved one or an illness that a person
experiences as a crisis” (Merriam, Caffarella, & Baumgartner, 2012, pp. 134-135).
Mezirow theorized that since these crises cannot be resolved through the application of
previous problem-solving strategies, learners must critically self-examine the
assumptions and beliefs that have informed how they interpreted the experience. This
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critical reflection of the experience then begins the process of revisiting old assumptions
and beliefs until they are transformed, i.e., perspective transformation.
Perspective transformation. As noted above, Mezirow (1978) defined
perspective transformation as a 10-step process through which adult learners develop
different frames of understanding and action as the result of a transformative learning
experience. This 10-step process includes:
1. a disorienting dilemma;
2. self-examination of one’s reactions to the disorienting dilemma;
3. critical assessment of habits of mind;
4. recognition of a shift in assumptions;
5. exploration of new ideas;
6. planning a course of action based on new assumptions;
7. acquisition of new knowledge and skills;
8. experimenting with new roles;
9. becoming competent in new roles; and
10. using new competencies to impact one’s life.
Perspective transformation occurs when adult learners experience a disorienting
dilemma, but then, through critical reflection, come to realize that new meaning
structures need to be created and action is required to break away from constraining
psychocultural assumptions (Mezirow, 1978). Individuals then engage in discourse with
others to test assumptions and beliefs critically. Mezirow (2000) defined discourse as
“dialogue devoted to searching for a common understanding and assessment of the
justification of an interpretation or belief” (pp. 10-11). As Mezirow (1996) stated,
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“Discourse is not a war or a debate; it is a conscientious effort to find agreement, to build
a new understanding” (p. 170). By engaging in these conversations, individuals navigate
toward the fourth component of the learning process—action. The individual may take
“immediate action, delayed action or reasoned reaffirmation of an existing pattern of
action” (Mezirow, 2000, p. 24). The action phase itself has four steps: acquiring skills
and knowledge, trying out new roles, renegotiating relationships, and building
competence and self-confidence in the new roles and relationships.
Critiques of Transformative Learning Theory and Perspective Transformation
Since it was first introduced, Mezirow’s theory has inspired a great deal of
scholarship. Some researchers have expanded on his original work, others have criticized
his early work for various reasons, and still others have proposed amending/condensing
and changing the order of Mezirow’s initial 10-step process. Critics have challenged
Mezirow’s emphasis on cognition as being too simplistic and posited that in addition to a
person’s cognitive competency, an individual’s psychological, social, and emotional
competencies must be considered. Merriam et al. (2007) wrote:
The growing prominence of transformative learning theory has generated
closer scrutiny of several aspects of the theory. Mezirow’s psycho-critical
perspective has been critiqued for its inattention to context and its overreliance on
rationality in the meaning making process. In addition, scholars have examined
the role of relationships in transformative learning, the place of social action, and
the educator’s role in fostering transformative learning. (p. 149)
It is important to note that Mezirow continued to expand on his own work
throughout his life. In fact, the first comprehensive presentation of transformative
learning theory was Mezirow’s (1991) Transformative Dimensions of Adult Learning,
which was followed by a companion volume of more practical strategies for fostering
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transformative learning, Fostering Critical Reflection in Adulthood (Taylor, Cranton, &
Associates, 2012, p. 5). Both books addressed the expressed criticisms because “they
drew on diverse disciplines including development and cognitive psychology,
psychotherapy, sociology, and philosophy to come to an understanding of how adults
learn, transform, and develop” (Mezirow 1991, p. xiv).
Summary Thoughts on Transformative Learning and
Perspective Transformation Theory
Over the last 40 years, substantial research has been conducted in the field of
transformative learning and its subset, perspective transformation. The explorations are
important and have played vital roles in informing the adult learning camp. They have
facilitated the integration of contemporary adult learning theories into Mezirow’s
groundbreaking work of 1978 and have continued to validate his original work as
applicable to the ever-changing landscape of the 21st century.
While reviewing the literature for this section, I identified connections between
transformative learning/perspective transformation and the constructs explored earlier in
Section 1 (Implicit Person Theory) and Section 2 (Feedback) of this literature review. I
then applied the depth of understanding gathered from those sections to Section 3
(Transformative Learning and Perspective Transformation) to inform my data collection
and analysis of the facilitators’ responses to Research Question 3.
I believe that what I learned through this literature review and the exploration of
the connections among the three sections helped me (a) more deeply understand the
facilitators’ responses to the research questions guiding this qualitative case study; and
(b) better inform the overall aim of this qualitative case study, i.e., Mindset and Feedback
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Receptivity in a Team Facilitation Setting: Exploring Factors Perceived by Facilitators
of Adult Learning That Influence Their Learning in Role.
Summary
As patterns across the literature consistently pointed to potential connections
between individual mindset, feedback receptivity, and perspective transformation, the
need to explore the phenomenon further within the context of the UBCCP was warranted
for an important reason. Although program core facilitator team members receive
feedback, not all core facilitators use the feedback to inform their practices, to the same
degree. By using the qualitative case study method, conducting individual interviews
with current program core facilitator team members, and analyzing the data collected, I
obtained greater understanding of the impact that an individual’s mindset, his or her
feedback orientation, the feedback environment, and the learning climate can have on
one’s ability to experience the perspective transformation that is required for individuals
to become more feedback-receptive. Specifically, I explored interventions perceived by
facilitators of adult education that influence the perspective transformation required to
change mindsets and promote feedback receptivity in complex environments, such as the
UBCCP.
Through this study, my goal was to understand better how an individual’s mindset
and feedback orientation, as well as the feedback environment and the learning climate in
which one exists, impact one’s ability to accept, internalize, and act upon feedback. This
study aimed to use my insights derived from an extensive review of the literature on IPT
and mindset, feedback, and transformative learning theory and perspective transformation
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to explore the posited phenomenon and shed light on better facilitating the evolution that
performance feedback is intended to achieve.
By exploring the connections gleaned through the literature review, this study
illuminated factors that promote the perspective transformation that I believe is required
to help the core facilitator team members effectively internalize and operationalize the
feedback they receive in the UBCCP. Thus, it is my hope that the recommendations
provided at the end of this study will positively impact the UBCCP and help it grow in an
exemplary manner by: (a) programmatically ensuring that the conditions required for
promoting growth mindsets exist, and (b) using these recommendations to aid in the
future hiring and onboarding of new and greater numbers of executive coach trainers. I
also hope this study will contribute to the current research literature by identifying and
recommending ways to improve and develop more effective strategies that promote
feedback receptivity which educators in various fields can leverage.
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Chapter III
METHODOLOGY

This dissertation sought to explore factors and interventions perceived to support
the transformation of the mindsets of facilitators of adult learning to foster feedback
receptivity. Specifically, the purpose of this case study was to explore the practices of a
sample of core facilitator members of a premier coaching certification program offered at
a Tier I university located in the northeast United States to examine how mindsets can be
influenced to promote feedback receptivity. The following research questions and subquestions guided this study:
1. What factors do facilitators of adult learning perceive influence the interplay
between their individual mindsets and their ability to be feedback receptive?
a. How do adult learning facilitators’ assumptions of their mindsets (fixed
vs. growth) impact their ability to internalize and act upon feedback
received?
b. How do adult learning facilitators’ assumptions of their feedback
orientations impact their ability to internalize and act upon feedback
received?
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2. What environmental factors and interventions do facilitators of adult learning
perceive promote/hinder shifts in their mindsets that lead to feedback
receptivity?
a. How does the feedback environment impact the ability of adult learning
facilitators to internalize feedback?
b. How does the learning climate impact the ability of adult learning
facilitators to internalize feedback?
3. When do facilitators of adult learning perceive shifts in their mindsets are
likely to occur?
a. Based on past experiences (high points/low points), when do facilitators of
adult learning identify they have been most likely to experience a shift in
mindset that leads to feedback receptivity?
b. Based on past experiences (high points/low points), when do facilitators of
adult learning identify they have been least likely to experience a shift in
mindset that leads to feedback receptivity?
This chapter is organized in three sections as follows. In Section 1: Research
Design, I provide an overview of the case study approach and discuss the rationale for
selecting this methodology. In Section 2: Methods of Data Collection, I summarize the
information and sources of data I obtained to answer the research questions and
accomplish the purpose. In Section 3: Analysis and Interpretation, I discuss how I
analyzed and interpreted the data.
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This research is a qualitative case study design with a participant sample of nine
core facilitator members. Specifically, I explored the practices of individual core
facilitator members as they related to the internalization/adoption of the targeted
feedback systematically and programmatically provided to each facilitator of adult
learning throughout the program.
Section 1: Research Design
Merriam (1991) stipulated that when determining whether to use the case study
approach, a researcher must consider the nature of the research questions, the amount of
control exerted by the researcher, and the desired end-product. Merriam further included
a fourth consideration: Can a bounded system (Smith, 1978) be identified as a focus of
the investigation? As Yin (2008) observed, the case study design is suited to situations
where it is impossible to separate the phenomenon variables from their context. As I
sought to explore factors and interventions perceived to support mindset transformation
and feedback receptivity in the bounded system of a specific elite coaching program’s
core facilitators, I selected the case study approach. The decision to do so was further
supported by Yin, who posited that case studies are ideal for asking “how” questions.
Since this study “aims to find a theory that explains the data, rather than finding data to
match a theory” (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984, p. 4), I chose the qualitative case study
approach as the optimum way to understand the process and meaning of the multiple
realities that exist among the various facilitators in this unique bounded system.
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Overview of Information Needed
I approached the study’s central research questions by collecting and analyzing
various case study data sources including: (a) pre-interview individual participant
responses to a demographic survey; (b) semi-structured participant interviews;
(c) individual participant results of the Fixed vs. Growth Mindset Quiz; (d) individual
participant results of the Feedback Orientation Scale and individual participant results of
the Feedback Environment Scale; and (f) individual results of the Learning Climate
Scale. The primary form of data includes semi-structured participant interviews, for
which an interview protocol was created under the guidance of my advisor. (See Table 4
below for a presentation of information needed according to data source.)
It is important to note that the facilitators of adult learning who participated in this
study were fully aware that the director of the UBCCP was my dissertation advisor. I
took the following steps to maintain confidentiality. First, I assured the facilitators that no
personal identification information would be linked to the data; I then assigned
pseudonyms to the facilitators. Second, I obtained the facilitators’ consent. They signed
the Informed Consent and Participants’ Rights forms. I also read text from a recruitment
script regarding consent and video/audio recording before beginning the interviews.
Third, as the interviews were conducted via Zoom, a transcript of the interview was
provided in addition to a video recording; therefore, an external transcription service was
not needed. Fourth, all coding and data material was stored on my secure laptop, and all
papers were stored in a locked file cabinet in my home. Fifth, I clearly communicated to
the facilitators multiple times throughout the process that their participation was entirely
voluntary. Sixth, during the interviews, I regularly checked in with the facilitators during
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the questioning to see how they were feeling and to ensure that they were comfortable
and still wanted to proceed with the interview. I also asked the facilitators if they had any
questions and reminded them that they interrupt me if they wanted to inform me of any
concerns. Finally, I advised the facilitators that they could choose to skip a question or an
answer and were free to stop the recording at any point and promptly terminate the
interview if they so desired.
As Table 4 indicates, data collected and analyzed for the sample of core
facilitators included individual participants’ responses to a pre-interview demographic
survey; individual participants’ responses to semi-structured interviews; individual
participants’ results from the Growth vs. Fixed Mindset Quiz; individual participants’
results from the Feedback Orientation Scale; individual participants’ results from the
Feedback Environment Scale; and individual participants’ results from the Learning
Climate Scale. I also maintained a record of field notes, reflections, assumptions,
worldviews, and thought processes I deemed significant to the study.
Demographic information. Demographic information for each participant was
collected through a pre-interview survey. Basic demographic information including
gender, age, race, ethnicity, and completed education was collected for all core facilitator
participants of this qualitative case study.
Perceptual information. The core research questions of this dissertation and the
program’s conceptual framework guided the collection of perceptual information in this
study. All data sources shed light on the following categories of perceptual information:
1. What is the rationale behind receiving feedback from clients, peers, and the
program director?
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Table 4
Information Needed by Data Source

Information

Survey

Semistructured
Interview

Growth vs.
Fixed Mindset
Quiz

Feedback
Orientation
Scale

Feedback
Environment
Scale

Learning
Climate
Scale

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Demographic
Gender

X

Age Range

X

Race

X

Ethnicity

X

Education

X

Perceptual
Information
RQ 1: mindset
RQ2: feedback
receptivity

X

X

RQ3:
transformative
learning

2. What are the core facilitators’ individual intentions and goals as they relate to
the feedback received?
3. What are the similarities and/or differences that exist among individual core
facilitators as they relate to feedback received?
4. What strategies do individual core facilitators use to adopt suggestions for
improved practice?
5. What environmental factors (e.g., the feedback environment and the learning
climate) do core facilitators identify as helping or hindering their ability to
internalize and adopt suggested best practices strategies?
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Table 5 below indicates how I captured specific indicators identified by core
facilitators regarding the value of feedback and their ability or inability to accept/act on
the feedback they receive. This exploration was based on the research already completed
on the role/impact of an individual’s mindset on feedback receptivity which was
discussed in the literature review. Additional indicators from the theoretical literature
were considered during the analysis and interpretation of the findings.
Table 5
Perceptual Information Indicators from Research
Information

Indicators

Supporting Research

Section 2: Methods of Data Collection
In this section on methods of data collection, I describe in more detail the
sampling procedure; the semi-structured interview protocol and process; and individual
results of (a) the Growth vs. Fixed Mindset Quiz; (b) the Feedback Orientation Scale;
(c) the Feedback Environment Scale; and (d) the Learning Climate Scale. The various
data collection methods are reviewed along with how they were applied during each
phase of the study.
Sampling Procedures
The qualitative case study approach informed the data collection and analysis.
Qualitative case study participants included nine core facilitator members with varying
degrees of years in their respective positions, and varying performance levels received by
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clients, peers, and the program director. To protect the anonymity of the participants,
pseudonyms were created for each facilitator as well as for the program. My intention
was to do all within my power to protect the research participants’ identities.
Core facilitator team. The participants in this qualitative case study represent
nine of 10 core facilitator members of an elite university coaching program (the UBCCP)
at the time of this study. I was introduced to the facilitators through an email from the
program director. I provided an overview of my study, then informed the facilitators
that participation would require (a) completing a demographic questionnaire; (b) taking
four assessments (two self-focused, i.e., the Fixed vs. Growth Mindset Quiz and the
Feedback Orientation Scale; and two context-focused, i.e., the Feedback Environment
Scale and the Learning Climate Scale); and (c) participating in a one-to-one semistructured interview with me. All the facilitators agreed to be a part of the study.
Once I obtained agreement to participate in the study, I confirmed contact
information (i.e., email addresses); sent the participants the pre-interview demographic
survey and the four assessments I had uploaded to Qualtrics (the software program I used
to house the instruments and store the results); and agreed to schedule a date and time to
conduct the one-to-one interviews via Zoom, once their assessments were finalized.
Data Collection
I used the following five data sources to promote the validation of this research by
employing different data collection methods for multiple forms of data (Creswell, 2013;
Ely, Anzul, Friedman, Garner, & McCormack Steinmetz, 1991). First, a selective and
critical review of the literature was used to gather information on Implicit Person Theory
Mindset (e.g., Carol Dweck, Marilee Adams), Feedback, and Transformative Learning
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Theory and Perspective Transformation (e.g., Jack Mezirow). I then visited the
UBCCP to observe the facilitators in their work setting on two separate occasions.
The experiences provided me the opportunity to gain a more in-depth and nuanced
appreciation for (a) the complexity of the work; (b) the many ways feedback is embedded
in the program and provided to the facilitators throughout the day; and (c) the many ways
the members of the UBCCP interact with and support one another in this team facilitation
setting. I maintained a researcher journal to capture my observations, thoughts, reactions,
and insights.
Next, I collected demographic data and the results of the four assessments
from each facilitator. Finally, I conducted in-depth, semi-structured one-to-one
interviews. Table 6 below summarizes the data sources and the specific information I
hoped to glean. These data sources are further explained in Chapter IV—Description of
Context.
Literature Review
An extensive review of the literature revealed potential connections between
individual mindset, feedback receptivity, and perspective transformation. These potential
connections provided insight as I explored this phenomenon in the context of the
UBCCP. I then used the insights to help me explore the posited phenomenon. Early
reviews of the literature also helped identify the terminology used in the study.
Collectively, the literature reviews in the above areas provided integrative, theoretical,
and methodological input to the design and analysis of this study (Merriam, 1998).
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Table 6
Data Source Information
Data Source

Information Gleaned

Literature Review

Used to gather information on mindset, feedback, and
transformative learning.

UBCCP—External Coach
Intensive (ECI) and Internal
Coach Intensive (ICI) on-site
visits

Observation of the facilitators in their professional
setting provided me with a more in-depth and nuanced
appreciation for the work; what feedback looks and
sounds like in the program; and how the facilitators of
adult learning interact in this team facilitation setting.

Pre-interview survey

Demographic information including gender, age, race,
ethnicity, and completed education was collected for
all core facilitator participants in this study.

Growth vs. Fixed Mindset
Quiz

Measure of individual core facilitator mindset.

Feedback Orientation Scale

Measure of individual core facilitator feedback
orientation.

Feedback Environment Scale

Measure of contextual characteristics of the feedback
environment.

Learning Climate Sale

Measure of individual core facilitator’s perception of
the extent to which the UBCCP facilitates learning
opportunities and regards and supports their learning
in role.

Semi-structured interviews

Perceptual data focused on the factors and/or
interventions identified and/or perceived by individual
core facilitator team members that support a shift in
mindset and promote feedback receptivity.

Field Notes and Document Management
Before conducting the one-to-interviews, I had the opportunity to observe the
director and the facilitators of adult learning of the UBCCP in their workplace setting
twice: once during the Internal Coach Intensive (ICI) and once during the External Coach
Intensive (ECI). On both occasions, I observed the team in-person during a working
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lunch, while facilitating lessons and working with clients in whole group and small group
settings, and during end-of-day team debrief meetings. During the working lunch, I
observed on-the-spot facilitator-to-facilitator feedback, director-to-facilitator feedback,
and peer-to-director feedback being provided pertaining to what had transpired during the
morning session. Then, in the afternoon, I observed more substantive facilitator-tofacilitator feedback, director-to-facilitator feedback, and peer-to-director feedback being
provided pertaining to the afternoon session as well as to how the overall program was
going. I captured my observations, thoughts, and ideas in my researcher journal which I
finalized immediately after each day.
Pre-interview Data Inventory
I developed the pre-interview data inventory (PIDI) under the guidance of my
advisor. Prior to the one-to-one interviews, I reviewed the tool with my academic advisor.
I also pilot-tested the PIDI with him to determine its utility.

Growth vs. Fixed Mindset Quiz
Mindset is a psychological trait described by Carol Dweck, as lying along a
continuum from fixed to growth (i.e., fixed mindset, fixed with some growth mindset,
growth with some fixed mindset, and strong growth mindset.) According to Dweck,
people with fixed mindsets believe that intelligence and skills are something you are born
with, while those with growth mindsets believe that it is possible to learn and enhance
abilities. As the aim of this study was to explore the interplay between an individual’s
mindset and feedback receptivity, Dweck’s 10-question quiz asking participants about
their views on intelligence and talent was administered to all case study participants.
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The Mindset Quiz is comprised of 10 questions that individuals answer with a
degree of flexibility (i.e., respondents are provided choices to help them best answer the
question: strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree). The goal of the Mindset
Quiz is to help people understand where their mindsets lie along the continuum between
growth and fixed. After conducting a comprehensive search for psychometric data related
to Dweck’s Mindset Quiz, it appeared that the data were private and confidential.
Therefore, as a frame of reference, I provided validity and reliability data for a growth
mindset scale created by researchers Chen, Ding, and Liu (2021), based on Dweck’s
growth mindset theory. Specifically, Chen et al. reported that Cronbach’s alpha value of
their questionnaire was detected to be 0.911, which was greater than 0.8, indicating high
reliability. In addition, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkio (KMO) measure result was 0.929, close
to 1.0, indicating the overall variable was adequate for further analysis. At the same time,
the p value was significant (p < 0.001), indicating a correlation between the variables.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was then conducted to evaluate the reliability and
validity of the questionnaire. The CFA showed that goodness of fit in the measurement
model reached the standard. It also indicated that the relationships between factors and
items were consistent with the expected model, and had good convergent validity,
discriminant validity, and construct validity.
MINDSET QUIZ
1. Circle the number for each question which best describes you.
2. Total and record your score when you have completed each of the 10 questions.
3. Using the SCORE chart, record your mindset.
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Strongly
Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Your intelligence is something
very basic about you that you
can’t change very much
No matter how much
intelligence you have, you can
always change it quite a bit
Only a few people will be
truly good at sports, you have
to be born with the ability
The harder you work at
something, the better you will
be
I often get angry when I get
feedback about my
performance
I appreciate when people,
parents, coaches, or teachers
give me feedback about my
performance
Truly smart people do not
need to try hard
You can always change how
intelligent you are
You are a certain kind of
person and there is not much
that can be done to really
change that
An important reason why I do
my schoolwork is that I enjoy
learning new things

Feedback Orientation Scale
Given the impact of the feedback recipient on the feedback process, it is important
to understand individual differences in how people respond to feedback. Feedback
orientation, a construct proposed by London and Smither, is an individual’s overall
receptivity to feedback (Linderbaum & Levy, 2010). Therefore, all participants in this
qualitative case study completed a Feedback Orientation Scale (FOS) to help inform the
study. The participants were asked to answer the questions based on their work as
facilitators of adult education in the UBCCP.
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The FOS, which is comprised of four dimensions (i.e., utility, accountability,
social awareness, and feedback self-efficacy) was substantiated by Linderbaum and Levy
(2010). “Across two pilot studies and two focal studies, substantial support was found for
the reliability and validity of the four dimensions of feedback orientation as well as the
overall construct” (p. 1399). Specifically, the dimensionality and reliability of the FOS
were examined. CFA was done in Mplus, using maximum likelihood estimation to
compare three different factor structures. The second-order factor model (x2 = 429.2,
df = 166, standardized root mean square residual = .08, root mean square error of
approximation = .08, comparative fit index = .89, Tucker-Lewis index = .97) was
preferred, given that it was consistent with the theoretical framework developed. Analysis
of internal consistency revealed that the alphas for each scale were above the typical .70
cutoff (Nunnally, 1979). The utility, accountability, social awareness, and self-efficacy
dimensions had alphas of .88, .73, .85, and .78, respectively. The overall alpha of the
scale was .91. (pp. 1395-1396).
Linderbaum and Levy’s FOS asks participants to answer the following questions
using a 5-point scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree. (In the context of the
UBCCP, the “supervisor” referred to the program director.)
Utility:
1. Feedback contributes to my success at work.
2. To develop my skills at work, I rely on feedback.
3. Feedback is critical for improving performance.
4. Feedback from supervisors can help me advance in a company.
5. I find that feedback is critical for reaching my goals.
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Accountability:
1. It is my responsibility to apply feedback to improve my performance.
2. I hold myself accountable to respond to feedback appropriately.
3. I don’t feel a sense of closure until I respond to feedback.
4. If my supervisor gives me feedback, it is my responsibility to respond to it.
5. I feel obligated to make changes based on feedback.
Social Awareness:
1. I try to be aware of what other people think of me.
2. Using feedback, I am more aware of what people think of me.
3. Feedback helps me manage the impression I make on others.
4. Feedback lets me know how I am perceived by others.
5. I rely on feedback to help me make a good impression.
Feedback Self-Efficacy:
1. I feel self-assured when dealing with feedback.
2. Compared to others, I am more competent at handling feedback.
3. I believe that I have the ability to deal with feedback effectively.
4. I feel confident when responding to both positive and negative feedback.
5. I know that I can handle the feedback that I receive.
Feedback Environment Scale
Given the impact of the feedback process on the recipient, it is important to
understand individual differences in how people respond to the feedback environment.
The feedback environment, a construct proposed by Steelman et al. (2004), is the
contextual or situational characteristics of the feedback process. Therefore, all

84

participants of this qualitative case study completed the Feedback Environment Scale
(FES) to help inform the study.
The FES, which is comprised of seven categories, i.e., source credibility,
feedback quality, feedback delivery, favorable feedback, unfavorable feedback, source
availability, and promotes feedback seeking (for both the supervisor and the co-workers)
was substantiated by Steelman, Levy & Snell (2004).
Confirmatory factor analyses supported the a priori measurement model, and
assessment of relationships proposed in a preliminary nomological network
provide initial support for the construct validity of the scale. Results also show
evidence for the internal consistency, test-retest reliability, and discriminant
validity of the facet scores of the Feedback Environment Scale. (p. 165)
Specifically, the hypothesized seven-facet structure for both the supervisor and co-worker
source factors of the FES was assessed with CFA, using a maximum likelihood
estimation procedure. Separate models were estimated for the supervisor and co-worker
source factors. The a priori FES model fit the data within acceptable parameters for both
the supervisor and co-worker source factors. For the supervisor factor, the scores in the
study had a range of internal consistency reliability of .82 to .92. For the co-worker
factors, the scores in the study had a range of internal consistency reliability of .74 to .92.
Overall, the scores for the supervisor factor had an internal consistency reliability of .96,
and the scores for the co-workers’ factor were .95. Classical theory test-retest reliability
for the scores in the study ranged from .61 to .77 for the supervisor factor and .26 to .63
for the coworker factor (pp. 172-175).
Steelman et al.’s FES asks participants to answer the following seven questions
for two factors (i.e., Supervisor Source and Coworker Source) using a 7-point scale from
strongly disagree to strongly agree. Participants responded to items measuring the seven
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FES facets for both their supervisor and their peer facilitators. (In the context of the
UBCCP, the “supervisor” referred to the program director and the “coworkers” referred
to peer facilitators of adult learning.) Items that required reverse scoring are indicated
with an (R).
Source Credibility:
1. My UBCCP director/co-facilitators is/are generally familiar with my
performance on the job.
2. In general, I respect my UBCCP director’s/co-facilitators’ opinion/s about my
job performance.
3. With respect to job performance feedback, I usually do not trust my UBCCP
director/co-facilitators. (R)
4. My UBCCP director/co-facilitators is/are fair when evaluating my job
performance.
5. I have confidence in the feedback my UBCCP director/co-facilitators give/s
me.
Feedback Quality:
1. My UBCCP director/co-facilitators give(s) me useful feedback about my job
performance.
2. The performance feedback I receive from my UBCCP director/co-facilitators
is helpful.
3. I value the feedback I receive from my UBCCP director/co-facilitators.
4. The feedback I receive from my UBCCP director/co-facilitators helps me do
my job.
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5. The performance information I receive from my UBCCP director/cofacilitators is/are generally not very meaningful. (R).
Feedback Delivery:
1. My UBCCP director/co-facilitators is/are supportive when giving me
feedback about my job performance.
2. When my UBCCP director/co-facilitators give(s) me performance feedback,
he or she is considerate of my feelings.
3. My UBCCP director/co-facilitators generally provide(s) feedback in a
thoughtless manner. (R).
4. My UBCCP director/co-facilitators do(es) not treat people very well when
providing performance feedback. (R).
5. My UBCCP director/co-facilitators is/are generally tactful giving me
performance feedback.
Favorable Feedback:
1. When I do a good job at work, my UBCCP director/co-facilitators praise(s)
my performance.
2. I seldom receive praise from my UBCCP director/co-facilitators.
3. My UBCCP director/co-facilitators generally let(s) me know when I do a
good job at work.
4. I frequently receive positive feedback from my UBCCP director/cofacilitators.
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Unfavorable Feedback:
1. When I don’t meet deadlines, my UBCCP director/co-facilitators let(s) me
know.
2. My UBCCP director/co-facilitators tell(s) me when my work performance
does not meet organizational standards.
3. On the occasions when my job performance falls below what is expected, my
UBCCP director/co-facilitators let(s) me know.
4. On those occasions when I make a mistake at work, my UBCCP director/
co-facilitators tell(s) me.
Source Availability:
1. My UBCCP director/co-facilitators is/are usually available when I want
performance information.
2. My UBCCP director/co-facilitators is/are too busy to give me feedback. (R)
3. I have little contact with my UBCCP director/co-facilitators. (R)
4. I interact with my UBCCP director/co-facilitators on a daily basis.
5. The only time I receive performance feedback from my director is during my
performance review. (R)
Promotes Feedback Seeking:
1. My UBCCP director/co-facilitators is/are often annoyed when I directly ask
for performance feedback. (R)
2. When I ask for performance feedback, my UBCCP director/co-facilitators
generally do(es) not give the information right away. (R)

88

3. I feel comfortable asking my UBCCP director/co-facilitators for feedback
about my work performance.
4. My UBCCP director/co-facilitators encourage(s) me to ask for feedback
whenever I am uncertain about my job performance.
Learning Climate Scale
Given the impact of the learning climate on the feedback recipient, it is important
to understand individual differences in how people respond to the learning climate. The
learning climate, a construct proposed by Nikolova, Ruyssevelt, Hans De Witte, and Van
Dam (2014), is the contextual or situational characteristics of the learning environment.
Therefore, all participants of this qualitative case study completed the Learning Climate
Survey (LCS) to help inform the study.
The LCS, which is comprised of three dimensions (i.e., facilitation, appreciation,
and error avoidance) was substantiated by Nikolova et al.
Confirmatory factor analysis and analysis of measurement invariance were
conducted to establish the factorial structure of the measure. Also, convergent,
divergent, and construct validity of the LS were investigated. The findings
showed that the newly developed instrument for learning climate has good
psychometric properties: the three-factor structure was supported and the subscales were reliable. Furthermore, the LCS showed good convergent and
divergent validity. (p. 258)
Specifically, three nested models were investigated. The three-factor model showed good
fit (χ2 (df = 24) = 142.67, RMSEA = .07, NFI = .97, CFI = .7, TLI = .96. This model fit
the data significantly better than the two-factor model. Factor loadings ranged from .82 to
.88 for facilitation, .75 to .83 for appreciation, and .63 to .78 for error avoidance.
Together, these results demonstrated that the theoretically derived three-factor structure
of the LCS was empirically supported by the data. The scales showed good reliability:
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Cronbach’s alpha values were .89 (facilitation), .84 (appreciation), and .75 (error
avoidance), respectively.
Nikolova et al.’s LCS asks participants to answer nine questions in three
dimensions using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not applicable at all) to 5 (fully
applicable). Participants responded to items measuring the three dimensions as follows:
Facilitation Learning Climate:
1. The UBCCP provides appealing education facilities (resources).
2. The UBCCP provides sufficient resources to develop my competences.
3. In the UBCCP, one receives the trainings s/he needs.
Appreciation Learning Climate:
1. In the UBCCP, employees who continuously develop themselves
professionally are being rewarded.
2. In the UBCCP, employees get quickly promoted if they engage in continuous
professional development.
3. In the UBCCP, employees who make an effort to learn new things earn
appreciation and respect.
Error Avoidance Learning Climate:
1. In the UBCCP, one is afraid to admit mistakes.
2. In the UBCCP, employees do not dare to discuss mistakes.
3. In the UBCCP, employees are anxious to openly discuss work-related
problems.
To facilitate the administration and analysis of the PIDI and the four assessments
described in detail above: (1) the Growth vs. Fixed Mindset Quiz; (2) the Feedback
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Orientation Scale; (3) the Feedback Environment Scale; and (4) the Learning Climate
Scale, I provided each facilitator an individual Qualtrics account. Each facilitator’s
account housed the PIDI, the four assessments, their responses, and their individual
results. In addition, the Qualtrics program provided me with each facilitator’s detailed
data which facilitated the process of identifying similarities and differences across
facilitators and assessments.
Semi-structured Interviews
The primary data collection tool used in this study was the semi-structured one-toone interviews. Under the guidance of my advisor, I created a Power Point Presentation
interview instrument to use during the one-to-one interviews (see Appendix H). After
pilot-testing it with my advisor (the program director), we decided to use it as a
framework to create nine individualized protocols—one for each facilitator. Each
protocol consisted of four parts (described in detail below) and included the facilitators’
individual assessment results. Compiling the assessment results in this manner helped me
manage the tremendous amount of data I shared with and gathered from each facilitator
throughout the interview. Using this instrument also helped connect the facilitators’
interview responses to the related assessments.
The interview was structured as follows (described in greater detail below):
(1) the facilitators were asked how they came to be on the team, what excites them about
being on the team, and what challenges them about being on the team; (2) the facilitators
were shown the assessment and possible score ranges we would be discussing (one at a
time), and asked to reflect on what it was like to take the assessments (e.g., what were
your reactions?); (3) the facilitators were asked to predict the range they scored in (using
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a Likert Scale—high/medium/low); (4) the facilitators were shown their individual results
and asked to reflect on similarities/differences between their predictions and actual
results; (5) the facilitators were shown an informational slide about each theory and asked
to provide their working definition of the theory; (6) the facilitators were asked to
consider the five above and to reflect on their own high- and low-point experiences on
the UBCCP team; (7) through the lens of their high-/low-point experiences, the
facilitators were asked (a) when they felt they were most likely to experience a shift in
mindset that leads to feedback receptivity, and (b) when they felt they were least likely to
experience a shift in mindset that leads to feedback receptivity.
In Part I, I first thanked the facilitators for their participation; reminded them what
the proposed study sought to explore; and then asked them to share: (a) how they came to
be on the UBCCP team; (b) what excites them about being a member of the team; and
(c) what they find challenging about being a member of the team. These introductory
questions were designed to help me learn about the facilitators’ backgrounds and
journeys so that I could hopefully gain insight into their values, their commitment to the
work and the team, and the forces that drive them.
In Part II, we explored the two self-focused assessments (i.e., the Mindset Quiz
and the Feedback Orientation Scale). I began by reminding the facilitators what the quiz
looked like, asked them what it felt like taking the quiz, and then asked them to predict
their scores on the Mindset Quiz. Next, I shared an information slide about the theory that
aligned with the assessment, i.e., Implicit Person Theory, and asked them to give me their
working definition of the theory. Then, I shared the facilitators’ individual results on the
Mindset Quiz. Finally, I asked the facilitators to reflect on their predictions vs. their
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results through the lens of (a) a high-point experience as a UBCCP team member, and (b)
a low-point experience as a UBCCP team member. I then followed the same procedure
for the second self-focused assessment, the Feedback Orientation Scale. This time, I
provided an information slide on Feedback Orientation Theory as well as the facilitators’
results on the FOS.
In Part III, we explored the two context-focused assessments, i.e., the Feedback
Environment Scale (FES) and the Learning Climate Scale (LCS). (Recall the FES is a
two-part assessment: Part A asked about the Director and Part B asked about the Cofacilitators.) I followed the same process as before. I reminded the facilitators what the
quiz looked like, asked them what it felt like taking the quiz, and then asked them to
predict their scores on the FES. I began by asking the facilitators to predict their scores
for the Director (Part A) Next, I shared an information slide with them that aligned with
the assessment, i.e., Feedback Environment Theory, and asked for their working
definition of the theory. Then, I shared the facilitators’ individual results for the Director
(Part A). Finally, I asked the facilitators to reflect on their results through the lens of (a) a
high-point experience as a UBCCP team member, and (b) a low-point experience as a
UBCCP team member. I then followed the same process for the FES Co-facilitators (Part
B). Finally, I followed the same process for the second context-focused assessment, the
LCS, this time providing an information slide on Learning Climate Theory (see Appendix
G) as well as the facilitators’ results on the LCS.
In Part IV, I asked the facilitators to consider all the assessments we had
discussed, reflect on the high- and low-point experiences they shared earlier, and to think
about: (a) when they feel they are most likely to experience a shift in mindset that leads
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to feedback receptivity; and (b) when they feel they are least likely to experience a shift
in mindset that leads to feedback receptivity.
Table 7 below presents the guiding questions of the semi-structured interview.
Questions 1, 2, and 3, and the follow-up sub-questions are related to the research
questions guiding this qualitative case study. The questions served as a springboard for
the conversations I had with the individual facilitators. As well, the information gleaned
from the interviews was used to inform the findings, conclusions, and possible
suggestions for future research that resulted from this qualitative case study.
Table 7
Interview Questionnaire
Analytic Research Questions
1) What factors do you perceive influence the interplay between your mindset and your
ability to be feedback receptive in your role as a facilitator of adult learning in the
UBCCP?
a. How do you perceive assumptions about your mindset impact your ability to
internalize feedback received?
b. How do you perceive assumptions about your feedback orientation impact your
ability to internalize feedback received?
2) What environmental factors and interventions do you perceive have promoted or
hindered shifts in your mindset that led to feedback receptivity in your role as a
facilitator of adult learning in the UBCCP??
a) How, if ever, has the feedback environment impacted your ability to internalize
feedback you received?
b) How, if ever, has the learning climate impacted your ability to internalize
feedback you received?
3) When, if ever, do you perceive shifts in your mindsets occur in your role as a
facilitator of adult learning in the UBCCP?
a) Based on past experiences (high points/low points), when do you think you have
been most likely to have experienced a shift in your mindset that led to greater
feedback receptivity?
b) Based on past experiences (high points/low points), when do you think you have
been least likely to have experienced a shift in your mindset that led to greater
feedback receptivity?
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Except for one facilitator (who was travelling by car at the time and was therefore
unable to access the Zoom video feature), the interviews were conducted face-to-face
using Zoom. (I used Zoom with the travelling facilitator as well, although that interview
was not face-to-face.) The interviews were recorded and transcribed (Marshall &
Rossman, 1995; Patton, 1990). The interviews lasted between a range of 1 hour and 10
minutes (for the shortest) and 2 hours and 35 minutes (for the longest).
Section 3: Analysis and Interpretation
This study explored the potential interplay between each facilitator’s mindset,
feedback orientation, and feedback receptivity. The focus of this analysis was to examine
similarities and differences between and among the facilitators and to use the literature
reviewed in Chapter II to guide the interpretation of the analysis. This section includes an
overview of how the analysis and interpretation of the data gathered were developed over
the course of the study.
Initial Coding
After the interviews, I needed to make sense of the vast amount of data collected.
My advisor suggested I take the Qualitative Methods course in the fall of 2019. The
course helped me understand data management and coding in a more thoughtful,
comprehensive, and scholarly manner. It also provided me opportunities to collaborate
with other doctoral students to engage in multiple coding exercises with my case study
data. This ensured inter-rater reliability. “Discussion provides opportunities not only to
articulate your internal thinking processes, but also to clarify your emergent ideas and
possibly make new insights about the data” (Saldaña, 2016, p. 38).
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Before sharing examples of interview transcripts with my classmates, my advisor
suggested I create a template I could use to manage the vast amount of information in the
transcripts. After many discussions and preliminary attempts, with my advisor’s
guidance, I designed a template that aligned with the interview protocol I had used to
facilitate the interview process (see Appendix H). The template helped connect the
interview responses to the related assessment data and the research questions.
I then superimposed the template onto the raw transcripts. The template provided
clarity to my classmates and helped structure our peer-coding conversations. The
template also proved instrumental to me as I continued to sift through the hundreds of
transcript pages. This alignment promoted valuable insights and depth of understanding.
Coding labels that emerge using the exact words of the interviewees are called “in
vivo codes” (Creswell, 2013, p. 185). This initial coding scheme made sense based on the
research questions. It is supported by Saldaña (2016), who wrote:
Ontological questions address the nature of participants’ realities. These types
of questions suggest the exploration of personal, interpretive meanings found
within the data. Selected coding methods that may catalogue and better reveal
these ontologies include In Vivo, Process, Emotion, Values, Dramaturgical,
and/or Focused Coding, plus Themeing the Data. (p. 70)
Next, I began to label the interviews and case documents so I could review the
various data sources more efficiently. Coding involves aggregating the data into small
categories of information so they can be labeled (Creswell, 2013). This process allowed
themes to emerge from individual transcripts and enabled me to identify categories of
information that aided in the analysis and aggregation of data. I also maintained summary
notes from the data organized by keywords/concepts that related to the research
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questions, salient questions and issues to consider, implications, and the like (Miles &
Huberman, 1994).
In the second round of coding, I revisited all initial findings and identified
emerging themes that arose. I used pattern coding as a second cycle method, “a way of
grouping those summaries into a smaller number of categories. They pull together a lot of
material from first cycle coding into more meaningful and parsimonious units of analysis.
They are a sort of meta code” (Miles, Huberman, & Saldaña, 2014, p. 86).
As the interview questions were aligned with the facilitators’ assessment results,
looking for similarities and differences was facilitated. I then began to decide which
categories best informed the research questions, as it was imperative that the broader
research questions remained at the forefront of my mind during data analysis. During this
sequential coding process, emerging themes and insights positively informed the study
and led to greater insight.
Findings
At this point, my advisor suggested I begin to disaggregate the total assessment
scores for each facilitator by the components that comprised each assessment. He also
suggested I create color-coded data tables to display the remarkable amount of
information generated by each assessment (I used three shades of grey). The intention
was to capture the data in a manner that would facilitate analysis. It was also intended to
aid the readers of this study.
The color-coded tables allowed me to spot similarities and differences among the
facilitators in an efficient manner and enabled across-data and across-facilitator analysis
of the data. This led to pattern coding, which helped answer the research questions in
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greater detail. The process proved to be valuable and, as a result, continued to evolve
throughout the study. (Ultimately, I created 53 data tables to support the study.)
Once the data were disaggregated, I was able to explore them further in Chapter
V, Findings. Specifically, I interpreted the assessment data by total scores as well as by
each component that comprised each assessment and by the related interview responses. I
present the results in three sections. First, I present the findings from the two self-focused
assessment results and related interview data. These findings aligned with Research
Question 1, What factors do facilitators of adult learning perceive influence the interplay
between their individual mindsets and their ability to be feedback receptive? Second, I
present the findings from the two context-focused assessments and related interview data.
These findings aligned with Research Question 2, What environmental factors do
facilitators of adult learning perceive influence the interplay between their individual
mindsets and their ability to be feedback receptive? Third, I present the findings based on
the facilitators’ interview responses related to Research Question 3, When do facilitators
of adult learning perceive that shifts in their mindset are most likely to occur? (No
assessments were used to inform this question.)
In addition, the data for each component were presented in each section by
facilitators with similar scores. In Section 1, I first present the Mindset Quiz and related
interview data for the facilitators with a “Growth with Some Fixed” mindset. Then, I
present the data for the facilitators with a “Strong Growth Mindset.” Second, I present
the data for each dimension of the Feedback Orientation Scale (i.e., “Utility,”
“Accountability,” “Social Awareness,” and “Feedback Self-Efficacy”). In only one
dimension (i.e., Feedback Self-Efficacy) did the facilitators’ scores fall in two ranges.
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Therefore, I analyzed those data for the facilitators who fell in the “Somewhat Adept”
range first, after which I looked at the facilitators who fell in the “More Adept” range.
In Section 2, I first present the disaggregated results of the Feedback Environment
Scale (FES) by the seven categories that comprise the total score (i.e., “Source
Credibility,” “Feedback Quality,” “Feedback Delivery,” “Favorable Feedback,”
“Unfavorable Feedback,” “Source Availability,” and “Promotes Feedback Seeking”)
initially for the Director, then for the Co-facilitators. In addition, in the categories where
the facilitators’ results fell within more than one range, the results and related interview
responses are presented and analyzed by ranges. For example, in the FES “Feedback
Quality” category, I first present the data for the facilitator who scored the Director in the
“Somewhat Conducive” range. Then, I present the data for the facilitators who scored the
Director in the “More Conducive” range. I follow the same process for the remaining
FES categories (both for the Director and the Co-facilitators).
Second, I present the disaggregated results of the Learning Climate Scale (LCS)
by the three dimensions that comprise the overall score (i.e., “Facilitation,”
“Appreciation,” and “Error-Avoidance”). In addition, in the dimensions where the
facilitators’ results fell within more than one range, the results are presented and analyzed
by ranges. For example, in the LCS “Facilitation” dimension, I present the data for the
facilitators who scored it in the “Somewhat Conducive” range first, followed by the
facilitators who scored it in the “More Conducive” range. I follow the same process for
the remaining dimensions of the LCS.
In Section 3, I present the findings based on the facilitators’ interview responses
related to Research Question 3, When do facilitators of adult learning perceive that shifts
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in their mindset are most likely to occur? Once again, I present the findings for the
facilitators with a “Growth with Some Fixed” mindset first, then for the facilitators with a
“Strong Growth” mindset.
Analysis and Interpretation
The granular analysis of the assessment and related interview data helped further
the study by shedding light on the complexity of the data sources and leading to findings
that might otherwise have been overlooked. Specifically, based on the disaggregated
assessment results and related interview responses in Chapter V, Findings, three natural
clusters emerged from the data:
•

Cluster 1 represents three facilitators who scored in the high range for all
5 data points.

•

Cluster 2 represents two facilitators who scored in the high range for 4 of
5 data points.

•

Cluster 3 represents three facilitators who scored in the high range for 3 of
5 data points and one facilitator who scored in the high range for 2 of 5 data
points.

As described in detail in Chapter V, five data points were generated from the four
assessments. This important finding led me to a deeper exploration of the data.
Specifically, in Chapter VI, I analyze and interpret the data by the three natural clusters
described above. Further, I support the interpretations based on what was learned in the
literature review.
First, I begin with the data from the two self-focused assessments (the Mindset
Quiz and the Feedback Orientation Scale) and related interview responses for the
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facilitators in Cluster 1. I then provide a “Within-Cluster Analysis and Interpretation of
Findings” that align with Research Question 1, What factors do facilitators of adult
learning perceive influence the interplay between their individual mindsets and their
ability to be feedback receptive?
Second, I analyze and interpret the data from the two context-focused assessments
(the Feedback Environment Scale and the Learning Climate Scale) and related interview
responses for the facilitators in Cluster1. I then provide a “Within-Cluster Analysis and
Interpretation of Findings.” I follow the same procedure for the facilitators in Cluster 2,
then for the facilitators in Cluster 3. Finally, I provide an “Across-Cluster Analysis and
Interpretation of Findings” supported by the literature. These data and related analyses
align with Research Question 2, What environmental factors do facilitators of adult
learning perceive promote/hinder shifts in their mindsets that lead to feedback
receptivity?
Third, I analyze the data from the interview questions (i.e., “When have you been
most likely to Experience a shift in your mindset? followed by “When have you been
least likely to experience a shift in your mindset?”). I begin with the answers provided by
the facilitators in Cluster 1. I then provide a “Within-Cluster Analysis and Interpretation
of Findings.” I followed the same procedure for the facilitators in Cluster 2, then for the
facilitators in Cluster 3. Finally, I provide an “Across-Cluster Analysis and Interpretation
of Findings” supported by the literature. These data and related analyses align with
Research Question 3, When do facilitators of adult learning perceive shifts in their
mindsets are likely to occur?
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This study assumed an interplay exists between an individual’s mindset and
feedback orientation; the feedback environment and the learning climate; and perspective
transformation. Specifically, this study sought to explore factors perceived by adult
educators that influence feedback receptivity. In Chapter V, Findings, I look closely at
the data for obvious similarities and differences that might exist between and among the
facilitators who participated in this qualitative case study.
As discussed in detail in Chapter VI, three natural clusters emerged from the
findings. Additional data tables were then generated to explore the findings by cluster. I
subsequently analyzed and interpreted the findings for each cluster based on what was
learned in the literature review conducted for this qualitative case study. Specifically, I
supported the analysis and interpretation of the data by cluster by referencing selected
literature on mindset (e.g., Dweck, Adams), feedback orientation, feedback environment
(e.g., Ilgen et al.), learning climate, and perspective transformation (e.g., Mezirow).
The syntheses of this study’s findings are presented as responses to the core
research questions in Section 1 of Chapter VII. In Section 2, I present conclusions and
recommendations.
Summary
This chapter provided a description and explanation of the methodology used to
conduct this study. It included three sections: (a) an overview of information needed,
(b) data collection methods, and (c) analysis and interpretation. Chapter IV next provides
a description of the context.
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Chapter IV
DESCRIPTION OF CONTEXT

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a description of the director and the
facilitators of the organization explored in this study (i.e., the University-Based Coaching
Certification Program [UBCCP]). This qualitative case study consisted of adult educators
in a team facilitation setting. Pseudonyms were used for the names of all research
facilitators as well as the organization. This chapter is organized in three sections.
Section 1 provides a short biography of the UBCCP’s director and describes the
facilitators by summarizing demographic information collected from the Pre-Interview
Data Inventory (PIDI). Section 2 provides a description and the results of the four
assessments utilized in the following sequence: (a) two self-focused assessments: the
Mindset Quiz and the Feedback Orientation Scale (FOS); and (b) two context-related
assessments: the Feedback Environment Scale (FES) and the Learning Climate Scale
(LCS). Section 3 provides more detailed information about the UBCCP setting that was
not presented in Chapter I. Gathering these data provided me with an opportunity to:
(a) observe first-hand what the UBCCP program “looks and sounds like”; (b) see the
facilitators interacting with the director, one another, and the program participants;
(c) witness first-hand many types of feedback and the multiple ways the facilitators
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receive and give it in this team facilitation setting; and (d) gain additional insights while
observing the facilitator team in action.
Section 1: Biographical Summary of Director and Description of Facilitators
In this section, I provide a short biography of the UBCCP’s director and describe
the facilitators by summarizing demographic information collected from the PreInterview Data Inventory (PIDI).
Biography of the Director of the UBCCP
This biography of the director of the UBCCP is intended to give insight into the
depth and breadth of the elite experiences the director brings to the organization. The
director earned a Bachelor of Science in Business Administration from the Ohio State
University, and both a Master of Arts in Adult Learning and Leadership/Social and
Organization Psychology and a Doctorate in Adult Learning and Leadership from
Teachers College, Columbia University.
The director is a seasoned professional with over 30 years of diverse experience
as an external and internal organizational effectiveness consultant, thought leader, and
educator. The director enjoyed a successful career in corporate America where he held
many posts including Transition Consultant, Vice President of the Organizational
Effectiveness Center of Excellence, Director of Corporate Development and Training,
Special Assistant to the Executive Vice President, Group Manager of Marketing
Personnel Development, Sales Training Manager, Manager of College Relations and
Corporate Employment, Sales Manager, and Sales Representative.
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He also spent 2 years as a Senior Consultant for a process improvement firm and
has worked as a Senior Consultant for a sales effectiveness consulting firm. The director
is highly regarded in his field as someone with a proven ability to design, develop, and
implement organizational change and results-oriented learning processes to support the
effective execution of business strategy in his consulting engagement. He is skilled at
facilitating individual, group, and organizational learning and change processes in global
and work environments, both small and large.
In addition to leading the UBCCP, the director is a faculty member of the
Department of Organization and Leadership at a Tier I university located in the
northeastern region of the United States. He currently teaches courses in collective
intelligences in organizations (i.e., emotional intelligence, social intelligence, and cultural
intelligence), qualitative data analysis, and strategic learning and leadership. The director
joined the university after 2 years of running his own consulting practice, where he
provided research-based solutions to clients in strategy formulation, organization and
leadership development, and workplace diversity.
The director’s scholarly interests include strategic learning, leadership and
organizational development, diversity and cultural intelligence, and, more recently,
executive and organizational coaching. Throughout the interview process, it was evident
that all of the facilitators regard the director as not only the director of the UBCCP but
also their thought leader and the expert on whom they rely to continue growing as
facilitators and as a team to ensure that the UBCCP lives up to its reputation as the
premier coaching certification program in the world.
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Description of the Facilitators of the Study
In this section, I provide demographic data for the nine facilitators of this study
(see Table 8). The demographic data collected for each case respondent using the PIDI
included gender, age bracket, and level of education attained. The facilitators also
completed four additional assessments, two of which were self-focused: (1) the Mindset
Quiz (see Table 9), and (2) the Feedback Orientation Scale (FOS) (see Table 10). The
other two assessments were context-related: (3) the Feedback Environment Scale (FES)
(see Table 11), and (4) the Learning Climate Scale (LCS) (see Table 12).
Demographic information. Table 9 displays the demographic information
obtained through the PIDI as a percentage of the whole group rather than by individual,
given the relatively small number of facilitators. I chose this approach to ensure that the
anonymity of the facilitators was not compromised.
As Table 8 reveals, the gender composition of the facilitators, based on selfreports, was 7 (78%) female and 2 (22%) male. In terms of age, 1 (11%) facilitator was
between the ages of 30-39 years; 2 (22%) were between the ages of 40-49 years; 2 (22%)
were between the ages of 50-50 years; and 4 (44%) were between the ages of 60-69
years. The final demographic information collected by the PIDI related to education level
attained. Results revealed that 1 (11%) facilitator (11%) earned a Bachelor’s degree,
3 (33%) earned Bachelor’s and Master’s degrees, and 5 (55%) earned Bachelor’s,
Master’s, and Doctorate degrees. It is important to note that these data parallel data for
the greater coaching field. Specifically, demographic data obtained from the International
Coach Federation (ICF) 2016 Global Coaching Study (GCS) revealed almost 1 in 5
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(approximately 20%) of coach practitioners are in the 50-54 age range, and a little
more than half of coaches are between 45 and 59 (approximately 50%) years of age.
Similarly, UBCCP demographics revealed 2 of 9 facilitators (approximately 22%) were
between 50-59 years of age, and approximately 44% were between 40-59 years of age. In
addition, the ICF GCS revealed that females accounted for approximately 67% of coach
practitioners and, regionally, the female share of coach practitioners was highest in North
America and lower in emerging markets (similarly, UBCCP demographic data revealed
that 78% of the UBCCP facilitators were female). I was unable to secure data on the
education levels of executive coach trainers outside of the UBCCP. Although the ICF
(the largest coaching organization in the world) did not include race and ethnicity data in
their GCS, I chose to include that data about the UBCCP facilitators in the table below. I
felt it was important as the Black Lives Matter movement, particularly with the racial
unrest demonstrated throughout 2020, has heightened awareness around race in this
country and the world; and recent critiques regarding the lack of diversity in the
profession have recently increased. Moreover, the director of the UBCCP is an African
American male who brings his unique perspective and experiences to the program which
exists in a field that is predominantly Caucasian and female.
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Table 8
Demographic Information

Gender
#%

Age (years)
#/%
Race

Female
#/%

Male
#/%

7 (78%)

2 (22%)

30-39 years

40-49 years

50-59 years

60-69 years

1 Facilitator
(11%)

2 Facilitators
(22%)

2 Facilitators
(22%)

4 Facilitators
(44%)

9 (100%) Facilitators included in this study are Caucasian
Note: The director (who did not participate in the study) is African
American)

Ethnicity
Education
#/%

8 (89%) Facilitators are American; 1 (11%) is German
Bachelor’s Degree

Bachelor’s Degree
and Master’s Degree

Bachelor’s Degree,
Master’s Degree,
and Doctorate

1 Facilitator
(11%)

3 Facilitators
(33%)

5 Facilitators
(55%)

Section 2: Description and Results of the Four Assessments Utilized
In this section, I provide a description and the results of the assessments utilized.
The facilitators were asked to take four assessments, two that were self-focused (the
Mindset Quiz and the FOS) and two that were context-focused (the FES and the LCS).
Each pair is discussed in turn.
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Description and Results of the Two Self-focused Assessments
The two self-focused assessments were the Mindset Quiz and the FOS.
The Mindset Quiz. The Mindset Quiz was included to explore Research
Question 1, What factors do facilitators of adult learning perceive influence the interplay
between their individual mindsets and their ability to be feedback-receptive? Dweck
(2006) defined mindset as
how individuals perceive their abilities. Individuals with fixed mindsets believe
that their talents and abilities are simply fixed. They have a certain amount and
that’s that. People with growth mindsets on the other hand think of talents and
abilities as things they can develop—as potentials that come to fruition through
effort, practice, and instruction. (p. 4)
This assessment asked eight questions: four related to fixed mindset and four
related to growth mindset. Responses to the questions followed a Likert Scale format:
Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree. Facilitators scoring between 0-10
were identified as having a “Strong Fixed Mindset”; scores between 11-16 a “Fixed with
Some Growth Ideas Mindset”; scores between 17-21 a “Growth with Some Fixed Ideas
Mindset” (i.e., medium grey shading); and finally, scores between 22-30 a “Strong
Growth Mindset” (dark grey shading). The facilitators’ Mindset Quiz results are
displayed in Table 9.
As Table 9 indicates, 7 (78%) of the 9 facilitators had a “Strong Growth Mindset”
(dark grey shading), while 2 (22%) had “Growth with Some Fixed Mindset” (medium
grey shading). No facilitators scored in either the “Strong Fixed Mindset” or “Fixed with
Some Growth Mindset” categories. (Recall in Chapter III—Methodology, pseudonyms
were presented for the facilitators. Those pseudonyms were used in this table and
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throughout the dissertation.) These data, combined with the facilitators’ interview data
linked to the study’s research questions, are presented in more detail in Chapter V.
Table 9
Mindset Quiz

Facilitators

Jordan Riley

Strong Fixed
Mindset
(Scale: 0-10)

Fixed with
Some Growth
Mindset
(Scale: 11-16)

Growth with
Some Fixed
Mindset
(Scale: 17-21)

Strong Growth
Mindset
(Scale: 22-30)

X (21)

Catherine Johnson

X (25)

Nancy Nunez

X (25)

Brenda Vander

X (30)

Stephanie Donovan

X (24)

Sophie Grant

X (29)

Bethany Quigley

X (22)

Deena Franklin
Taylor Quentin

X (18)
X (24)

Feedback Orientation Scale. The FOS was included to further explore Research
Question 1, What factors do facilitators of adult learning perceive influence the interplay
between their individual mindsets and their ability to be feedback-receptive? London and
Smither (2010) defined feedback orientation as “an individual’s overall receptivity to
feedback” (p. 1375). They further posited that feedback orientation is composed of a
“number of dimensions including (1) liking feedback; (2) behavioral propensity to
seek feedback; (3) cognitive propensity to process feedback mindfully and deeply;
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(4) sensitivity to others’ view of oneself; (5) belief in the value of feedback; and (6)
feeling accountable to act on feedback” (p. 81).
The FOS asked a total of 25 questions, with six questions in each of the following
four dimensions: (1) Utility (i.e., the importance an individual places on feedback
received); (2) Accountability (i.e., the level of responsibility an individual feels toward
attending to feedback received); (3) Social Awareness (i.e., how an individual uses
feedback received to understand others; and (4) Feedback Self-Efficacy (i.e., how an
individual feels about his or her ability to handle feedback received). Responses to the
questions followed a Likert Scale format: Strongly Disagree, Somewhat Disagree,
Neither Agree nor Disagree, Somewhat Agree, Strongly Agree. Facilitators scored
between 6 and 30 in each of the four dimensions.
Scores between 6-13 (columns 2-5 in Table 10, for the Utility, Accountability,
Social Awareness, and Feedback Self-Efficacy dimensions, respectively) indicated a
facilitator is “less adept” at receiving and using feedback (light grey shading); scores
between 14-22 indicate “somewhat adept” (medium grey shading); and scores between
23-30 indicate “more adept” (dark grey shading). In addition, an overall score for each
facilitator was derived by adding the scores in each of the four dimensions. The total
score (column 6 in Table 10) indicates a facilitator’s overall feedback orientation as
follows: facilitators with scores between 24-55 are “less adept” at receiving and using
feedback (light grey shading); scores between 56-88 reflect “somewhat adept” (medium
grey shading); and scores between 89-120 reflect “more adept” (dark grey shading). The
horizontal axis of Table 10 shows each facilitator’s score in the four dimensions
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measured by the FOS, while the vertical axis shows the range of scores in each
dimension.
As shown in Table 10, the results of the FOS for 3 of the 4 dimensions, i.e.,
Utility, Accountability, and Social Awareness (columns 2-4), showed that all 9 (100%)
facilitators scored as “more adept” at receiving and using feedback range (i.e., dark grey
shading). In the Feedback Self-Efficacy dimension (column 5), 3 (33%) scored in the
“somewhat adept” range (i.e., medium grey shading), while 6 (67%) scored in the “more
adept” range (i.e., dark grey shading).
Table 10
Feedback Orientation Scale

Score #
(%)

Accountability
Score #
(%)

Social
Awareness
Score #
(%)

Feedback
Self-Efficacy
Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Jordan Riley

30 of 30
(100%)

26 of 30
(87%)

27 of 30
(90%)

24 of 30
(80%)

107 of 120
(89%)

Catherine Johnson

27 of 30
(90%)

28 of 30
(93%)

28 of 30
(93%)

27 of 30
(90%)

110 of 120
(92%)

Nancy Nunez

30 of 30
(100%)

29 of 30
(97%)

29 of 30
(97%)

21 of 30
(70%)

109 of 120
(91%)

Brenda Vander

30 of 30
(100%)

30 of 30
(100%)

29 of 30
(97%)

27 of 30
(90%)

116 of 120
(97%)

Stephanie Donovan

30 of 30
(100%)

29 of 30
(97%)

29 of 30
(97%)

25 of 30
(83%)

113 of 120
(94%)

Sophie Grant

30 of 30
(100%)

30 of 30
(100%)

30 of 30
(100%)

28 of 30
(93%)

118 of 120
(92%)

Bethany Quigley

26 of 30
(87%)

25 of 30
(83%)

27 of 30
(90%)

24 of 30
(80%)

102 of 120
(85%)

Deena Franklin

29 of 30
(97%)

25 of 30
(83%)

29 of 30
(97%)

15 of 30
(50%)

98 of 120
(82%)

Taylor Quentin

30 of 30
(100%)

30 of 30
(100%)

30 of 30
(100%)

19 of 30
(63%)

109 of 120
(91%)

Facilitator

Utility

Overall
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Lastly, although all 9 (100%) facilitators received an Overall score (column 6)
indicating they were “more adept” at receiving and using feedback (dark grey shading), it
is important to note that 3 (33%) facilitators scored in the “somewhat adept” range in the
Feedback Self-Efficacy dimension (medium grey shading). These data, combined with
the facilitators’ interview data linked to the study’s research questions, are presented in
more detail in Chapter V.

Description and Results of the Two Context-focused Assessments
As noted above, two of the four assessments were self-focused (the Mindset Quiz
and the FOS), while the other two were context-focused (the FES and the LCS).
The Feedback Environment Scale. The FES was included to explore Research
Question 2, What environmental factors do facilitators of adult learning perceive
promote/hinder shifts in their mindsets that lead to feedback receptivity? In the 1980s,
Herold and Parsons (1985) defined the term feedback environment as the type of
information regarding one’s job that employees perceive as being available to them. For
decades thereafter, an organization’s feedback environment was understood to mean the
amount and availability of positive and negative feedback from different sources.
However, the growing emphasis on improving job performance by providing feedback in
today’s ever-changing workplace environments led to an expansion of the construct. In
2004, Steelman et al. referred to the feedback environment as “the contextual aspects of
day-to-day supervisor-subordinate and co-worker-co-worker feedback processes rather
than to the formal performance appraisal feedback session” (p. 166).
The FES asks 64 questions in the following seven categories: (1) Source
Credibility (i.e., how reliable a facilitator feels the source of feedback is); (2) Feedback
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Quality (i.e., how useful a facilitator feels the feedback is); (3) Feedback Delivery (i.e.,
how a facilitator feels about the manner in which feedback is provided); (4) Favorable
Feedback (i.e., how often positive feedback is provided); (5) Unfavorable Feedback (i.e.,
how often negative feedback is provided); (6) Source Availability (i.e., how often
feedback is provided); and (7) Promotes Feedback Seeking (i.e., how facilitators feel
about seeking feedback in this setting).
Each of the following four categories (Source Credibility, Feedback Quality,
Feedback Delivery, and Source Availability) included five questions about the director
and the same five questions about the facilitators’ co-facilitators. Each of the remaining
three categories (Favorable Feedback, Unfavorable Feedback, and Promotes Feedback
Seeking) included the same four questions about the director as well as the facilitators’
co-facilitators. Each question was worth between 1-7 points (32 questions related to the
director and 32 questions related to the facilitators’ co-facilitators). Responses to the
questions followed a Likert Scale format: Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Somewhat
Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Somewhat Agree, Agree, Strongly Agree.
In each of the four categories asking five questions (see Table 11 for director and
Table 12 for co-facilitators; columns 2, 3, 4, and 7 for Source Credibility, Feedback
Quality, Feedback Delivery, and Source Availability, respectively), the following score
ranges applied. Scores between 7-16 indicated the feedback environment was “less
conducive” to providing useful feedback (light grey shading); scores between 17-25
indicated a “somewhat conducive” environment (medium grey shading); and scores
between 26-35 indicated a “more conducive” environment (dark grey shading).
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In each of the three categories that asked four questions (see Table 11 and Table
12, columns 5, 6, and 8 for Favorable Feedback, Unfavorable Feedback, and Promotes
Feedback Seeking, respectively), the following score ranges applied. Scores between
7-13 indicated the feedback environment was “less conducive” to providing useful
feedback (light grey shading); scores between 14-21 indicated a “somewhat conducive”
environment (medium grey shading); and scores between 22-28 indicated a “more
conducive” environment (dark grey shading).
In addition, the director and the co-facilitators were provided a Total score for the
feedback environment. The Total scores were derived by adding the scores in each of the
seven categories (see Table 11, column 9 for director; Table 12, column 9 for the
facilitators’ co-facilitators). Overall scores between 32-95 indicated the overall feedback
environment was “less conducive” to providing useful feedback (light grey shading);
scores between 96-160 indicated “somewhat conducive” overall environment (medium
grey shading); and scores between 161-224 indicated “more conducive” overall
environment (dark grey shading). When appropriate, I reverse-scored the items (as noted
in the Feedback Environment section in Chapter III).
The horizontal axis of Table 11 shows the director’s scores in each category of the
FES from each facilitator. The vertical axis shows the director’s range of scores in each
category of the FES.
As shown in Table 11, the results of the FES indicated that in the Source
Credibility category (column 2), 9 (100%) of the facilitators scored the director as “more
conducive” than most to providing useful feedback range (dark grey shading). In the
Feedback Quality category (column 3), 1 (11%) facilitator scored the director in the
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“somewhat conducive” range (medium grey shading); and 8 (89%) scored him in the
“more conducive” range (dark grey shading). In the Feedback Delivery category (column
4), 2 (22%) facilitators scored the director in the “somewhat conducive” range (medium
grey shading), while 7 (78%) scored him in the “more conducive” range (dark grey
shading).
Table 11
Feedback Environment Scale: Director’s Results

Facilitator

Source
Credibility

FeedFeedback
back
Quality Delivery

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

FavorUnPromotes
Source
able favorable
FeedAvailFeedFeedback
ability
back
back
Seeking
Score # Score # Score # Score #
(%)
(%)
(%)
(%)

Total
Score #
(%)

Jordan
Riley

31 of 35 20 of 35 22 of 35 21 of 28 24 of 28 17 of 35 25 of 28 160 of 224
(89%)
(57%)
(63%)
(75%)
(86%)
(49%)
(89%)
(71%)

Catherine
Johnson

35 of 35 35 of 35 33 of 35 23 of 28 24 of 28 24 of 35 23 of 28 197 of 224
(100%) (100%) (94%)
(82%)
(86%)
(69%)
(82%)
(88%)

Nancy
Nunez

35 of 35 35 of 35 31 of 35 28 of 28 22 of 28 23 of 35 28 of 28 202 of 224
(100%) (100%) (89%) (100%) (79%)
(66%) (100%)
(90%)

Brenda
Vander

35 of 35 35 of 35 27 of 35 18 of 28 27 of 28 24 of 35 17 of 28 183 of 224
(100%) (100%) (77%)
(64%)
(96%)
(69%)
(61%)
(82%)

Stephanie
Donovan

35 of 35 35 of 35 27 of 35 18 of 28 25 of 28 12 of 35 15 of 28 167 of 224
(100%) (100%) (77%)
(64%)
(89%)
(34%)
(54%)
(75%)

Sophie
Grant

35 of 35 35 of 35 29 of 35 13 of 28 27 of 28 18 of 35 23 of 28 180 of 224
(100%) (100%) (83%)
(46%)
(96%)
(51%)
(82%)
(80%)

Bethany
Quigley

28 of 35 31 of 35 26 of 35 21 of 28 24 of 28 20 of 35 24 of 28 174 of 224
(80%)
(89%)
(74%)
(75%)
(86%)
(57%)
(86%)
(78%)

Deena
Franklin

29 of 35 31 of 35 32 of 35 16 of 28 23 of 28 22 of 35 18 of 28 171 of 224
(83%)
(89%)
(91%)
(57%)
(82%)
(63%)
(64%)
(76%)

Taylor
Quentin

28 of 35 31 of 35 19 of 35 13 of 28 25 of 28 15 of 35 20 of 28 151 of 224
(80%)
(89%)
(54%)
(46%)
(89%)
(43%)
(71%)
(67%)
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Further, in the Favorable Feedback category (column 5), 2 (22%) facilitators
(22%) scored the director in the “less conducive” range (light grey shading), 5 (56%)
scored him in the “somewhat conducive” range (medium grey shading), and 2 (22%)
scored him in the “more conducive” range (dark grey shading). In the Unfavorable
Feedback category (column 6), all 9 (100%) facilitators scored the director in the “more
conducive” than most range (dark grey shading). In the Source Availability category
(column 7), 2 (22%) facilitators scored the director in the “less conducive” range (light
grey shading), and 7 (78%) scored the director in the “somewhat conducive” range
(medium grey shading). In the Promotes Feedback Seeking category (column 8), 4 (44%)
facilitators scored the director in the “somewhat conducive” range (medium grey
shading), and 5 (56%) scored the director in the “more conducive” range (dark grey
shading).
Finally, the Total Feedback Environment scores for the director (column 9)
showed that 2 (22%) of the facilitators felt the director’s impact on the feedback
environment was “somewhat conducive” than most to providing useful feedback
(medium grey shading), while 7 (78%) felt the director’s impact was “more conducive”
(dark grey shading). These data, combined with the facilitators’ interview data linked
with the study’s research questions, are presented in more detail in Chapter V.
The horizontal axis of Table 12 shows the co-facilitators’ scores in each category
of the FES from each facilitator. The vertical axis shows the co-facilitators’ range of
scores in each category of the FES.
As shown in Table 12, the results of the FES indicated that in the Source
Credibility category (column 2), 9 (100%) facilitators scored their co-facilitators in the
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“more conducive” than most range (dark grey shading). In the Feedback Quality category
(column 3), 1 (11%) facilitators scored their co-facilitators in the “somewhat conducive”
range (medium grey shading), while 8 (89%) scored them in the “more conducive” range
(dark grey shading). In the Feedback Delivery category (column 4), 1 (11%) facilitator
scored their co-facilitators in the “somewhat conducive” range (medium grey shading),
while 8 (89%) scored them in the “more conducive” range (dark grey shading).
Further, in the Favorable Feedback category (column 5), 3 (33%) facilitators
scored their co-facilitators in the “somewhat conducive” range (medium grey shading)
and 6 (67%) scored them in the “more conducive” range (dark grey shading). In the
Unfavorable Feedback category (column 6), 5 (56%) scored their co-facilitators in the
“less conducive” range (light grey shading), 1 (11%) scored them in the “somewhat
conducive” range (medium grey shading), and 3 (33%) scored them in the “more
conducive” range (dark grey shading). In the Source Availability category (column 7),
6 (67%) facilitators scored their co-facilitators in the “somewhat conducive” range
(medium grey shading), while 3 (33%) scored them in the “more conducive” range (dark
grey shading). In the Promotes Feedback Seeking category (column 8), 4 (44%)
facilitators scored their co-facilitators in the “somewhat conducive” range (medium grey
shading), and 5 (56%) scored them in the “more conducive” range (dark grey shading).
Finally, the Total Feedback Environment Scores for the co-facilitators show
that 3 (33%) facilitators felt their co-facilitators’ impact on the feedback environment was
“somewhat conducive” than most to providing useful feedback (medium grey shading),
while 6 (67%) felt their impact on the feedback environment was “more conducive” than
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most (dark grey shading). These data, combined with the facilitators’ interview data
linked with the study’s research questions, are presented in more detail in Chapter V.
Table 12
Feedback Environment Scale: Co-facilitators’ Results
Source
FeedFeed-back
Facilitator Crediback
Quality
bility
Delivery
Score #
(%)
Jordan
Riley

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

FavorUnSource Promotes
able
favorable Avail- Feedback
FeedFeed-back ability Seeking
back
Score # Score # Score # Score #
(%)
(%)
(%)
(%)

Total
Score #
(%)

33 of 35 20 of 35 23 of 35 26 of 28 23 of 28 19 of 35 24 of 28
(94%)
(57%)
(66%)
(93%)
(82%)
(54%)
(86%)

168 of 224
(75%)

Catherine 35 of 35 35 of 35 35 of 35 28 of 28 23 of 28 26 of 35 28 of 28
Johnson
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)
(82%)
(74%)
(100%)

210 of 224
(94%)

Nancy
Nunez

31 of 35 27 of 35 32 of 35 28 of 28 10 of 28 22 of 35 23 of 28
(89%)
(77%)
(91%) (100%)
(36%)
(63%)
(82%)

173 of 224
(77%)

Brenda
Vander

35 of 35 35 of 35
(100%) (100%)

31of 35 24 of 28 19 of 28 20 of 35 25 of 28
(89%)
(86%)
(68%)
(57%)
(89%)

189 of 224
(84%)

Stephanie 35 of 35 35 of 35 35 of 35 28 of 28 24 of 28 28 of 35 28 of 28
Donovan (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)
(86%)
(80%)
(100%)

213 of 224
(95%)

Sophie
Grant

30 of 35 32 of 35 31 of 35 18 of 28
(86%)
(91%)
(89%)
(64%)

8 of 28
(29%)

17 of 35 19 of 28
(49%)
(68%)

155 of 224
(69%)

Bethany
Quigley

30 of 35 32 of 35 31 of 35 18 of 28
(86%)
(91%)
(89%)
(64%)

8 of 28
(29%)

17 of 35 19 of 28
(49%)
(68%)

155 of 224
(70%)

Deena
Franklin

32 of 35 27 of 35 34 of 35 25 of 28
(91%)
(77%)
(97%)
(89%)

8 of 28
(29%)

32 of 35 16 of 28
(91%)
(57%)

174 of 224
(78%)

Taylor
Quentin

26 of 35 27 of 35 30 of 35 14 of 28
(74%)
(77%)
(86%)
50%)

11of 28 18 of 35 16 of 28
(39%)
(51%)
(57%)

142 of 224
(63%)
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The Learning Climate Scale. This second context-focused assessment, the LCS,
was included to further explore Research Question 2, What environmental factors do
facilitators of adult learning perceive promote/hinder shifts in their mindsets that lead to
feedback receptivity? Learning climate means an individual’s perception of the extent to
which the workplace facilitates learning opportunities and regards and supports their
learning behavior. Researchers Nikolova et al. (2016) proposed a three-dimensional
conceptualization of learning climate. The first dimension, Facilitation Learning Climate,
describes the level to which the organization and workplace support, provide, and
facilitate learning opportunities. The second dimension, Appreciation Learning Climate,
describes the level to which the organization regards learning behavior. The third
dimension, Error-Avoidance Learning Climate, describes the level to which the
organization focuses on avoiding mistakes.
The LCS asked the facilitators eight questions in three dimensions:
(1) Facilitation Learning Climate, (2) Appreciation Learning Climate, and (3) ErrorAvoidance Learning Climate. Two dimensions, (a) Facilitation Learning Climate and
(b) Error-Avoidance Learning Climate, asked three questions, with a range from 3-15.
The third dimension, (c) Appreciation Learning Climate, asked two questions, with a
range from 2-10.
The facilitators responded to each question using the following Likert Scale:
Strongly Disagree, Somewhat Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Somewhat Agree,
Strongly Agree. In the first two dimensions that asked three questions, facilitators who
scored between 3-6 indicated the climate was “less conducive” to learning (light grey
shading); scores between 7-11 indicated the climate was “somewhat conducive” to
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learning (medium grey shading); and scores between 12-15 indicated the climate was
“more conducive” to learning (dark grey shading).
In the Appreciation Learning Climate dimension which asked two questions,
facilitators who scored between 2-4 indicated the climate was “less conducive” to
learning (light grey shading); scores between 5-7 indicated the climate was “somewhat
conducive” to learning (medium grey shading); and scores between 8-10 indicated the
climate was “more conducive” to learning (dark grey shading).
In addition, an Overall score for each facilitator was derived by adding their
scores in each of the three dimensions. Total scores between 8-18 indicated the climate
was “less conducive” to learning (light grey shading), total scores between 19-29
indicated the climate was “somewhat conducive” to learning (medium grey shading), and
scores between 30-40 indicated the climate was “more conducive” to learning (dark grey
shading).
The horizontal axis in Table 13 shows individual facilitator scores for each
dimension of the LCS. The vertical axis shows the range of scores for the facilitators in
each dimension of the LCS.
As shown in Table 13, the results of the LCS indicated that in the Facilitation
Learning Climate dimension (column 2), 8 (89%) facilitators scored the climate in the
“somewhat conducive” to learning range (medium grey shading), and 1 (11%) scored the
climate in the “more conducive” to learning range (dark grey shading). In the
Appreciation Learning Climate dimension (column 3), 2 (22%) facilitators scored the
climate in the “somewhat conducive” range (medium grey shading), while 7 (78%)
scored the climate in the more “conducive to learning” range (dark grey shading). In the

121

Error-Avoidance dimension (column 4), 4 (44%) facilitators scored the learning climate
in the “somewhat conducive” range (medium grey shading), and 5 (56%) scored the
learning climate in the “more conducive” range (dark grey shading).
Overall scores indicated that only 4 (44%) facilitators felt the climate was
“somewhat conducive” to learning than most (medium grey shading), while 5 (56%) felt
the climate was “more conducive” to learning than most (dark grey shading). These data,
combined with the facilitators’ interview data linked to the study’s research questions, are
presented in more detail in Chapter V.
Table 13
Learning Climate Scale

Facilitators

Facilitation Learning
Climate

Appreciation
Error-Avoidance
Learning Climate
Climate

Overall

Jordan Riley

Score #
(%)
11 of 15
(73%)

Score #
(%)
8 of 10
(80%)

Score #
(%)
14 of 15
(93%)

Score #
(%)
33 of 40
(82%)

Catherine Johnson

11 of 15
(73%)

10 of 10
(100%)

12 of 15
(80%)

33 of 40
(82%)

Nancy Nunez

7 of 15
(47%)

10 of 10
(100%)

13 of 15
(87%)

30 of 40
(75%)

Brenda Vander

13 of 15
(87%)

9 of 10
(90%)

12 of 15
(80%)

34 of 40
(85%)

Stephanie Donovan

11 of 15
(73%O

10 of 10
(100%)

8 of 15
(53%)

29 of 40
(73%)

Sophie Grant

8 of 15
(53%)

6 of 10
(60%)

9 of 15
(60%)

23 of 30
(58%)

Bethany Quigley

11 of 15
(73%)

6 of 10
(60%)

9 of 15
(60%)

26 of 40
(65%)

Deena Franklin

9 of 15
(60%)

9 of 10
(90%)

12 of 15
(80%)

30 of 40
(75%)

Taylor Quentin

10 of 15
(67%)

7 of 10
(70%)

8 of 15
(53%)

29 of 40
(72%)
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Section 3: Context of the UBCCP Setting
To gain greater insight, and at the suggestion of the director of the UBCCP, I
observed the UBCCP team facilitating adult learning during two components of the
program, the Internal Coach Intensive (ICI) and the External Coach Intensive (ECI). On
both occasions, I observed the UBCCP director and facilitators during a working lunch,
while facilitating whole group instruction (as single presenters and in dyads), and in
various small group settings in which program participants practiced their craft with one
another under the watchful eye of a UBCCP facilitator. The data collected during my
in-person observations helped inform Research Question 3, When do facilitators of adult
learning perceive that shifts in their mindset occur?
Description of Residential Program Segment Location
It was evident that careful thought and consideration had been given to choosing
the facility where the UBCCP took place. The setting is a bucolic, suburban, upscale
conference center conveniently located close to a major northeast city. The serene and
picturesque setting helps set the stage for a relaxed and supportive learning environment,
as outside pressures appear to remain outside the estate gates. The center provides
sophisticated quarters among several buildings. The estate houses a hotel, restaurants,
large state-of-the-art meeting spaces, and small group setting facilities on beautiful
grounds, all within easy walking distance of each other. Eliminating the pressures of
lodging, meals, and transportation needs helps facilitators remain fully present throughout
the experience.
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Facilitation Team Meetings
The director and the facilitators of adult learning of the UBCCP join one another
for all meals—breakfast, lunch, and dinner. (Participants of the program join the
facilitators and the director for dinner.) During breakfast, the director and the facilitators
use the time to plan the day (I did not join the team for breakfast). During lunch, the
director and the facilitators discuss the morning session and plan for the afternoon. In
addition, the director and the facilitators convene after the day’s afternoon session to
debrief the day. The facilitators have three roles: as coaches, as clients, and as observers.
Lunch meeting. During my first visit as an observer, I joined the director and the
facilitators at lunch. I was impressed with how efficiently they used their time together.
They quickly engaged in deep reflection on how they and the program participants were
performing, they took time to tweak the sessions and plan accordingly, and they
repeatedly engaged in feedback practices. There was a sense of shared responsibility for
the success of the sessions and each program participant, and a true sense of camaraderie.
The facilitators shared specific observations about the challenges they were
facing. For example, one facilitator shared, “In ECI, it’s harder to get everyone in our
process because of the experiences the facilitators bring. I want to check off the
experiences and get back to work. Different mindsets to be considered because they want
to leave having solved a problem.” A second facilitator then offered help: “Framing is
good, paying attention to hopes and concerns can be how we create space.” The director
shared his thoughts: “Remember you’re not doing the reframing, your client is.” A
facilitator added, “You do that well, director. We need to address the concerns, so they
don’t.”
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The facilitators then reviewed time expectations. As the director said, “1:00-1:10
prep; 1:13 in room ready to start; 6 or 5 rounds of 10-minute rounds, 60 minutes total. At
2:20 debrief.” Once the session schedule was clarified, one facilitator asked the director
for feedback on listening: “Less about capturing what is being said….” The director
added, “Feedback is now more consistent, so it shines. Three words were good. Topic,
importance, outcome helped to focus some coaches.” Facilitators also shared thoughts
about how other facets of the sessions were going: “The front of the room effect was
softer and more relaxed than in the past, positive” and “Keep smiling, but the air
conditioner makes it difficult to hear.” The facilitators asked for specifics: “Can we get
alignment this afternoon on the signposts?” The director said, “Agreed.” As lunch
continued, the director capitalized on opportunities to promote learning and growth
among the facilitators: “Strength and limitations—identity—reputation. These are the
ones that need to be addressed with feedback. Situation analysis—questions, data,
sources.”
The facilitators were observed taking notes and asking follow-up questions.
“Regarding values and beliefs—personal connections. Would it be helpful to say during
the prep this is what they should be paying attention to?” The director said, “I do it when
I get in the room. This is what I’m going to give you feedback on—strengths/limitations.
This is how you tee it up. That way they’ve done the prep, now it’s framing.” A
facilitator responded, “We do this four times a year and we still have to get clarification.”
The director noted, “It’s necessary to focus on fundamentals to make us better.”
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End-of-day debrief meetings. I then observed a team meeting after the daily
training session. At 4:45, the facilitators joined the director in a small conference room
for a debrief of the day. The director began, “Let’s focus on component one. Let’s
catalogue component and task. If you need a few minutes, let’s do that.” The facilitators
were observed going over the data; once all had checked in, the director began, “Okay,
starting with…” One facilitator began, “Client A—Strong framing 2.0, 2/3 development
frames/entering and contracting.” The facilitators followed the process of rating the
program participants one by one. As individual challenges surfaced, the director provided
guidance: “Whoever has him tomorrow, when he re-engages, ask him to get outcomes.
Important for tomorrow because that will kill him in the oral exam.” The director also
shared holistic guidance: “Implications for teaching is get them to complete a component
before moving on to the next component because they’ll do better on the oral exam.
Three cohorts ago, I looked at how they had trouble with exercises, yet they could do it
on the exam which means the oral exam—anyone who got a 1.5 was scattered. The
coaching session lacked coherence. Completion of components was vital to success.” A
facilitator said, “It’s good to challenge us to think that way.” The director added, “The
sooner we can identify that, the more we can help.”
During this debrief session, the facilitators solicited and provided continuous
feedback. In addition, the director and the facilitators provided unsolicited feedback. For
example, “Developmental frames were clear, situational was not clear. Whatever I can’t
map, I don’t go there. Part of it is it’s hard to demo teach. You don’t want the people to
sit in the coach chair and feel alarmed. I think one thing that might be helpful is to use the
signpost slide because what I find is: I don’t coach to task, I coach to signpost.”
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The facilitators also engaged in deep reflection on how things were going. One
facilitator said, “I thought the afternoon was easier to follow.” Another facilitator
answered, “Much easier than the morning. Those two days are the hardest part of the
week and I should have taken you up on your offer.” The director added, “Not that you
can’t do it, just how can I help you.” Facilitator 2 said, “Now I know why you never get
to dinner on Wednesday night.” Facilitator 3 added, “I thought I had more affect in the
afternoon.” Facilitator 2 returned, “Yes, more energy. What if we maybe came up with a
sentence strip to help us focus our thoughts? For example, the task that got accomplished
more readily is….” Facilitator 3 replied, “Yes, a visual would be good. I like how you
were resilient and reset and didn’t get distracted. I thought the demo went really well.”
A fourth facilitator then shared frustration about timing: “We didn’t see that
because we were doing the sheets.” The director commented, “And I would say based on
the coaching I saw, I default. If there’s a choice between teaching and reading, I go with
the reading. Literature can teach better.” As they prepared for the next day, they sought
one another’s input: “So how do we want to…?” The facilitators were also observed
offering help to one another: “Is there anything I can do to support you tomorrow?” The
director indicated, “Slides are there for you, I did them last night.” A facilitator admitted,
“With slide sheets and timing, I should be good.”
Observing the Director and the Facilitators in Action
After lunch, I had the opportunity to observe the facilitators in various settings.
The session began with whole group instruction facilitated exclusively by the director. He
rang the chime and the room instantly responded with undivided attention. The director
used best practices by explicitly stating objectives: “We’ve done interim contracting,
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hopefully with a topic you will be prepping in a moment. Whatever task you didn’t get to,
that’s what you’ll work on. Join me on page 23. You will have seven minutes to read
independently.” While the director led the session, I observed the facilitators sitting at
back tables and circulating around the room watching the program participants work
independently. During this time, the director checked in with some of the facilitators.
After 7 minutes, the director introduced me and then provided the group with laser
directions for next steps. His practice facilitated the transition from whole group
instruction into small group work efficiently and effectively (i.e., fishbowl coaching
sessions). There was a calm, respectful feeling among the director, the facilitators, and
the program participants, that they were all engaged in something important and
everyone’s commitment was a vital component of success.
I was invited to observe the director’s small group coaching sessions (i.e.,
fishbowl coaching) at the back of the larger conference room, while other facilitators
joined the program participants in adjoining small conference rooms across the hall. The
director’s small group consisted of five program participants and himself. He welcomed
the group by saying, “Imagine the joy you’re going to experience when you (i.e., as a
coach) rejoin your client.” The director offered the program participants (as coaches)
language for addressing their clients, provided a framework for conversation with their
clients, and clarified the client relationship with self and others—namely, “What values
and beliefs are being triggered by this challenge?” Once the stage was set, the client and
coach practice conversation sessions began.
As each coach-client pair concluded its session, the director offered a range of
feedback, including:
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•

providing supports and challenges by synthesizing the session;

•

sharing his observations (e.g., “Framing varies because we have more
context.”);

•

making suggestions (e.g., “Invite your client to frame your work together. For
example, ‘Tell me what you (as a coach) want to work on in the next five
minutes.’ This gives your client an opportunity to take charge of the
session.”); and

•

asking questions that prompted their thinking (e.g., “What are you going to
think about the rest of the week to gain a better understanding and get more
connected to the topic?”).

Small group sessions (i.e., fishbowl coaching) ended on time, as evidenced by
everyone’s prompt return to the large conference room. This time, another facilitator took
the lead in front of the room. She rang the chime and facilitated whole group review. She
revisited developmental framing by saying, “Less trying to solve problem; focus on client
asking more about their strengths.” She then recapped where they left off and directed the
group to revisit prep work “and focus on what you want to do next.” All engaged and the
room remained quiet for several minutes. As they read, one facilitator was observed
talking with a program participant.
A short break was provided and when all returned, the chime was once again used
to get everyone’s attention. Two facilitators then engaged in a coaching demonstration in
the front of the room (i.e., one facilitator as the coach; the other as the client to model the
same process the participants had just experienced during their small group fishbowl
coaching). The client said, “Let’s talk about values—stewardship—leveraging my gifts in
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service of others—responsibility.” The coach made a request in response to the client’s
comment: “Say more about that as it relates to the communities you’re talking about.”
The client continued, “Okay, self as assessment—growing into all I’m exploring.” The
coach then asked, “What do you think is keeping you from that?”
As the session continued, the director (serving as the facilitator of the coaching
demonstration) paused the coaching demonstration to provide an opportunity for the
participants (as observers) to share what they learned from watching the coach during the
demonstration: “You can hold that thought…” (signaling to the facilitator coach-client
pair); to the participants, “What did you notice about how the coach reengaged with the
client?” One participant shared, “The acknowledgment of time.” The director (debriefing
coaching demonstration) said, “Yes, delay is powerful.” The director then shared insight
into the relationship between the coach and the client: “Did you notice how they finished
one another’s sentences? Did you notice they held hands together, they made eye
contact? Also, did you notice the questions? Powerful coaching asks clients questions
they don’t have answers to. The brain doesn’t like gaps—so keep the client thinking by
not giving the client answers.”
After a second round of the coaching demonstration, the director completed the
debrief with the participants and facilitator coach-client pair. The session included a
discussion about ethics (not giving a client an assessment one has not taken), the
challenge of sloppy language in the coaching field, and a discussion around feedback.
The director (in his debriefing role) shared with the group that “Feedback is temporal—
past tense/already happened. Observational feedback—inviting clients to think about the
feedback. When you look at the feedback, what pops up? Don’t tell them what the
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feedback means. People are more receptive about things they think than things you tell
them. The feedback says this, ‘What do you think about that?’”
The director (as lead facilitator of the next module) then discussed the Neethling
Brain Instrument (NBI) assessment and world views: “We don’t see things as they are,
we see things as we are.” The program participants engaged in a reflective exercise to
determine into which NBI quadrant they fell. The director explained the assessment and
shared the group results. The program participants were then provided the results of the
NBI assessment they took as the facilitators circulated the room to discuss individual
results and answer any clarifying questions the program participants had. At 4:32, one of
the facilitators reminded the director to ring the chime to bring the session to an end.
Researcher Reflections
My observations of the facilitators in the various settings described above
provided me with a more in-depth and nuanced appreciation for how the facilitators of
adult learning of the UBCCP function. It was evident that the facilitators were
accustomed to giving and receiving continual, individualized, specific, and holistic
feedback from the director and from one another. It was also evident that the facilitators
respected and trusted the director and one another and worked diligently to support each
other in all ways. Their commitment to improving their practice and supporting one
another’s growth and development showed up in all settings and appeared to me to be a
testament to their core values and belief that all people can grow and learn throughout
their lifetimes. In addition, I gained valuable insight into how the facilitators participated
in formal reflection exercises by maintaining journals and personal accounts of their
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experiences. These data, combined with the facilitators’ interview data linked to the
study’s research questions, are presented in more detail in Chapter V.
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Chapter V
FINDINGS

The aim of this qualitative case study was to explore factors perceived by
facilitators of adult learning in the University-Based Coaching Certification Program
(UBCCP) that influence their learning in role. Informed through a review of the
literature, I present the results of two self-focused assessments (the Mindset Quiz and the
Feedback Orientation Scale [FOS]) and two context-focused assessments (the Feedback
Environment Scale [FES] and the Learning Climate Scale [LCS]). The results of these
four assessments were introduced in Chapter IV and are used in this chapter to align with
the one-to-one interview data from each program facilitator. In addition, I present the
related interview responses of the facilitators as they made sense of their assessment
results and reflected on their experience as members of the high-impact adult learning
team context of the UBCCP.
This chapter is organized in three sections as follows. Section 1 presents the
findings from the two self-focused assessments results (the Mindset Quiz and the FOS)
introduced in Chapter IV and related interview data. These findings are aligned with
Research Question 1, What factors do facilitators of adult learning perceive influence the
interplay between their individual mindsets and their ability to be feedback-receptive?
(RQ1 is shortened for easy reference throughout the chapter to Mindset and Feedback
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Receptivity.”) Section 2 presents the findings from the two context-focused assessments
results (the FES and the LCS) introduced in Chapter IV and related interview data. These
findings are aligned with Research Question 2, What environmental factors do
facilitators of adult learning perceive influence the interplay between their individual
mindsets and their ability to be feedback receptive? (RQ2 is shortened for easy reference
throughout the chapter to Environment and Feedback Receptivity.) Finally, Section 3
presents findings based on the facilitators’ interview responses related to Research
Question 3, When do facilitators of adult learning perceive that shifts in their mindset are
most likely to occur? (RQ3 is shortened for easy reference throughout the chapter to
When Shifts in Mindset Occur.) No assessments were used to inform this question.
Section 1: Findings Emerging from the Two Self-focused Assessment Results
and Related Interview Data
This study explored potential connections between a facilitator’s mindset,
feedback orientation, and feedback receptivity. Specifically, the first area of inquiry
focused on factors that facilitators of adult learning in the UBCCP perceive influence
their mindsets and ability to be feedback-receptive. In this section, I present the findings
of the two self-focused assessments and related interview responses. The results from the
two self-focused assessments were used to invite each facilitator to make meaning of
their results and make connections to their experience as members of the UBCCP team. I
begin with the Mindset Quiz, followed by the FOS. Relevant interview responses are
presented after each assessment table.
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Self-focused Assessment #1: Mindset Quiz—Results and Related Interview Data
As noted in Chapter IV, the Mindset Quiz asked eight questions: four questions
related to a fixed mindset and four questions related to a growth mindset. The results of
the Mindset Quiz revealed that the facilitators all fell within the higher ranges of the
continuum, i.e., two facilitators scored in the “Growth with Some Fixed” mindset range,
and seven scored in the “Strong Growth” mindset. None of the facilitators scored in
either the “Strong Fixed” mindset or the “Fixed with Some Growth” mindset ranges.
In this subsection, the facilitators’ Mindset Quiz results are presented by mindset
ranges. The data presented in Table 14 informed the facilitators’ one-to-one related
interview responses. They are aligned with Research Question 1 (Mindset and Feedback
Receptivity). Column 1 provides the individual facilitator’s name. The facilitators are
listed by the scores they received on the Mindset Quiz (from lowest to highest). Column
2 provides the individual results for each facilitator who scored within the “Growth with
Some Fixed” mindset range (medium grey shading). Column 2 also provides subtotals
(#/%) for those facilitators (medium grey shading). Column 3 provides the individual
results for each facilitator who scored within the “Strong Growth” mindset range (dark
grey shading). Column 3 also provides subtotals (#/%) for those facilitators (dark grey
shading).
As shown in Table 14, 2 of 9 facilitators (22%) scored in the “Growth with Some
Fixed” mindset range (medium grey shading), and 7 of 9 (78%) scored in the “Strong
Growth” mindset range (dark grey shading). During the one-to-one interviews, I showed
each facilitator their individual results and asked them to share their reactions to and
perceptions of how their mindset influences their receptivity to feedback in the
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program—from the director, co-facilitators, and program participants. Below are
illustrative excerpts taken from the interviews. First, I present excerpts from facilitators
who scored in the “Growth with Some Fixed” mindset range. Second, I present excerpts
from facilitators who scored in the “Strong Growth” mindset range.
Table 14
Mindset Quiz

Facilitator

“Growth with
Some Fixed” Mindset
(17-21)

Deena Franklin

X (18)

Jordan Riley

X (21)

Subtotal
#/% Mixed

Strong Growth Mindset
(22-30)

2 of 9 (or 22%)

Bethany Quigley

X (22)

Stephanie Donovan

X (24)

Taylor Quentin

X (24)

Catherine Johnson

X (25)

Nancy Nunez

X (25)

Sophie Grant

X (29)

Brenda Vander

X (30)

Subtotal #/% Strong

7 of 9 facilitators (or 78%)
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“Growth with Some Fixed” mindset and related interview findings. When
asked to comment on their Mindset Quiz results during the one-to-one interviews,
facilitators who scored within the “Growth with Some Fixed” mindset range shared the
following:
Deena Franklin: I think what I recall, as far as my reaction, was that I was
seeking to be as honest as I could be, you know, and not being careful not to just
answer what I thought would be a good answer, you know? I think I have a strong
sense of who I am as a person, but it’s not necessarily where I want to be. I’d
rather be a person with a really strong growth mindset. I would prefer that. But
I’m not surprised at all.
Jordan Riley: It jives. It’s good to have convictions, you know, although all
convictions are open to being questioned. I’ve learned to take feedback with a
grain of salt. Meaning, sometimes a feedback is right on and sometimes it doesn’t
feel right. So ultimately, I’m my own judge of how I’m doing, and so I would
have said that’s the kind of attitude I have about it. A philosophy towards
learning. I couldn’t be doing this work if I didn’t think people didn’t develop.
Now that said, we all have varying wide ranges in the ability to change.
“Strong Growth” mindset and related interview findings. When asked to
comment on the results of their Mindset Quiz during the one-to-one interviews,
facilitators who scored within the “Strong Growth” mindset range shared the following:
Bethany Quigley: My mindset is that I don’t focus on the negative. I mean my
mindset is one person said that, or this is their projection on me. I mean, my
mindset is like—I don’t even look at a lot of the feedback because it’s not about
me, and if there’s something about me, I just don’t take it. I don’t let it bother me
if it’s negative. I think some of our systems really are not good feedback systems.
My mindset is a lot of stuff in the program is not changeable, so I don’t really
care. I don’t stay stuck very long and stuff that I’m being bitchy about, but I mean
what kept me there is that it’s my commitment to the best learning, building a
learning community. I grew up with a dad who was very, you know, he looked at
both sides, and he always started with that. So yeah, good, I learned from him. I
don’t know when I’m not in one, because I mean when you’re teaching and stuff,
you better be. I guess I’m in a growth mindset when I’m mentoring.
Taylor Quentin: I’m comfortable with the results. Makes sense. I like the balance.
Being in the high range is a positive for me.
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Nancy Nunez: Carol Dweck’s work gave me words and examples of what that is.
When I’m at my best, the growth mindset comes easily.
Brenda Vander: Because I studied mindset and the learner/judger and the fixed
and growth, I think I have an upper hand at, potentially a bias. So, there’s a
chance that my results are accurate. There’s also a chance that when I took this
survey, I was answering it the way I really would hope myself to be because I
know what’s more of a growth mindset. So, I almost wish I didn’t know the
material so that I could know for sure that it was. So, I was giving myself the
benefit of the doubt, there’s a chance that I could have been in one of the lower
categories or the somewhat growth instead of completely growth.
One theme that emerged was that all the facilitators accurately predicted their
scores and felt comfortable with the scores they received. Interestingly, the facilitator
with the lowest mindset score and the facilitator with the highest mindset score shared
concerns about how their scores might have been influenced, albeit for different reasons.
For example, the facilitator with the lowest mindset score said she strove to be as honest
as possible rather than trying to give the “right answer,” and the facilitator with the
highest mindset score shared that she worried her results might be skewed because she
had depth of knowledge about the theory. I now present the summary findings of the
Mindset Quiz and related interview data.
Summary of findings: Mindset Quiz and related interview data. The
assessment results showed a wide variance between the two facilitators who scored
within the “Growth with Some Fixed” mindset category, with one scoring at the lower
end of the range (18) and the other scoring at the higher end of the range (21). The results
of the seven facilitators who scored within the “Strong Growth” mindset category
indicated a rather even distribution of scores, with 3 of 7 scoring in the lower range
(22-24); 2 scoring in the middle (25); and 2 scoring in the higher range (29-30).
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During the one-to-one interviews, the facilitators made similar comments and
observations, i.e., all the facilitators referenced self-awareness and a desire to keep
learning and growing. One important difference that emerged, however, was that
facilitators with a “Growth with Some Fixed” mindset made less confident comments.
For example, “I’d rather be a person with a really strong growth mindset. I would prefer
that. But I’m not surprised at all” (Deena Franklin). This was in contrast to the following
comments that facilitators with a “Strong Growth” mindset made: “I’ve always had a
strong growth mindset. Love learning. Love being in challenging situations, when I’m at
my best, the growth mindset comes easily” (Nancy Nunez), and “I’m comfortable with
the results. Makes sense. I like the balance. Being in the high range is a positive for me”
(Taylor Quentin).
As part of my analysis in Chapter VI, I build on these findings with a focus on
responding to Research Question 1 (Mindset and Feedback Receptivity)—specifically, by
comparing these results to the FOS results to examine further the potential influence that
both mindset and feedback orientation have on feedback receptivity. Next, I present the
findings for the second self-focused assessment, the FOS, and related interview data.
Self-focused Assessment #2: Feedback Orientation Scale—
Results and Related Interview Findings
As noted in Chapter IV, the FOS asked 25 questions in four dimensions: Utility,
Accountability, Social Awareness, and Feedback Self-Efficacy. Although the results of
the FOS revealed that in three of four dimensions, as well as Overall, all the facilitators’
scores fell within the “More Adept” at receiving and using feedback range, in the
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Feedback Self-Efficacy dimension, 3 of 9 facilitators scored in the “Somewhat Adept”
range.
Here, the FOS results are presented by dimension. In addition, the Feedback SelfEfficacy dimension results are presented by ranges, as this was the only dimension in
which facilitators scored in two ranges. The data presented in Tables 15-19 informed the
facilitators’ related interview responses. They are aligned with Research Question 1,
(Mindset and Feedback Receptivity). I begin with the first FOS dimension, Utility.
Feedback Orientation Scale—Utility and related interview findings. The first
dimension of the FOS is Utility (i.e., the importance facilitators place on feedback
received). In Table 15, Column 1 provides the individual facilitator’s name. The
facilitators are listed by the scores they received in the Utility dimension (from lowest to
highest). Column 2 provides each individual facilitator’s scores (i.e., # out of a possible
30). Column 3 provides the percentages.
Table 15
Feedback Orientation Scale—Utility
Facilitator

Utility Score

%

Bethany Quigley

26 of 30

87

Catherine Johnson

27of 30

90

Deena Franklin

29 of 30

97

Stephanie Donovan

30 of 30

100

Sophie Grant

30 of 30

100

Nancy Nunez

30 of 30

100

Taylor Quentin

30 of 30

100

Jordan Riley

30 of 30

100

Brenda Vander

30 of 30

100
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As shown in Table 15, in the FOS Utility dimension, 9 of 9 facilitators (100%)
scored within the “More Adept” range (dark grey shading). As I did with the first selffocused assessment (the Mindset Quiz), during the one-to-one interviews, I showed each
facilitator their individual results and asked them to share their reactions to and
perceptions of how their feedback orientation in this dimension influences their
receptivity to feedback in the program—from the director, co-facilitators, and program
participants. (Note: This process was repeated for each dimension.) Below are illustrative
excerpts taken from the interviews. The excerpts are presented by facilitator scores (from
lowest to highest).
Bethany Quigley: I’m a big believer that feedback needs to really be feedback and
not interpreted. It can’t be a projection of somebody like that net promoter score
is just bullshit. I think in a lot of people it is all over the place, but it’s our key
thing. I like the kind of feedback we do in adult learning, like Brookfield and
critical thinking. A lot of our feedback isn’t that.
Catherine Johnson: I have a behavioral propensity to seek feedback I think I’ve
built. I used to be less assertive about seeking it. I find that seeking it almost
always pays off. That has been more of a growth area over time. Something that
was very helpful to me here was the idea of your performance is a function of you
and your environment. So, when I think about what caused me to succeed or what
was the fit, you know.
Deena Franklin: I know I didn’t want to show that I scored low on, you know,
receiving it or how to receive it, but I think I’m aware of it. It’s a lack of
confidence at times.
Stephanie Donovan: I really believe that feedback is essential to growth and I
think it’s very connected, obviously it’s a growth mindset. I want to be as
effective in helping people learn this process. That value of wanting to help
people to do great work. I know that feedback is going to help me meet that goal.
So, it’s just sort of utilitarian.
Taylor Quentin: Overall, I developed a huge passion for it and a better contextual
variation of that. I’m becoming less reactive to it and I’m able to kind of test
assumptions and get behind some of the comments. Initially, when I started the
program, I was a lot less open to it. We can get more defensive about hearing
negative feedback.
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Jordan Riley: So useful. I have a huge need for feedback, just not to the numbers.
And probably not even to a lot of, maybe not a whole lot of language, although I
like the language.
Brenda Vander: I’m the type where I want to grow and develop and get better.
So, I have a desire to change. And so, I have a desire to receive feedback. And
then I’m open to what people have to share, even though there may be an initial
think if it’s constructive. I always appreciate what people have to say and then I
want to better understand it. I believe I find feedback very useful. I take it and I
use it.
While all the facilitators scored in the high range, there was variance within the
range, with scores ranging from 26-30 or 87%-100% (i.e., 4 points or 13%). Next, I
present the findings for the second dimension, Accountability.
Feedback Orientation Scale—Accountability and related interview findings.
The second dimension of the FOS is Accountability (i.e., the level of responsibility
facilitators feel toward attending to feedback they receive). Table 16 follows the same
format as Table 15 above.
Table 16
Feedback Orientation Scale—Accountability
Facilitator

Accountability Score

%

Deena Franklin

25 of 30

83

Bethany Quigley

25 of 30

83

Jordan Riley

26 of 30

87

Catherine Johnson

28 of 30

93

Stephanie Donovan

29 of 30

97

Nancy Nunez

29 of 30

97

Sophie Grant

30 of 30

100

Taylor Quentin

30 of 30

100

Brenda Vander

30 of 30

100
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As shown in Table 16 above, 9 of 9 facilitators (100%) scored in the high range
(dark grey shading). The results were shared with the facilitators. Illustrative excerpts
taken from the interviews are presented below by facilitator scores (from lowest to
highest).
Deena Franklin: I think because I value it, that promotes my ability to get the
feedback. I think because of my sensitivity sometimes to how others might view
me—that could hinder it.
Bethany Quigley: I don’t ruminate about it if I get some one person say crappy
things about me. I used to in the beginning of the program. I mean, I consider the
source.
Jordan Riley: It makes sense only because what I just told you. I was kind of
questioning the value of feedback, but what I was really doing is saying, here’s
the feedback that’s really valuable to me, when it comes in this form. So, there’s
no surprise, I’m glad to see it, maybe a little surprised that I’m pleased.
Catherine Johnson: I think I have a high bar for accountability. I always think I’m
not doing enough. I’ve always worked in a super feedback-rich environment, so I
think it probably almost gives me security to have more feedback because then
you know what you don’t know. It’s like, I think I used the word reassuring
before because it’s just more information to live by. I don’t have a big value
around like blocking out stuff that you don’t want to know. That’s not very
helpful.
Stephanie Donovan: I think that believing that I could change, growth mindset,
then I sort of took the feedback from these participant reports and did something
differently. So, I think that because I believe that feedback is useful, then I did
something. I do feel like once you’re aware of something, there is a “why
wouldn’t I do something differently?”
Taylor Quentin: I think over time, I’ve grown more receptive to it. I think my
criticism or what can keep me from this is how it’s structured and how it’s
designed. So, when it’s not co-designed and co-created or co-processed, I’m not
as receptive to it when it’s downloaded or dumped, you know, or just kind of
transmitted without duty of care.
Brenda Vander: I want to take it. I want to know what I did well and be held
accountable to continue using that going forward. If there’s anything that I needed
to change, I would want to know that.
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Like the previous dimension (Utility), all the facilitators scored in the high range;
however, there was greater variance within the Accountability dimension with scores
ranging from 25-30 or 83%-100% (i.e., 5 points or 17%). One thing I noticed was that
two of three facilitators who scored lower in this range had scored in the “Growth with
Fixed” mindset range, and although the third facilitator had scored in the “Strong
Growth” mindset range, that score fell in the lower range of that continuum. Next, I
present the findings for the third dimension, Social Awareness.
Feedback Orientation Scale—Social Awareness and related interview
findings. The third dimension of the FOS is Social Awareness (i.e., how facilitators use
feedback received to understand others). Table 17 follows the same format as Tables
15-16 above.
Table 17
Feedback Orientation Scale—Social Awareness
Facilitator

Social Awareness Score

%

Bethany Quigley

27 of 30

90

Jordan Riley

27 of 30

90

Catherine Johnson

28 of 30

93

Stephanie Donovan

29 of 30

97

Deena Franklin

29 of 30

97

Nancy Nunez

29 of 30

97

Brenda Vander

29 of 30

97

Sophie Grant

30 of 30

100

Taylor Quentin

30 of 30

100
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As shown in Table 17, in the FOS Social Awareness dimension, 9 of 9 facilitators
(100%) scored within the high range (dark grey shading). The results were shared with
the facilitators. Illustrative excerpts taken from the interviews are presented below by
facilitator scores (from lowest to highest).
Bethany Quigley: My group is crazy about me. I sound like this, but I don’t go
around the room and try to become you know the favorite person, right? I mean I
really have people tell me something I want to know, and then I decide what I
think about it, or I get a second opinion. Often, it’s nonverbal.
Jordan Riley: My teammates gave me a lot of good feedback. So, the warmth
factor with them increased interest a lot over the years. The director included in
that because he was leading the whole show. And even though he was busy and
warm feedback was not his thing, I had to give him full credit for all the good
stuff that was happening, because of his overview. Yeah, I wouldn’t stick with
something, it’s been fun. I hope you heard me say that I think it probably hinders
my being around so much feedback, but probably my style is my mindset is
curious enough that I know feedback is a good source of information and that it
can be turned into knowledge and wisdom and all that.
Stephanie Donovan: There is a reality outside of what you’re attending to that is
worth paying attention to and giving validity to while at the same time, you know,
honoring and respecting yourself that you don’t just take feedback as sort of
interesting data, but you use it to actually do something differently. And that
you’re a somewhat accurate assessor of how people see you.
Brenda Vander: I’m definitely attuned to how are people experiencing me—my
facilitation—and there’s so much to read like social cues and there’s people’s
backgrounds and experiences and expectations, and so I don’t know all that
people are bringing to the table when they provide feedback, and so sometimes I
have to give myself time to really think about where people are coming from
when they’re sharing that feedback, and what’s the motivation behind it and what
are they aiming for. Like with the director, for instance, there’s a lot more than
just words that are given in the feedback. There’s his tone, there’s his facial
expression, and so that additional data I also have to be really sensitive and try to
read. And so there’s a lot of heavy lifting that goes into understanding feedback,
and so that social awareness, that sensitivity piece, is I think always a work in
progress.
Taylor Quentin: I try to be aware of what other people think of me using
feedback. I’m more aware of what people think of me. Feedback helps me
manage. So, I guess I’m very aware. I don’t always socialize it, but I have a
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scanning people device. It’s high in terms of internally and, you know, maybe less
so externally, but certainly my own processing.
Like the two previous dimensions (i.e., Utility and Accountability), while all the
facilitators scored in the high range, there was variance within the Social Awareness
dimension with scores ranging from 27-30 or 90%-100% (i.e., 3 points or 10%).
Interestingly, in this dimension, all the facilitators scored high within the range. Next, I
present the findings for the fourth dimension, Feedback Self-Efficacy.
Feedback Orientation Scale—Feedback Self-Efficacy and related interview
findings. The fourth dimension of the FOS is Feedback Self-Efficacy (i.e., how
facilitators feel about their ability to handle feedback they receive). In Table 18, Column
1 provides the individual facilitator’s name. The facilitators are listed by the scores they
received in the Feedback Self-Efficacy dimension (from lowest score to highest score).
Column 2 provides the individual facilitator’s scores (i.e., # out of a possible 30). Column
2 also provides a subtotal (#/%) for facilitators who scored in the “Somewhat Adept”
range and a subtotal for facilitators who scored in the “More Adept” range. Column 3
provides the percentages.
As shown in Table 18, in the FOS Feedback Self-Efficacy dimension, 3 of 9
(33%) facilitators scored within the “Somewhat Adept” range (medium grey shading) and
6 of 9 (67%) scored within the “More Adept” range (dark grey shading). The results were
shared with the facilitators. Illustrative excerpts taken from the interviews are presented
below. First, I present excerpts from facilitators who scored in the “Somewhat Adept”
range (from lowest to highest). Second, I present excerpts from facilitators who scored in
the “More Adept” range (from lowest to highest).
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Table 18
Feedback Orientation Scale—Feedback Self-Efficacy
Facilitator

Feedback Self-Efficacy

%

Deena Franklin

15 of 30

50

Taylor Quentin

19 of 30

63

Nancy Nunez

21 of 30

70

3 of 9 facilitators

33% of the sample

Bethany Quigley

24 of 30

80

Jordan Riley

24 of 30

80

Stephanie Donovan

25 of 30

83

Catherine Johnson

27 of 30

90

Brenda Vander

27 of 30

90

Sophie Grant

28 of 30

93

6 of 9 facilitators

67% of the sample

Subtotal
“Somewhat Adept”
#/%

Subtotal
“More Adept”
#/%

Feedback Self-Efficacy—“Somewhat Adept” and related interview findings.
When asked to comment on the results of their FOS Feedback Self-Efficacy scores
during the one-to-one interviews, facilitators who scored within the “Somewhat Adept”
range shared the following:
Deena Franklin: You know, I’m still amid figuring out how to make changes that
would be positive.
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Taylor Quentin: So I think the way it is, if I had to think about the program the
way it’s handled, I think it’s how the feedback is handled that does not contribute
to my high confidence level of support.
Nancy Nunez: Such high respect for the brand and wanting to deliver at that level
and being really nervous about it, and then prepping with one person who does it
one way, and then someone else gave me notes and it was a completely different
way. And I have my own notes. Yeah, that was a tough one.
Feedback Self-Efficacy—“More Adept” and related interview findings. When
asked to comment on the results of their FOS Feedback Self-Efficacy scores during the
one-to-one interviews, facilitators who scored within the “More Adept” range shared the
following:
Jordan Riley: The director’s feedback was accurate, but it wasn’t warm as he was
so analytically oriented. And so, for me to not have warmth is almost like not
having feedback. The director is warm in other ways, but not around feedback.
Doesn’t mean I don’t appreciate the accurate feedback, I do. But I started ignoring
the numbers. Eventually feedback became I don’t need it anymore. That’s why I
appreciate the director diving into numbers because he has a different feel about
you. I’m sure there’s value there, but it’s for other people on the team. That
doesn’t mean I ignore the interpersonal feedback. I would never discount that.
That’s the way I like to receive it. I love feedback, but I like it, I like it live,
current, and nonverbal.
Catherine Johnson: Like how this is going to go because it’s not like they get
different people every week, it’s just me. I was really happy that I asked because
it was not at all what I expected. It wasn’t really feedback about me, but it was
more about like their learning styles and what they needed. Like, because I have
this learning style, I find the lengthy check-ins boring and hard to sit through.
Hearing that made me able to adapt the experience to what they needed, which is
good because I wouldn’t have known. So, I sought the feedback.
Brenda Vander: I think I sometimes wonder, it’s like I’m, you know, depending
on my level of security in my identity and who I am, et cetera. If that impacts my
feeling, like I have what it takes to actually use the feedback and carry it forward,
and so I think what a part of that is being in an Ivy League university in like a top
coach training program is that we’re among the cream of the crop, best of the
best, and I would never want to assume that I’m the best, and I always want there
to be room for growth and with feedback self-efficacy.
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Sophie Grant: When it’s shared a day before, I find that tough to digest. When
there’s something very negative in it, just because it basically feeds into my, you
know, I am confident. I know what I can do, but I also doubt myself a lot. So, it
feeds into that way. I just get very down. I’m like, you know, I’m not good
enough for this or these things and I have to talk myself out of it.
It is important to note that Feedback Self-Efficacy was the only FOS dimension
where the facilitators scored within two ranges, i.e., “Somewhat Adept” and “More
Adept” (as shown in Table 18 above). In addition, there was variance within each of
those ranges with scores from 15-21 or 50%-70% (i.e., 6 points or 20%) in the medium
range and scores from 24-28 or 80%-93% (i.e., 4 points or 13%) in the higher range.
It is also important to note that this is the only dimension related to self-confidence.
Specifically, the facilitators were asked the following six questions about their abilities:
I feel self-assured when dealing with feedback; compared to others, I am more competent
at handling feedback, I believe that I have the ability to deal with feedback effectively; I
feel confident when responding to both positive and negative feedback; I know that I can
handle the feedback that I receive; and I often feel insecure when receiving feedback. I
was curious to explore how this dimension might influence the other three FOS
dimensions as well as how it impacts a facilitator’s overall feedback orientation and
mindset.
These explorations were essential to the aim of this study as they aligned with
Research Question 1 (Mindset and Feedback Receptivity) and what was learned from the
literature review—specifically, that connections do in fact exist between an individual’s
beliefs about one’s ability (e.g., confidence and self-esteem) and one’s mindsets; most
importantly, orientations and mindsets can be developed. For example, in Mindset, The
New Psychology of Success, Dweck (2006) wrote, “The growth mindset can be taught to
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managers. We need to train leaders, managers, and employees to believe in growth….
Indeed, a growth mindset workshop might be a good first step in any major training
program” (p. 141). Thus, as all the UBCCP facilitators scored in the higher ranges of the
mindset continuum (i.e., 2 of 9 scored in the “Growth with Some Fixed” range and 7 of 9
scored in the “Strong Growth” range), the findings hold promise for the aim of this study,
which was to explore factors that the facilitators of the UBCCP (perhaps feedback selfefficacy) perceived were influencing the interplay between their mindsets and feedback
receptivity. Next, I present the findings for the overall FOS scores.
Feedback Orientation Scale—Overall score. The Overall score indicates a
facilitator’s overall feedback orientation. It is derived by adding the scores in each of the
four dimensions of the FOS. Table 19 follows the same format as Tables 15, 16, and 17
above.
Table 19
Feedback Orientation Scale—Overall Scores
Facilitator
Deena Franklin
Bethany Quigley
Jordan Riley
Nancy Nunez
Taylor Quentin
Catherine Johnson
Stephanie Donovan
Brenda Vander
Sophie Grant

Overall Score

%

98 of 120
102 of 120
107 of 120
109 of 120
109 of 120
110 of 120
113 of 120
116 of 120
118 of 120

82
85
89
91
91
92
94
97
98

As shown in Table 19, 9 of 9 (100%) facilitators had an overall feedback
orientation that was “More Adept” at receiving and using feedback (i.e., dark grey
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shading). The results were shared with the facilitators. Illustrative excerpts taken from the
interviews are presented below.
Deena Franklin: I have a situation right now where I think somebody didn’t give
me the feedback directly, but I was listening in on a call and I inadvertently heard
some feedback about the session I was running and, you know, I’m not sure of
what change I’m going to make.
Jordan Riley: I think the feedback discipline has been useful for all of us as a
team, for me included. I’d say the director’s rigorous surveys and then sharing the
data, I would say sometimes the data was not shared in a timely way. Helped my
mindset appreciate all these things that I would have never thought of or never
experienced before.
Nancy Nunez: It’s a supportive environment and we think as a group. We’re
pretty feedback-ready and part of that comes from trusting each other. One thing
the director has done is asked us when we get feedback to make it specific, not
just out. You really did a great job, but what specifically did someone do, so that
we can be more behavioral focused as we give the feedback. I also look for
feedback. I’ll ask for feedback. Opening to feedback. I get good at something by
repeating it, but we’re in a program that you don’t get to repeat it because we do it
four times a year. That’s not enough to really get it so you can walk in and
without much prep do it—and prep is not my strength. So, because I have to focus
so much on it, it’s easy to do it well once and then repeat it, so I look for the
feedback and I also ask for help. I ask people who I know will be specific about it.
Taylor Quentin: It’s more of a system of feedback, understanding reception
processing and maybe we use that word “harvesting” kind of primitive, so it’s
almost like it’s a little organization system you kind of have to hit the touch points
to know kind of in a broader way. It’s not just one thing, it’s quite integrated—
systemic.
Stephanie Donovan: You know; our feedback is so public. So, it’s both in the
moment and then it’s also very public outwardly. So, I think it allows me to be
happy on the team because it would be very painful, to be honest, if you didn’t
like feedback. I mean, I think I must. You know the director is very perceptive.
And he cares about, I mean you know, he’s a competitor and I mean that in a
good, in a positive way. Like he wants us to excel and win. And so, his insights
are right on. I think it’s basically saying there is a reality outside of what you’re
attending to that is worth paying attention to and giving validity to. While at the
same time, you know, honoring and respecting yourself that you don’t just take
feedback as sort of interesting data, but you use it to do something differently.
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Brenda Vander: I feel like I’m under pressure to really perform this growth
mindset and that can actually put me in more of a fixed mindset when I’m trying
too hard to be in a growth mindset because, you know, we try really hard to create
a climate like that for the students. So, when students are reacting or getting
defensive to my feedback, I can take that as feedback. And their reactivity and
defensiveness indicate to me that I’m not creating a safe, or trusting, or calm
enough of an environment. And then wanting to really also take the data that their
defensiveness is telling me and use it and see what can I change to maybe help
bring down their level of defensiveness. So, it’s funny because there’s almost like
multiple loops. There’s so many feedback loops happening at so many different
levels that we need to attend to, in order to be effective facilitators, that these are
constantly at play, and so taking even their defensiveness as useful of being
sensitive to where they’re coming from and their needs. I want to respect that and
then believing in myself that I can actually take that defensiveness and use it in a
productive way and somehow use it as a teaching/learning moment for myself and
for them.
Sophie Grant: Overall, I’m very receptive to feedback. I long for feedback and
want it because it’s really my, it’s just sort of a drive I have. I just want to get
better. I want to make improvements, you know, and I don’t know where to
improve so that’s where the feedback comes in. If it’s about my performance,
what I can do, I take it, and I think about how I can apply it.
Similar to three of the four FOS dimensions (the exception being Feedback SelfEfficacy), all the facilitators’ FOS overall scores fell in the high range, and there was
variance with scores from 98-118 or 82%-98% (i.e., 20 points or 18%). I noticed that 2 of
3 facilitators with the lowest FOS overall scores were facilitators with the lowest mindset
scores. I also noticed that 2 of 3 facilitators with the highest FOS scores were facilitators
with the highest mindset scores. These findings were aligned with the assumptions of this
study, Research Question 1 (Mindset and Feedback Receptivity), and what was learned in
the literature review, i.e., that feedback recipients play an active role in the feedback
process (Ashford & Cummings, 1983). These data, combined with the related interview
responses data, are further examined in the Analysis chapter. I now present the summary
findings of the Feedback Orientation Scale and related interview data.
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Summary of findings: Feedback Orientation Scale and related interview
data. The assessment results showed that all the facilitators scored “More Adept at
receiving and using feedback” in 3 of 4 dimensions as well as Overall. In the fourth
dimension, however (i.e., Feedback Self-Efficacy), there was variance, with 3 of 9 (33%)
facilitators scoring “Somewhat Adept” and 6 of 9 (67%) scoring “More Adept.” This
dimension also had the greatest score variance within ranges.
During the one-to-one interviews, the facilitators made connections between their
feedback orientations and their mindsets. One theme that emerged was that although all
the facilitators scored in the high range in the Utility, Accountability, and Social
Awareness dimensions, the facilitators with the lower FOS scores repeatedly shared
insights that were less positive than those made by facilitators with higher FOS scores.
Interestingly, this finding was similar to an earlier finding where facilitators with lower
mindset scores were found to make comments that appeared less confident than
comments made by facilitators with higher mindset scores.
A second theme that emerged regarding the Feedback Self-Efficacy dimension
was that even though three facilitators had scored within the same lower range, their
mindsets appeared to influence their perceptions about their FOS Feedback Self-Efficacy
scores. Specifically, the facilitator with a “Growth with Some Fixed” mindset shared
negative comments about herself and did not offer solutions, i.e., “I’m not sure of what
change I’m going to make” (Deena Franklin). This was in contrast with the two other
facilitators with “Strong Growth” mindsets who shared frustrations with the program and
feedback delivery as well as solutions to challenges, e.g., “I think it’s just how it’s being
handled in the program. If it were handled differently, I think that score would be
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different” (Taylor Quentin). Finally, multiple facilitators shared the following similar
observations, e.g., awareness about how much they have grown as members of the
UBCCP team, how much they value feedback, and how committed they are to continuous
growing and learning.
The major finding of this assessment and related interview responses was that
Feedback Self-Efficacy matters, which is why I further explore the potential role
Feedback Self-Efficacy might play in the facilitators’ overall feedback orientations and
mindsets, as well as the potential role it might play in the way facilitators experience the
feedback environment and learning climate, i.e., the environmental factors that are
presented in the next section. These findings are further examined in the Analysis
chapter. Next, I present the summary findings emerging from the two self-focused
assessments and related interview data.
Overall Summary of Findings Emerging from the
Two Self-focused Assessments and Related Interview Findings
The results from both assessments were used to inform the facilitators’ responses
to the related interview questions aligned with Research Question 1, What factors do
facilitators of adult learning perceive influence the interplay between their individual
mindsets and their ability to be feedback-receptive? As previously mentioned, while all
the facilitators scored in the high mindset ranges, there was variance, with 2 of 9
facilitators scoring in the “Growth with Some Fixed” mindset range and 7 of 9 scoring in
the “Strong Growth” mindset range. Similarly, while all the facilitators scored in the high
range in 3 of 4 feedback orientation dimensions, there was variance in the Feedback Self-
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Efficacy dimension, with 3 of 9 facilitators scoring in the “Somewhat Adept” range and
6 of 9 scoring in the “More Adept” range.
When I compared the results of the mindset quiz to the Overall results of the FOS,
I noticed that the facilitator with the lowest mindset score had the lowest overall FOS
score as well as the lowest Feedback Self-Efficacy score; facilitators who had the highest
mindset scores had the highest overall FOS scores; and facilitators with mid-range
mindset scores had mid-range FOS scores. These findings aligned with the assumptions
of the study and Research Question 1 (Mindset and Feedback Receptivity), as well as
with what was learned in the literature review, i.e., that an individual’s mindset and one’s
feedback orientations are interrelated. Specifically, in Group and Organization
Management, Braddy, Sturm, Atwater, Smither, and Fleenor (2013) wrote:
For individuals to see feedback as useful and valuable, which is part of
feedback orientation, they must have an incremental IPT [growth mindset] and
believe that individual change is possible. Because IPT and feedback orientation
are both related to individual change, we expect these constructs to be positively
correlated. (p. 694)
Similarly, the findings from both self-focused assessments and the related
interview responses indicated that differences exist between facilitators with lower
mindset and FOS scores when compared to facilitators with higher mindset and FOS
scores. Specifically, facilitators with lower mindset and feedback orientation scores
appeared more critical of feedback, feedback sources, and themselves; appeared
comfortable ignoring feedback—particularly if they did not agree with it; appeared to
take feedback more personally; and appeared to believe they should decide how to
respond to feedback.
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Conversely, the summary findings indicated that facilitators with higher mindset
and feedback orientation scores appeared less critical of feedback, feedback sources, and
themselves; appeared to believe they can learn from all feedback sources; and appeared
confident that they have the wherewithal to internalize and act on feedback in ways that
help them learn and grow. These findings also aligned with what was learned through the
literature review. Specifically, Braddy et al. (2013) stated, “Because they believe that
meaningful personal change is possible, individuals with incremental IPT [growth
mindset] are inclined to have more positive reactions to feedback and are more likely to
change. In contrast, those with an entity IPT [fixed mindset] are likely to resist feedback
and are unlikely to use it constructively” (p. 695). In addition, Braddy et al. cited Wood
and Bandura’s (1989) findings that posited, “Individuals who are primed with
incremental IPT tend to have higher self-efficacy” and “Individuals who believe that
change is possible and who have higher self-efficacy demonstrated decreased
vulnerability to negative feedback because they believe they can fix their problems”
(p. 695).
Lastly, the findings appeared to indicate that the facilitators had similar ideas
regarding Research Question 1 (Mindset and Feedback Receptivity). Specifically,
(a) feedback delivery (e.g., valid, specific, timely, warm, nurturing, public, etc.),
relationships, and a commitment to continue learning and growing are factors that they
perceive influence the interplay between their individual mindsets, feedback orientations,
and feedback receptivity; and (b) potential connections may exist between the
facilitators’ mindset and feedback orientations and the way they respond to
environmental factors, i.e., the feedback environment and learning climate. These
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summary findings were used to inform the findings in Section 2 below and are further
examined in the Analysis chapter. I now present the two context-focused assessments and
related interview responses in Section 2.
Section 2: Findings Emerging from Results of Two Context-focused Assessments
and Related Interview Data
This study explored potential connections between the feedback environment and
learning climate, and feedback receptivity. Specifically, the second area of inquiry
focused on the environmental factors that facilitators of adult learning in the UBCCP
perceive influence their mindsets and ability to be feedback-receptive. In this section, I
present the findings of the two context-focused assessments and related interview
responses. The results from the two context-related assessments were used to invite each
facilitator to make meaning of their results and make connections to their experience as
members of the UBCCP team. I begin with the Feedback Environment Scale (FES), first
for the director and then for the co-facilitators, followed by the Learning Climate Scale
(LCS). Relevant interview responses are presented after each assessment table.

Context-focused Assessment #1: Feedback Environment Scale—
Results and Related Interview Findings
As described in Chapter IV, the FES asked 64 questions in seven categories:
Source Credibility, Feedback Quality, Feedback Delivery, Favorable Feedback,
Unfavorable Feedback, Source Availability, and Promotes Feedback Seeking
(32 questions about the director and the same 32 questions about the facilitators’
co-facilitators). The results of the director’s FES scores revealed that in 2 of 7 categories
(Source Credibility and Unfavorable Feedback), he scored in the “More Conducive” than
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most to providing useful feedback range, with variance within the range. In 3 of 7
categories (Feedback Quality, Feedback Delivery, and Promotes Feedback Seeking), he
scored in the following two ranges, “Somewhat Conducive” and “More Conducive,” with
variance in each range. In 1 of 7 categories (Source Availability), he scored in the
following two ranges, “Less Conducive” and “Somewhat Conducive,” with variance in
each range. Moreover, in 1 of 7 categories (Favorable Feedback), he scored in three
ranges, “Less Conducive,” “Somewhat Conducive,” and “More Conducive,” with
variance in each range. Lastly, the director’s overall FES score revealed he scored within
two ranges, “Somewhat Conducive” and “More Conducive,” with variance in each range.
The results of the co-facilitators’ FES scores revealed that in 1 of 7 categories
(Source Credibility), they scored in the “More Conducive” than most to providing useful
feedback range, with variance in the range. In 5 of 7 categories (Feedback Quality,
Feedback Delivery, Favorable Feedback, Source Availability, and Promotes Feedback
Seeking), they scored in two ranges, “Somewhat Conducive” and “More Conducive,”
with variance in each range. Moreover, in 1 of 7 categories (Unfavorable Feedback),
they scored in three ranges, “Less Conducive,” “Somewhat Conducive,” and “More
Conducive,” with variance in each range. Lastly, the co-facilitators’ overall FES scores
revealed they scored in two ranges, “Somewhat Conducive” and “More Conducive,” with
variance in each range.
In this subsection, the FES results are presented by category—first for the director
and then for the co-facilitators. In addition, in the categories where the results fell within
more than one range, the results are presented by ranges. The data presented in Tables
20-35 informed the facilitators’ one-to-one related interview responses. They are aligned
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with Research Question 2 (Environment and Feedback Receptivity). First, I present the
results in each category for the director. Second, I present the results for the cofacilitators. I begin with the first category, Source Credibility.
Feedback Environment Scale—Source Credibility (Director). The first
category of the FES is Source Credibility (i.e., how reliable the facilitator feels the source
of feedback is). In Table 20, Column 1 provides the individual facilitator’s name. The
facilitators are listed by how they scored the director in this category (from lowest score
to highest score). Column 2 provides the scores (i.e., # out of a possible 35). Column 3
provides the percentages.
Table 20
Feedback Environment Scale—Source Credibility (Director)
Facilitator

Source Credibility Score

%

Taylor Quentin

26 of 35

74

Sophie Grant

30 of 35

86

Bethany Quigley

30 of 35

86

Nancy Nunez

31 of 35

89

Deena Franklin

32 of 35

91

Jordan Riley

33 of 35

94

Stephanie Donovan

35 of 35

100

Catherine Johnson

35 of 35

100

Brenda Vander

35 of 35

100
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As shown in Table 20, in the FES Source Credibility category, 9 of 9 (100%)
facilitators scored the director within the “More Conducive” range (dark grey shading).
As I did with the two self-focused assessments presented in Section 1 above, during the
one-to-one interviews, I showed each facilitator his or her individual results and asked
each to share reactions to and perceptions of how the feedback environment in the Source
Credibility category (for the director) influenced their feedback receptivity in the
program—from the director, co-facilitators, and program participants. (Note: This
process was repeated for each dimension.) Below are illustrative excerpts taken from the
interviews. The excerpts are presented by facilitator scores (from lowest to highest).
Taylor Quentin: I respect his views and his feedback, and I think he’s really smart
about it.
Sophie Grant: He mentioned all the things that I thought were important to look
at. He sees the strengths, and where I could really improve.
Bethany Quigley: I think it’s pretty credible, except for that promoter and some of
those things he writes on. I mean if, when he talks to me directly, he has really
helped me a lot. I would not give it a high because of that other stuff. I think it
gets in the way, but he must do it because that is what the Business School does or
whatever. I just do not like him interpreting other people’s feedback because I
think that is like a big projection on what he thinks they are.
Deena Franklin: I think the director’s feedback can be very specific and some of
it is really super helpful. So specific, and that’s what great about his feedback.
Stephanie Donovan: The director has changed a great deal over the course of the
time that he’s led the program. I think in a lot of ways he does practice what he
preaches, and he has grown and changed. Right now, I would give the director a
high, in the past, give him a low.
Brenda Vander: The director knows the program cold and he’s able to give
directly observable feedback that can’t be argued. It’s accurate, assuming there’s
such a thing as an expert. Putting him in that state of being an expert—he’s
incredibly credible.
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All the facilitators scored the director in the high range, with variance within the
range and scores from 26-35 or 74%-100% (i.e., 9 points or 26%). In addition, the
facilitators shared similar interview responses that aligned with the scores. Specifically,
the facilitators all spoke highly about the director’s feedback as well as his expertise.
I was curious to explore connections that might exist between these scores and the
facilitators’ mindset and feedback orientation scores. These data are further examined in
the Analysis chapter. Next, I present the findings for the second category, Feedback
Quality.
Feedback Environment Scale—Feedback Quality (Director). The second FES
category is Feedback Quality (i.e., how useful the facilitator feels the feedback is). In
Table 21, Column 1 provides the individual facilitator’s names. The facilitators are listed
by how they scored the director in this category (from lowest to highest). Column 2
provides the scores (i.e., # out of a possible 35) as well as a subtotal (#/%) for facilitators
who scored the director in the “Somewhat Conducive” range, and a subtotal for
facilitators who scored him in the “More Conducive” range. Column 3 provides the
percentages.
As shown in Table 21, in the FES Feedback Quality category, 1 of 9 (11%)
facilitators scored the director in the “Somewhat Conducive” range (medium grey
shading), and 8 of 9 (89%) scored him in the “More Conducive” range (dark grey
shading). The results were shared with the facilitators. Illustrative excerpts taken from the
interviews are presented below. First, I present excerpts from the facilitator who scored
the director in the “Somewhat Conducive” range. Second, I present excerpts from
facilitators who scored him in the “More Conducive” range (from lowest to highest).

161

Table 21
Feedback Environment Scale—Feedback Quality (Director)
Facilitator

Feedback Quality Score

%

20 of 35

57

1 of 9 facilitators

11% of the sample

Deena Franklin

27 of 35

77

Nancy Nunez

27 of 35

77

Taylor Quentin

27 of 35

78

Sophie Grant

32 of 35

91

Bethany Quigley

32 of 35

91

Stephanie Donovan

35 of 35

100

Catherine Johnson

35 of 35

100

Brenda Vander

35 of 35

100

8 of 9 facilitators

89% of the sample

Jordan Riley
Subtotal
“Somewhat Conducive”
#/%

Subtotal
“More Conducive”
#/%

Feedback Quality—“Somewhat Conducive” and related interview findings.
When asked to comment on the results of the FES Feedback Quality score during the
one-to-one interviews, the facilitator who scored the director in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range shared the following:
Jordan Riley: There was an over-reliance on numbers, it seemed to me, and there
could have been more interpersonal.
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Feedback Quality—“More Conducive” and related interview findings. When
asked to comment on the results of the FES Feedback Quality scores during the one-toone interviews, facilitators who scored the director within the “More Conducive” range
shared the following:
Deena Franklin: It’s kind of difficult to be honest. I’m not sure how I scored
because I think I vacillate about how I feel about the director’s intentions
sometimes.
Taylor Quentin: I don’t always agree with how he does it. He sees things
differently than my peers. His feedback is higher quality.
Stephanie Donovan: Let me say like there was no empathy. So, I think that’s the
one thing I would really say, as I think there could be more attention to empathy
in feedback. Not to lessen the reality of it. I think there is something missing in
the director’s picture because I think if you’re more empathetic, it’s going to be
more effective because people aren’t going to have to defend. If you make
somebody feel like their confidence is threatened, then you must manage that for
them to hear it.
In this category, 1 of 9 facilitators scored the director in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range and 8 of 9 scored him in the “More Conducive” range. There was
variance within the “More Conducive” range, with scores from 27-35 or 77%-100% (i.e.,
8 points or 23%). In addition, the facilitators shared similar interview responses that
aligned with the scores. Specifically, they reiterated the high quality of the director’s
feedback and shared similar trepidations about how it was provided. In particular, I
noticed that the facilitator with the second lowest mindset score gave the director the
lowest score in this category. These data are further examined in the Analysis chapter.
Next, I present the findings for the third category, Feedback Delivery.
Feedback Environment Scale—Feedback Delivery (Director). The third FES
category is Feedback Delivery (i.e., how a facilitator feels about the way feedback is
provided). Table 22 follows the same format as Table 21 above.
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As shown in Table 22, in the Feedback Delivery category, 2 of 9 (22%)
facilitators scored the director in the “Somewhat Conducive” range (medium grey
shading), and 7 of 9 (78%) scored him in the “More Conducive” range (dark grey
shading). The results were shared with the facilitators. Illustrative excerpts taken from the
interviews are presented below. First, I present excerpts from the facilitators who scored
the director in the “Somewhat Conducive” range. Second, I present excerpts from
facilitators who scored him in the “More Conducive” range (from lowest to highest).
Table 22
Feedback Environment Scale—Feedback Delivery (Director)
Facilitator

Feedback Delivery Score

%

Taylor Quentin

19 of 35

54

Jordan Riley

22 of 35

63

2 of 9 facilitators

22% of the sample

Bethany Quigley

26 of 35

74

Stephanie Donovan

27 of 35

77

Brenda Vander

27 of 35

77

Sophie Grant

29 of 35

83

Nancy Nunez

31 of 35

89

Deena Franklin

32 of 35

91

Catherine Johnson

33 of 35

94

7 of 9 facilitators

78% of the sample

Subtotal
“Somewhat Conducive”
#/%

Subtotal
“More Conducive”
#/%
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Feedback Delivery—“Somewhat Conducive” and related interview findings.
When asked to comment on the results of the FES Feedback Delivery scores during the
one-to-one interviews, the facilitators who scored the director in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range shared the following:
Taylor Quentin: We get the program evaluations and the director sends them. He
writes on them. They are given to us often on the day before we show up to an
event. So, the feedback is not timely. And he interprets the feedback and writes on
it. And so, I would prefer to receive the report myself, process it, and then have
some time to talk about it. But we do not, it is not delivered that way. So that is a
low point and it can be a de-motivator. And the fact that it’s not immediate.
Feedback Delivery—“More Conducive” and related interview findings. When
asked to comment on the results of the FES Feedback Delivery scores during the one-toone interviews, facilitators who scored the director within the “More Conducive” range
shared the following:
Bethany Quigley: So, I thought of an idea to teach together and it worked out.
And we worked it out through that feedback about our emotions about the
program.
Stephanie Donovan: You know, in a lot of ways he does practice what he
preaches, and he has grown and changed. Early on I think he was a lot less into
personally sensitive about the way that he gave feedback, and a lot less calm.
There was a real fear environment early on, whereas now I think there is a much
more positive climate.
Brenda Vander: There’s also credibility around providing feedback that pertains
to climate. I would say that’s an area where the team might be stronger than the
director. He doesn’t seem to value that part of facilitation and performance. So, he
doesn’t create feedback mechanisms to even provide or give feedback on the
social-emotional intelligence of us as a team and as a group, and with the
students.
Deena Franklin: The director sets a high, high bar, you know for how things are.
So, reaching that bar sometimes is difficult. And I don’t know if he always—I
think sometimes he doesn’t care that much—how much effort it takes. He’s most
interested in execution. You know, just in excellence.
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Nancy Nunez: The director has changed a lot and I really admire his vulnerability
and wanting to continue to grow by opening himself up to this. So, I answered it
the way he is today because I have also seen the other side of it. He kept
someone—one or two people on the team too long—where he was aggravated and
that wasn’t good. It was not good for anybody. So now, I would say it is high.
Catherine Johnson: I think part of what the director contributes is he is very
committed to fairness. He is as accountable himself as he wants us to be. So,
there’s a role modeling factor.
In this category, 2 of 9 facilitators scored the director in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range and 7 of 9 scored him in the “More Conducive” range. There was
variance within each of those ranges, with scores from 19-22 or 54%-63% (i.e., 3 points
or 9%) in the “Somewhat Conducive” range, and scores from 26-33 or 74%-94% (i.e.,
7 points or 20%) in the “More Conducive” range. In addition, the facilitators shared
similar interview responses that aligned with the scores. Specifically, both facilitators
who scored the director in the “Somewhat Conducive” range spoke about similar
challenges, e.g., time constraints and the focus on numbers. The facilitators who scored
the director in the “More Conducive” range expressed admiration for how he “practices
what he preaches,” and repeatedly referenced his own growth over the years.
Interestingly, I noticed that one of the facilitators who scored the director in the lower
range had a “Growth with Some Fixed” mindset, yet the lowest score for the director in
this category was from a facilitator who had a “Strong Growth” mindset. These data,
combined with the related interview responses data, are further examined in the Analysis
chapter. Next, I present the findings for the fourth category, Favorable Feedback.
Feedback Environment Scale—Favorable Feedback (Director). The fourth
FES category is Favorable Feedback (i.e., how often positive feedback is provided). In
Table 23, Column 1 provides the individual facilitator’s names. The facilitators are listed
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by how they scored the director in this category (from lowest to highest). Column 2
provides the scores (i.e., # out of a possible 28). Column 2 also provides a subtotal (#/%)
for each range. Column 3 provides the percentages.
Table 23
Feedback Environment Scale—Favorable Feedback (Director)
Facilitator

Favorable Feedback Score

%

Sophie Grant

13 of 28

46

Taylor Quentin

13 of 28

46

2 of 9 facilitators

22% of the sample

Deena Franklin

16 of 28

57

Stephanie Donovan

18 of 28

64

Brenda Vander

18 of 28

64

Bethany Quigley

21 of 28

75

Jordan Riley

21 of 28

75

5 of 9 facilitators

56% of the sample

Catherine Johnson

23 of 28

82

Nancy Nunez

28 of 28

100

2 of 9 facilitators

22% of the sample

Subtotal
“Less Conducive”
#/%

Subtotal
“Somewhat Conducive”
#/%

Subtotal
“More Conducive”
#/%

As shown in Table 23, in the Favorable Feedback category, 2 of 9 (22%)
facilitators scored the director in the “Less Conducive” range (light grey shading), 5 of 9
(56%) scored him in the “Somewhat Conducive” range (medium grey shading), and 2 of
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9 (22%) scored him in the “More Conducive” range (dark grey shading). The results were
shared with the facilitators. Illustrative excerpts taken from the interviews are presented
below. First, I present excerpts from facilitators who scored the director in the “Less
Conducive” range. Second, I present excerpts from facilitators who scored him in the
“Somewhat Conducive” range. Third, I present excerpts from facilitators who scored him
the “More Conducive” range.
Favorable Feedback—“Less Conducive” and related interview findings. When
asked to comment on the results of the FES—Favorable Feedback scores for the director
during the one-to-one interviews, facilitators who scored him within the “Less
Conducive” range shared the following:
Sophie Grant: That one was tricky because at the beginning, when I started, it
would have been absolutely low. I’m assuming I rated it from the point of view of
today. It used to be only negative. It’s definitely changed, it’s now both. He gives
the positive and the negative, so that’s been more helpful just to hear it. Things
changed a lot since I joined the team in a positive, only positive way. The director
has changed in terms of being more self-aware about the impact of his behaviors,
and he’s more oriented towards the learning climate and learning environment.
Taylor Quentin: The director did stand up for me in terms of some of the data.
Favorable Feedback—“Somewhat Conducive” and related interview findings.
When asked to comment on the results of the FES—Favorable Feedback scores for the
director during the one-to-one interviews, facilitators who scored him within the
“Somewhat Conducive” range shared the following:
Brenda Vander: Attending to just being sensitive emotionally and socially to the
students and their needs, I would say that is an area where you know the
facilitator team may be stronger than the director.
Bethany Quigley: The director seldom gives praise. He has assumptions. I mean, I
know he thinks I’m doing a good job, but he doesn’t say “Glad you can,” you
know, when he’s in a spot. He doesn’t ever say “I need you” or something.
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Stephanie Donovan: He does not give a lot of positive feedback. I mean, I think
he could. I would like for him to get the message.
Favorable Feedback—“More Conducive” and related interview findings. When
asked to comment on the results of the FES—Favorable Feedback scores for the director
during the one-to-one interviews, facilitators who scored him within the “More
Conducive” range shared the following:
Catherine Johnson: I don’t know if I would say I frequently received positive
feedback from the director, but I think it’s fair.
Nancy Nunez: The director just doesn’t say.
There was greater variance in this category than in the previous three FES
categories, i.e., 2 of 9 facilitators scored the director in the “Less Conducive” range, 5 of
7 scored him in the “Somewhat Conducive” range, and 2 of 9 scored him in the “More
Conducive” range. In addition, there was variance within two of the ranges with scores
from 16-21 or 57%-75% (i.e., 5 points or 18%) in the “Somewhat Conducive” range, and
scores from 23-28 or 82%-100% (i.e., 5 points or 18%) in the “More Conducive” range.
Interestingly, I noticed that both facilitators who scored the director in the “Less
Conducive” range had higher mindset scores, while the two facilitators with the lowest
mindset scores placed him in the “Somewhat Conducive” range. I was curious to explore
how this might relate to the facilitators’ FOS scores, particularly in the Self-Efficacy
dimension. These data, combined with the related interview responses data, are further
examined in the Analysis chapter. Next, I present the findings for the fifth category,
Unfavorable Feedback.
Feedback Environment Scale—Unfavorable Feedback (Director). The fifth
FES category is Unfavorable Feedback (i.e., how often negative feedback is provided). In
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Table 24, Column 1 provides the individual facilitator’s names. The facilitators are listed
by how they scored the director in this category (from lowest score to highest score).
Column 2 provides the scores (i.e., # out of a possible 28). Column 3 provides the
percentages.
Table 24
Feedback Environment Scale—Unfavorable Feedback (Director)
Facilitator

Unfavorable Feedback
Score

%

Nancy Nunez

22 of 28

79

Deena Franklin

23 of 28

82

Catherine Johnson

24 of 28

86

Bethany Quigley

24 of 28

86

Jordan Riley

24 of 28

86

Stephanie Donovan

25 of 28

89

Taylor Quentin

25 of 28

89

Sophie Grant

27 of 28

96

Brenda Vander

27 of 28

96

As shown in Table 24, in the Unfavorable Feedback category, 9 of 9 (100%)
facilitators scored the director in the “More Conducive” range (dark grey shading). The
results were shared with the facilitators. Illustrative excerpts taken from the interviews
are presented below by facilitator scores (from lowest to highest).
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Deena Franklin: Take it or leave it. My way or the highway. That’s how it’s
going to be. It has got to be these really high standards. It is kind of difficult to be
honest. When I can be trusting, you know, then it is one set of scores, when I’m
distrustful, it’s another, and that’s more my mood, you know?
Bethany Quigley: I do not think he tells me in a bad way. He does not hold back.
He tells you, it is not a negative thing, yeah, I want to know. I mean, it’s very rare
that he says anything to me but he would. You know, it’s all right with me, I mean
the director writes all over things, I don’t really think that that’s the feedback. It’s
his feedback about the feedback, which is his. I’m not saying I don’t pay attention
to some of it, I don’t even look at it because it’s like this is not about me, it’s
about everyone else on the faculty. The most important feedback to me is what
people write in my practice group. Those are the people that I’m in charge of. The
feedback I get from the Intensive is weak feedback, you know, it’s got to be made
up. They may have liked me because they had a cocktail at the bar, or I knew their
name. I was just straightening out if I wasn’t clear, I do care about it, I mean I
care that we have feedback. What would be the most important feedback is that
the final learning journal has a section about what was meaningful for them in the
program and what was important. I am very devoted to them.
Stephanie Donovan: The director can be very didactic. I think that there is another
dynamic where he gives me feedback, but he can become sort of pedantic or
lecturing in a way that is condescending, you know. I do not see him as a peer, I
see him as a mentor and a boss in a very genuine way. So, it is not that I don’t
want him to act as a boss. I like that he has high standards and I think the things
that he is looking for are the right things. So, he wants you to know the material,
which I do. He wants you to manage learning. Our values are aligned, and his
pedagogy is excellent. So, I think I would say in a different time my score would
have been very different.
Sophie Grant: When I get negative feedback on the construct, well, even if it is
very harsh, I don’t take it personally. I might not agree with it. Like the example
I said to you before when I just dismiss it. I don’t take it as a criticism to me
as a person, right? Where many of the other instructors do. I remember one
conversation with a colleague that she was really revved up about it afterwards.
And, you know, she basically said to me, she doesn’t understand how I cannot get
so wrapped up when he gives me the feedback. I’ve learned how to just keep it at
a distance, but I’m able to extract the content. I just don’t let it seep in. So that has
helped me working with the director.
Brenda Vander: The way the director wanted me to do it, and there are like adult
learning theoretical underpinnings behind doing it a certain way, I would say
that—don’t kill delivery and the credibility around being sensitive to me as a
facilitator for students’ needs.
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While 9 of 9 facilitators scored the director in the “More Conducive” range, there
was variance within the range, with scores ranging from 22-27 or 79%-96% (i.e., 5 points
or 17%). In addition, the facilitators shared similar viewpoints about how unfavorable
feedback is delivered. Specifically, although they valued the feedback, they spoke about
concerns and frustrations regarding its delivery. Interestingly, the facilitators shared
similar remarks for this category as in the previous category (i.e., Favorable Feedback). I
was curious to explore possible connections that might exist between these two categories
and the facilitators’ FOS Self-Efficacy scores. These data, combined with the data
obtained from the related interview responses, are further examined in the Analysis
chapter. Next, I present the findings for the sixth category, Source Availability.
Feedback Environment Scale—Source Availability (Director). The sixth FES
category is Source Availability (i.e., how often feedback is provided). Table 25 follows
the same format as Tables 21 and 22 above.
As shown in Table 25, in the Source Availability category, 2 of 9 (22%)
facilitators scored the director in the “Less Conducive” range (light grey shading) and
7 of 9 (78%) scored him in the “Somewhat Conducive” range (medium grey shading).
The results were shared with the facilitators. Illustrative excerpts taken from the
interviews are presented below. First, I present excerpts from the facilitators who scored
the director in the “Less Conducive” range. Second, I present excerpts from facilitators
who scored him in the “Somewhat Conducive” range (from lowest to highest).
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Table 25
Feedback Environment Scale—Source Availability (Director)
Facilitator

Source Availability Score

%

Stephanie Donovan

12 of 35

34

Taylor Quentin

15 of 35

43

2 of 9 facilitators

22% of the sample

Jordan Riley

17 of 35

49

Sophie Grant

18 of 35

51

Bethany Quigley

20 of 35

57

Deena Franklin

22 of 35

63

Nancy Nunez

23 of 35

66

Catherine Johnson

24 of 35

68

Brenda Vander

24 of 35

69

7 of 9 facilitators

78% of the sample

Subtotal
“Somewhat Conducive”
#/%

Subtotal
“More Conducive”
#/%

Source Availability—“Less Conducive” and related interview findings. When
asked to comment on the results of the FES—Source Availability scores for the director
during the one-to-one interviews, facilitators who scored him within the “Less
Conducive” range shared the following:
Stephanie Donovan: I used to feel like the way feedback was provided was a
barrier that I had to find a way to overcome, which I did. There was not always
sensitivity. It was like now go out and perform. And I felt like this is not actually
setting me or others up to succeed because then you must appear confident when
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you go back into the program. I think the director has gotten better and my
learning curve increased. So, sort of two things were changing at the same time.
Taylor Quentin: He is trying to get positive feedback, but I think he is alienating
team members from one another.
Source Availability—“Somewhat Conducive” and related interview findings.
When asked to comment on the results of the FES—Source Availability scores for the
director during the one-to-one interviews, facilitators who scored him within the
“Somewhat Conducive” range shared the following:
Catherine Johnson: It is almost like I have made peace with like if I really want
feedback from the director, I will have to wait until next time I’m on campus.
Because it’s hard to set up time in between, but that’s okay.
Brenda Vander: Because he had to be in a certain state of mind, and it had to be
in a certain point in time in order for him to say yes. I’ve had to learn when those
moments are and learn through experience. He is not available when I want him
to be available. I think we as a team have said in our own way to one another and
to him that we want more and different in terms of feedback communication. A
relationship with him—trust, but he’s limited interested.
In this category, 2 of 9 facilitators scored the director in the “Less Conducive”
range and 7 of 9 scored him “Somewhat Conducive.” In addition, there was variance
within each of the ranges, with scores from 12-15 or 34%-43% (i.e., 3 points or 9%) in
the “Less Conducive” range, and scores from 17-24 or 49%-69% (i.e., 7 points or 20%)
in the “Somewhat Conducive” range. Curiously, this is the first FES category in which
the facilitators did not score the director in the high range. It is important to note that
during the interviews, the facilitators shared similar concerns to ones they had expressed
in the three previous categories, i.e., time constraints, lack of empathy, and director’s
growth/improvement over time. Those data are further examined in the Analysis chapter.
Next, I present the findings for the seventh category, Promotes Feedback Seeking.
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Feedback Environment Scale—Promotes Feedback Seeking (Director). The
seventh FES category is Promotes Feedback Seeking (i.e., how facilitators feel about
seeking feedback in this setting). Table 26 follows the same format as Table 23 above.
Table 26
Feedback Environment Scale—Promotes Feedback Seeking (Director)
Promotes Feedback
Seeking Score

%

Stephanie Donovan

15 of 28

36

Brenda Vander

17 of 28

61

Deena Franklin

18 of 28

64

Taylor Quentin

20 of 28

71

4 of 9 facilitators

44% of the sample

Sophie Grant

23 of 28

82

Catherine Johnson

23 of 28

82

Bethany Quigley

24 of 28

86

Jordan Riley

25 of 28

89

Nancy Nunez

28 of 28

100

5 of 9 facilitators

56% of the sample

Facilitator

Subtotal
“Somewhat Conducive”
#/%

Subtotal
“Somewhat Conducive”
#/%

As shown in Table 26, in the Promotes Feedback Seeking category, 4 of 9 (44%)
facilitators scored the director in the “Somewhat Conducive” range (medium grey
shading), and 5 of 9 (56%) scored him in the “More Conducive” range (dark grey
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shading). The results were shared with the facilitators. Illustrative excerpts taken from the
interviews are presented below. First, I present excerpts from the facilitators who scored
the director in the “Somewhat Conducive” range. Second, I present excerpts from
facilitators who scored him in the “More Conducive” range (from lowest to highest).
Promotes Feedback Seeking—“Somewhat Conducive” and related interview
findings. When asked to comment on the results of the FES—Promotes Feedback
Seeking scores for the director during the one-to-one interviews, facilitators who scored
him within the “Somewhat Conducive” range shared the following:
Stephanie Donovan: I think there was a real fear environment early on. Whereas
now, I think there is a much more positive climate. It is a challenging feedback
environment because it is so public and he would often give a lot of feedback in
the moment and want you to enact it in the next moment, which is high stakes. So,
what helped me if I felt overwhelmed or intimated by the volume of feedback and
the openness of it, I feel like, “Well, I want to keep getting better, I’ll try it.” And
I think that just really served me.
Brenda Vander: If it fits within the frame of what the director wants and needs for
the program, it goes. But if it doesn’t fit within what he wants and what he needs,
even asking for feedback, I remember early on I felt like I was walking on
eggshells and not sure when to ask him his thoughts on something because he had
to be in a certain state of mind order and it had to be in a certain point in time in
order for him to say yes.
Promotes Feedback Seeking—“More Conducive” and related interview
findings. When asked to comment on the results of the FES—Promotes Feedback
Seeking scores for the director during the one-to-one interviews, facilitators who scored
him within the “More Conducive” range shared the following:
Sophie Grant: A high point for me was when the director actually took the time
to have a phone call or meeting with each of us. Where he was discussing, you
know, who gets located in the coaching engagements. And I appreciated him
taking the time to actually just talk about my performance overall, where he sees
your strengths and where I could really improve that was great. I love that. I mean
I feed off feedback.
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Jordan Riley: I go back to what we talked about last time, that feedback from the
participants has meant the most to me. The ongoing relationships with those
people who went through the program is a type of feedback.
In this category, 4 of 9 facilitators scored the director in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range and 5 of 9 scored him in the “More Conducive” range. In addition,
there was variance within the ranges, with scores from 15-20 or 36%-71% (i.e., 5 points
or 35%) in the “Somewhat Conducive range” and 23-28 or 82% to 100% (i.e., 5 points or
18%) in the “More Conducive” range. I noticed that the facilitator with the highest
mindset score, as well as the facilitator with the lowest mindset score, scored the director
in the “Somewhat Conducive” range. I was curious to explore that further, particularly as
I noticed that these two facilitators had very different FOS Feedback Self-Efficacy
scores, with one facilitator scoring the lowest and the other scoring the second highest in
that dimension. During the interviews, the facilitators who scored the director in the
“Somewhat Conducive” range recalled how early on they felt angst and fear, as well as
how much they felt the environment had improved over time. In contrast, the facilitators
who scored him in the “More Conducive” range shared their appreciation for his time,
as they appeared to appreciate how limited his time was. I was curious to explore
connections that might exist between these interview responses and the facilitators’
mindset and feedback orientation scores. These findings are further examined in the
Analysis chapter. Next, I present the findings for the FES—Overall score.
Feedback Environment Scale—Overall score (Director). The Overall score
(i.e., the overall impact the director has on the feedback environment) is comprised of the
scores the director received in each of the seven categories of the FES. In Table 27,
Column 1 provides the individual facilitator’s names. Column 2 provides the scores (i.e.,
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# out of a possible 224). Column 2 also provides a subtotal (#/%) for each range. Column
3 provides the percentages.
Table 27
Feedback Environment Scale—Overall Score (Director)
Facilitator

Overall Score

%

Taylor Quentin

151 of 224

67

Jordan Riley

160 of 224

71

2 of 9 facilitators

22% of the sample

Stephanie Donovan

167 of 224

75

Deena Franklin

171 of 224

76

Bethany Quigley

174 of 224

78

Sophie Grant

180 of 224

80

Brenda Vander

183 of 224

82

Catherine Johnson

197 of 224

88

Nancy Nunez

202 of 224

90

7 of 9 facilitators

78% of the sample

Subtotal
“Somewhat Conducive”
#/%

Subtotal
“More Conducive”
#/%

As shown in Table 27, the Overall results indicated that 2 of 9 (22%) facilitators
scored the director in the “Somewhat Conducive” range (medium grey shading), and 7 of
9 (78%) scored him in the “More Conducive” range (dark grey shading). The results were
shared with the facilitators. Illustrative excerpts taken from the interviews are presented
below. First, I present excerpts from the facilitators who scored the director in the
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“Somewhat Conducive” range. Second, I present excerpts from facilitators who scored
him in the “More Conducive” range (from lowest to highest).
Overall score—“Somewhat Conducive” and related interview findings. When
asked to comment on the results of the FES—Overall scores for the director during the
one-to-one interviews, facilitators who scored him within the “Somewhat Conducive”
range shared the following:
Taylor Quentin: Timing is limiting the environment being utilized in terms of its
intention. Waiting for it is out of balance.
Jordan Riley: The final comment I would make is, as the years have gone by, I
think the whole feedback environment has continued to improve.
Overall score—“More Conducive” and related interview findings. When asked
to comment on the results of the FES—Overall scores for the director during the one-toone interviews, facilitators who scored him within the “More Conducive” range shared
the following:
Stephanie Donovan: Sometimes he doesn’t post the feedback until the day before
we’re going to be going into the new program. And I actually think that totally
goes against because he’s always saying we care about feedback, but if you’re
really going to make adjustments, you need more than a day to make those
adjustments. So, I would love to get feedback in the amount of time necessary. If I
were leading a team that I wanted to take in feedback, I would pay attention to
what are the conditions under which people can seek feedback. I do not think
there is a sensitivity to what that’s like for those people and I also think he sort of
says we should give each other feedback but I think there’s a much better way of
giving feedback.
Bethany Quigley: I have seen a lot of growth. Some things people want is to have
meetings. We do not really train each other. I mean, it is not like I could do a
Zoom and show people how to do things in the breakout room, depending on
what they need help, but we do not do that. We are a jam-packed program and we
get lots of good reviews, and I think the director is a miracle worker that he made
this happen. He is like Samson, he did it. Near the pure strength he did something
that could not be done here. Develop this program. I mean that is like definitely
killing Goliath—they just do not do stuff like that. This is a one man show, he
gets no help and barrels through.
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Brenda Vander: It takes a lot more energy and effort to have a high feedback
orientation and to navigate the environment in a way that makes it sustainable and
I want to stay. So I’ll say that again, but in another way, I have to put in a lot of
energy, a lot of effort, a lot of self-care, a lot of mindset work just to work with
the director. And in order to be resilient and stay strong throughout the week I’m
on site. And so that means that leaves a lot less margin for other things, you can’t
really have anything else going on during that week, and you have to shut off the
rest of your life in order to really put in the energy, effort, mindset work to show
up and be at my best. Wow!
Catherine Johnson: Things that hinder my receptivity—one thing I’ve gotten used
to is the director over explains. So sometimes that hinders my ability because I
check out, like I get bored listening to the explanation. Another thing is in my
ideal world, there would be a little bit more flex—of there are multiple ways to do
it. And so like do it within your style. So sometimes I feel like its feedback how to
do a particular way of doing it, not like the outcome. Like a caveat that like it’s
the best practice, but you could adapt. Might make me more receptive.
Nancy Nunez: Yet in the feedback environment it makes me pay closer attention
so I can give feedback to someone else. So, it makes me a more active participant
in the session to be able to say what went well. Something I noticed to continue to
work on. Where if it wasn’t that way, I would still value the feedback that I got
but because we all support each other, and when we do meet what feedback do
you have from the morning or feedback you have for the afternoon. For me to be
the active participant in that, I need to pay more attention and be looking for how
I can support them with what feedback would be helpful.
The FES Overall scores indicated that 2 of 9 facilitators scored the director in the
“Somewhat Conducive” range and 7 of 9 scored him in the “More Conducive” range. In
addition, there was variance within the ranges, with scores ranging from 151-160 or 67%71% (i.e., 9 points or 5%) in the “Somewhat Conducive range” and 167-202 or 75%-90%
(i.e., 35 points or 15%) in the “More Conducive” range. I noticed that while one of the
two lowest overall FES scores the director received was from a facilitator with a “Growth
with Some Fixed” mindset, the lowest score came from a facilitator with a “Strong
Growth” mindset. These data are further examined in the Analysis chapter, specifically
by looking for similarities and differences that exist between facilitators with different
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mindset range scores, and the scores they gave the director in the each of the FES
categories. I also explore connections that might exist between facilitators’ FOS scores
(particularly in the Feedback Self-Efficacy dimension) and the scores they gave the
director in the FES categories. I now present a summary of findings for the FES results
and related interview data for the director.
Summary of findings: Feedback Environment Scale (Director) and related
interview data. The assessment results showed that in 2 of 7 categories (Source
Credibility and Unfavorable Feedback), the director scored in the “More Conducive” than
most to providing useful feedback range, with variance within the range. In 3 of 7
categories (Feedback Quality, Feedback Delivery, and Promotes Feedback Seeking), he
scored in two ranges, “Somewhat Conducive” and “More Conducive,” with variance
within each range. In 1 of 7 categories (Source Availability), he scored in two ranges,
“Less Conducive” and “Somewhat Conducive,” with variance within each range. In 1 of
7 categories (Favorable Feedback), he scored in all three ranges, “Less Conducive,”
“Somewhat Conducive,” and “More Conducive.” Lastly, the director’s overall FES score
revealed he scored within two ranges, “Somewhat Conducive” and “More Conducive,”
with variance within each range.
During the one-to-one interviews, the facilitators made connections between the
feedback environment (for the director) and their mindsets and feedback orientations.
One theme that emerged was how much they felt the feedback environment had
improved over the years and how that has impacted their feedback receptivity.
Specifically, the facilitators shared how the director’s own growth over time has helped
them feel less anxious and fearful about feedback, and how that has inspired their own
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growth (mindset). In addition, they articulated multiple strategies they have acquired that
have helped them be more receptive to this feedback environment (feedback orientation).
A second theme that emerged relates to the facilitators’ frustration regarding time
constraints, particularly in the Source Availability and Promotes Feedback Seeking
categories. Interestingly, while the findings showed that 3 of 3 facilitators with lower
FOS Self-Efficacy scores gave the director lower FES Source Availability scores, 2 of 3
scored the director lower in the FES Source Availability and Promotes Feedback Seeking
categories. In addition, while 6 of 6 facilitators with high FOS Self-Efficacy scores gave
the director lower Source Availability scores, 2 of 6 scored him lower in the FES Source
Availability and Promotes Feedback Seeking categories. Another theme that emerged
regarding the Source Availability category was that even though 9 of 9 facilitators scored
the director in the lower ranges in this category, a facilitator’s mindset appears to
influence their perceptions of the director’s availability.
For example, both facilitators with a “Growth with Some Fixed” mindset shared
comments that were general, e.g., “having a mature group of players on the team relaxed
the environment for good feedback.” By contrast, facilitators with “Strong Growth”
mindsets shared comments that indicated they understood the issue and had devised ways
to work around it, e.g., “I used to feel like the way feedback was provided was a barrier
that I had to find a way to overcome, which I did” and “Because he had to be in a certain
state of mind, and it had to be in a certain point in time in order for him to say yes, I’ve
had to learn when those moments are and learn through experience.”
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The major finding of the FES assessment and the related interview responses (for
the director) aligned with the assumptions of the study. Specifically, it appeared that
mindset and feedback orientations influence: (a) the facilitators’ experience with the
director’s impact on the UBCCP feedback environment, and (b) the interplay between the
feedback environment and feedback receptivity. In the Analysis chapter, I explore these
connections more deeply. Specifically, I explore connections that might exist between the
facilitator’s mindsets and FOS Self-Efficacy scores, and the FES scores they gave the
director, particularly in the Favorable Feedback, Source Availability, and Promotes
Feedback Seeking categories. Next, I present the results in each category for the cofacilitators. I begin with the first category, Source Credibility. These explorations are
essential to the study because they address Research Question 2 (Environment and
Feedback Receptivity).
Co-facilitators
Feedback Environment Scale—Source Credibility (Co-facilitators). The first
FES category is Source Credibility (i.e., how reliable a facilitator feels the source of
feedback is). In Table 28, Column 1 provides the individual facilitator’s names. They are
listed by how they scored their co-facilitators in this category (from lowest score to
highest score). Column 2 provides the scores (i.e., # out of a possible 35). Column 3
provides the percentages.
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Table 28
Feedback Environment Scale—Source Credibility (Co-facilitators)
Facilitator

Source Credibility Score

%

Taylor Quentin

26 of 35

74

Sophie Grant

30 of 35

86

Bethany Quigley

30 of 35

86

Nancy Nunez

31 of 35

89

Deena Franklin

32 of 35

91

Jordan Riley

33 of 35

94

Catherine Johnson

35 of 35

100

Brenda Vander

35 of 35

100

Stephanie Donovan

35 of 35

100

As shown in Table 28, in the Source Credibility category, 9 of 9 (100%)
facilitators scored their co-facilitators in the “More Conducive” to providing useful
feedback range (dark grey shading). During the one-to-one interviews, I showed each
facilitator his or her individual results and asked them all to share their reactions to and
perceptions of how the feedback environment in the Source Credibility category (cofacilitators) influences their feedback receptivity in the program—from the director,
co-facilitators, and program participants. (Note: This process was repeated for each
category.) Below are illustrative excerpts taken from the interviews. The excerpts are
presented by facilitator scores (from lowest to highest).
Taylor Quentin: I don’t get as much feedback from them in this environment. So,
I think, I would score the director higher. He sees things differently.
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Bethany Quigley: We don’t do much. I mean we do in our little breakfast thing or
lunch or after at the end of the day, but you know, that is like I write it down
because we’re doing this. Yeah, I started writing the feedback down and telling
them, specifically in that room.
Nancy Nunez: We do it as a group. We always ask for feedback at the end of
everything. It’s high because they are very good at giving it.
Deena Franklin: It encourages me to really be receptive to the feedback because
there’s a sense of like, you know, you’re in, you’re accepted as a team member.
Feedback doesn’t mean that we are questioning your value on the team.
Brenda Vander: The [whole] team doesn’t know the material and doesn’t have
adult learning and facilitation backgrounds like the director. My colleague X has
the adult learning background, seems like there’s definitely different levels of
knowledge of the program and facilitation.
Although in this category 9 of 9 facilitators scored their co-facilitators in the
“More Conducive” range, there was variance within the range, with scores from 26-35 or
74%-100% (i.e., 9 points or 26%). I noticed that the two facilitators with the “Growth
with Some Fixed” mindset scored their co-facilitators in the middle of the high range, just
as they had for the director. Another interesting finding was that although all the
facilitators gave one another high scores in this category, it appeared that some
facilitators stated they did provide one another feedback while others said they did not.
Those data are further examined in the Analysis chapter. Next, I present the findings for
the second category, Feedback Quality.
Feedback Environment Scale—Feedback Quality (Co-facilitators). The
second FES category is Feedback Quality (i.e., how useful a facilitator feels the feedback
is). In Table 29, Column 1 provides the individual facilitator’s names. They are listed by
how they scored their co-facilitators in this category (from lowest score to highest score).
Column 2 provides the scores (i.e., # out of a possible 35). Column 2 also provides a
subtotal (#/%) for facilitators who scored their co-facilitators in the “Somewhat
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Conducive” range, and a subtotal for facilitators who scored them in the “More
Conducive” range. Column 3 provides the percentages.
Table 29
Feedback Environment Scale—Feedback Quality (Co-facilitators)
Facilitator

Feedback Quality Score

%

20 of 35

57

1 of 9 facilitators

11% of the sample

Deena Franklin

27 of 35

77

Nancy Nunez

27 of 35

77

Taylor Quentin

27 of 35

77

Sophie Grant

32 of 35

91

Bethany Quigley

32 of 35

91

Stephanie Donovan

35 of 35

100

Catherine Johnson

35 of 35

100

Brenda Vander

35 of 35

100

8 of 9 facilitators

89% of the sample

Jordan Riley
Subtotal
“Somewhat Conducive”
#/%

Subtotal
“More Conducive”
#/%

As shown in Table 29, in the Feedback Quality category, 1 of 9 (11%) facilitators
scored their co-facilitators in the “Somewhat Conducive” range (medium grey shading),
and 8 of 9 (89%) scored them in the “More Conducive” range (dark grey shading). The
results were shared with the facilitators. Illustrative excerpts taken from the interviews
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are presented below. First, I present excerpts from the facilitator who scored their cofacilitators in the “Somewhat Conducive” range. Second, I present excerpts from
facilitators who scored them in the “More Conducive” range (from lowest to highest).
Feedback Quality—“Somewhat Conducive” and related interview findings.
When asked to comment on the results of the FES Feedback Quality score during the
one-to-one interviews, the facilitator who scored their co-facilitators in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range shared the following.
Jordan Riley: I don’t know, survey’s helpful, but I wonder if I would weigh the
differences in that my peers’ feedback was actually in the wrong one—more
valuable. I’m not sure.
Feedback Quality—“More Conducive” and related interview findings. When
asked to comment on the results of the FES Feedback Quality score during the one-to-one
interviews, the facilitators who scored their co-facilitators in the “More Conducive” range
shared the following:
Sophie Grant: I was a little uncomfortable answering this question just because
within the team for me, there is a wide range.
Brenda Vander: There’s definitely different levels of knowledge of the program
and facilitation. So, I think some people are more capable in providing feedback.
In this category, 1 of 9 facilitators scored their co-facilitators in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range. In addition, although 8 of 9 scored them in the “More Conducive”
range, there was variance with scores from 27-35 or 77%-100% (i.e., 8 points or 23%). I
noticed that the one facilitator who scored their co-facilitators in the lower range was also
the only facilitator who scored the director in the lower range in this category. The related
interview responses aligned with the scores, as many facilitators referenced appreciation
for the co-facilitators’ feedback as well as the range of expertise they felt existed among
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the team members. These data are further examined in the Analysis chapter. Next, I
present the findings for the third category, Feedback Delivery.
Feedback Environment Scale—Feedback Delivery (Co-facilitators). The third
FES category is Feedback Delivery (i.e., how facilitators feel about the way feedback is
provided). Table 30 follows the same format as Table 29 above.
Table 30
Feedback Environment Scale—Feedback Delivery (Co-facilitators)
Facilitator

Feedback Delivery Score

%

23 of 35

66

1 of 9 facilitators

11% of the sample

Taylor Quentin

30 of 35

86

Sophie Grant

31 of 35

89

Bethany Quigley

31 of 35

89

Brenda Vander

31of 35

89

Nancy Nunez

32 of 35

91

Deena Franklin

34 of 35

97

Stephanie Donovan

35 of 35

100

Catherine Johnson

35 of 35

100

8 of 9 facilitators

89% of the sample

Jordan Riley
Subtotal
“Somewhat Conducive”
#/%

Subtotal
“More Conducive”
#/%
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As shown in Table 30 in the Feedback Delivery category, 1 of 9 facilitators (11%)
scored their co-facilitators in the “Somewhat Conducive” range (medium grey shading)
and 8 of 9 (89%) scored them in the “More Conducive” range (dark grey shading). The
results were shared with the facilitators. Illustrative excerpts taken from the interviews
are presented below. First, I present excerpts from the facilitator who scored their cofacilitators in the “Somewhat Conducive” range. Second, I present excerpts from
facilitators who scored them in the “More Conducive” range (from lowest to highest).
Feedback Delivery—“Somewhat Conducive” and related interview findings.
When asked to comment on the results of the FES Feedback Delivery score during the
one-to-one interviews, the facilitator who scored other co-facilitators in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range shared the following:
Jordan Riley: My theory would be that feedback comes from many sources and
that the richer the many sources—the richer the set of sources, the more you can
compare and contrast. And that timing and the emotional message, as well as the
raw data, combine to make a rich possible set of interpretations.
Feedback Delivery—“More Conducive” and related interview findings. When
asked to comment on the results of the FES Feedback Delivery score during the one-toone interviews, the facilitators who scored the co-facilitators in the “More Conducive”
range shared the following:
Taylor Quentin: The timing into the breakout sessions is very limited and so I
think it actually is not encouraging a lot. I think the waiting to the end of the
content is out of balance.
Sophie Grant: We made a commitment to each other the first day—that we seek
feedback—that we just know that we’re supportive to each other and we just want
sort of ongoing and, you know, it was like a fluid process of getting feedback and
giving feedback and in a positive and constructive way. I just I love that.
Brenda Vander: I would say that’s an area where you know that the facilitator
team may actually be stronger that the director.
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Nancy Nunez: I think the current situation is very supportive. If I get feedback
from one person that’s valuable—it doesn’t really matter to me what else is going
on.
Catherine Johnson: On the peer level, everyone is really humble, and I don’t get
the sense that anyone’s trying to like hog attention. There is a general value that
we’re all better when we’re all better and that’s a really core value. Even if people
have different styles, that’s a real shared value and I think that we all trust each
other’s feedback.
In this category, 1 of 9 facilitators scored their co-facilitators in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range. In addition, although 8 of 9 scored them in the “More Conducive”
range, there was variance with scores from 30-35 or 86%-100% (i.e., 5 points or 14%).
Interestingly, I noticed the same facilitator who scored both the director and their cofacilitators in the lower range for this category was the same facilitator who scored both
the director and their co-facilitators in the lower ranges in the previous related FES
category (Unfavorable Feedback). One theme that consistently emerged in the interviews
was the camaraderie among the facilitators. The facilitators repeatedly expressed
appreciation for one another’s support as well as their commitment to one another’s
success. These data are further examined in the Analysis chapter. Next, I present the
findings for the fourth category, Favorable Feedback.
Feedback Environment Scale—Favorable Feedback (Co-facilitators). The
fourth FES category is Favorable Feedback (i.e., how often positive feedback is
provided). Table 31 follows the same format as Tables 29 and 30 above.
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Table 31
Feedback Environment Scale—Favorable Feedback (Co-facilitators)
Facilitator

Favorable Feedback Score

%

Taylor Quentin

14 of 28

50

Sophie Grant

18 of 28

64

Bethany Quigley

18 of 28

64

3 of 9 facilitators

33% of the sample

Brenda Vander

24 of 28

86

Deena Franklin

25 of 28

89

Jordan Riley

26 of 28

93

Stephanie Donovan

28 of 28

100

Catherine Johnson

28 of 28

100

Nancy Nunez

28 of 28

100

6 of 9 facilitators

67% of the sample

Subtotal
“Somewhat Conducive”
#/%

Subtotal
“More Conducive”
#/%

As shown in Table 31, in the Favorable Feedback category, 3 of 9 (33%)
facilitators scored their co-facilitators in the “Somewhat Conducive” to providing useful
feedback range (medium grey shading), and 6 of 9 facilitators (67%) scored their cofacilitators in the “More Conducive” range (dark grey shading). The results were shared
with the facilitators. Illustrative excerpts taken from the interviews are presented below.
First, I present excerpts from facilitators who scored their co-facilitators in the
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“Somewhat Conducive” range. Second, I present excerpts from facilitators who scored
them in the “More Conducive” range (from lowest to highest).
Favorable Feedback—“Somewhat Conducive” and related interview findings.
When asked to comment on the results of the FES Favorable Feedback score during the
one-to-one interviews, the facilitators who scored their co-facilitators in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range shared the following:
Taylor Quentin: I think it’s probably fine, I think I might have been more political
in answering at first.
Sophie Grant: I have more difficulty receiving positive feedback than negative. I
don’t really know what to do, just as a side note.
Bethany Quigley: I help people, I don’t help everybody, I mean everybody
doesn’t need help. I’ll just sing their praises and then I’ll say, you know, I noticed
that you did this, this. There’re people that need it—need real feedback, you
know, they need to hear it because they need it and he doesn’t do it much. So, I’ll
just tell them, for example I’ll say, I am just thrilled to see the growth in the last
year with you. And here are the ways that I’m seeing things differently. And I’m
curious about what you’re doing, what’s changed? And I love to hear when others
tell me they’re glad I’m here, we love when you’re here. That’s feedback.
Favorable Feedback—“More Conducive” and related interview findings. When
asked to comment on the results of the FES Favorable Feedback score during the one-toone interviews, the facilitators who scored their co-facilitators in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range shared the following:
Stephanie Donovan: I think my peers are better at giving feedback than the
director. I think that peers give more favorable feedback.
Nancy Nunez: I need to ask for it, but we do that as a group, we always ask for
feedback at the end of everything.
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In this category, 3 of 9 facilitators scored their co-facilitators in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range and 6 of 9 scored them in the “More Conducive” range. There was
variance within each range with scores from 14-18 or 50%-64% (i.e., 4 points or 14%) in
the “Somewhat Conducive” range and 24-28 or 86% to 100% in the “More Conducive”
range. I noticed that the facilitator with a “Growth with Some Fixed” mindset who scored
both the director and their co-facilitators in the lower ranges in the previous two
categories also scored his co-facilitators higher than the director in this category. The
facilitators shared similar remarks during the interviews. Specifically, they spoke about
their commitment to one another as well as being deliberate in giving one another
feedback, e.g., “We always ask for feedback at the end of everything.” Interestingly,
although the facilitators were asked to reflect on the scores they gave their co-facilitators
in this category, they not only referenced the director but also shared that they felt their
co-workers were better at providing favorable feedback than the director. These data are
further examined in the Analysis chapter. Next, I present the findings for the fifth
category, Unfavorable Feedback.
Feedback Environment Scale—Unfavorable Feedback (Co-facilitators). The
fifth FES category is Unfavorable Feedback (i.e., how often negative feedback is
provided). In Table 32, Column 1 provides the individual facilitator’s names. The
facilitators are listed by how they scored their co-facilitators in this category (from lowest
score to highest score). Column 2 provides the scores (i.e., # out of a possible 28).
Column 3 provides the percentages.
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Table 32
Feedback Environment Scale—Unfavorable Feedback (Co-facilitators)
Unfavorable Feedback
Score

%

Deena Franklin

8 of 28

29

Sophie Grant

8 of 28

29

Bethany Quigley

8 of 28

29

Nancy Nunez

10 of 28

36

Taylor Quentin

11 of 28

39

5 of 9 facilitators

56% of the sample

19 of 28

68

1 of 9 facilitators

11% of the sample

Catherine Johnson

23 of 28

82

Jordan Riley

23 of 28

82

Stephanie Donovan

24 of 28

86

3 of 9 facilitators

33% of the sample

Facilitator

Subtotal
“Less Conducive”
#/%
Brenda Vander
Subtotal
“Somewhat Conducive”
#/%

Subtotal
“More Conducive”
#/%

As shown in Table 32, in the Unfavorable Feedback category, 5 of 9 (56%)
facilitators scored their co-facilitators in the “Less Conducive” range (light grey shading),
1 of 9 (11%) scored them in the “Somewhat Conducive” range (medium grey shading),
and 3 of 9 (33%) scored them in the “More Conducive” range (dark grey shading). The
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results were shared with the facilitators. Illustrative excerpts taken from the interviews
are presented below. First, I present excerpts from facilitators who scored their cofacilitators in the “Less Conducive” range. Second, I present excerpts from the facilitator
who scored them in the “Somewhat Conducive” range. Third, I present excerpts from
facilitators who scored them in the “More Conducive” range (from lowest to highest).
Unfavorable Feedback—“Less Conducive” and related interview findings.
When asked to comment on the results of the FES Unfavorable Feedback score during
the one-to-one interviews, the facilitators who scored their co-facilitators in the “Less
Conducive” range shared the following:
Sophie Grant: I’m not always sure how to take the feedback. And I’ve noticed I
just don’t take it in. I basically say to myself, “Okay, just you know, look at it,
apply it or not,” so that’s where I kind of get a little stubborn. The fixed mindset
comes in a little bit.
Taylor Quentin: There’s a pointed emphasis and focus on feedback in terms of the
concept and the past. And then to occasionally giving and receiving feedback to
one another as facilitators. There’s definitely a feedback-rich context in this
program and there’s also our respect for it in an honoring of the concept. But I
think the climate to work with the practice and the concept played out and can be
improved in some ways.
Unfavorable Feedback—“Somewhat Conducive” and related interview
findings. When asked to comment on the results of the FES Unfavorable Feedback score
during the one-to-one interviews, the facilitator who scored their co-facilitators in the
“Somewhat Conducive” range shared the following:
Brenda Vander: The director is able to give observable feedback that can’t be
argued, pretty much like he can say you did this and it’s accurate, or not accurate,
or insane, or not in sync with something, because he knows the program cold.
Unfavorable Feedback—“More Conducive” and related interview findings.
When asked to comment on the results of the FES Unfavorable Feedback score during
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the one-to-one interviews, the facilitators who scored their co-facilitators in the “More
Conducive” range shared the following:
Catherine Johnson: The feedback environment is like a constant thing, I think
that’s helpful, part of the conversation. It’s not scary, it’s not like one big exam at
the end.
Stephanie Donovan: The director says we should give each other feedback and
with prompting he’s given us feedback about what we should give feedback on,
but I think there’s a much better way of giving feedback, where, for instance,
maybe one person is charged with observing and give that person feedback versus
a whole table full of people all giving their feedback to one person. The process
for giving verbal feedback and the process for sharing feedback could be more
effective.
There was greater variance in this category than the previous four FES categories,
i.e., 5 of 9 facilitators scored their co-facilitators in the “Less Conducive” range, 1 of 9
scored them in the “Somewhat Conducive” range, and 3 of 9 scored them in the “More
Conducive” range. In addition, there was variance within two of the ranges, with scores
from 8-11 or 29%-39% (i.e., 3 points or 10%) in the “Less Conducive” range and
scores from 23-24 or 82%-86% (i.e., 1 point or 4%) in the “More Conducive” range.
Interestingly, the related interview responses did not specifically refer to unfavorable
feedback from co-facilitators. However, one facilitator did mention how their mindset
impacts how they react to unfavorable feedback, e.g., “That’s where I kind of get a little
stubborn, that’s where the fixed mindset comes in,” while another mentioned that they
know the director wants them to provide one another unfavorable feedback. These data
are further examined in the Analysis chapter. Next, I present the findings for the sixth
category, Source Availability.
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Feedback Environment Scale—Source Availability (Co-facilitators). The
sixth FES category is Source Availability (i.e., how often feedback is provided). Table 33
follows the same format as Tables 29 and 30 above.
Table 33
Feedback Environment Scale—Source Availability (Co-facilitators)
Facilitator

Source Availability Score

%

Sophie Grant

17 of 35

49

Bethany Quigley

17 of 35

49

Taylor Quentin

18 of 35

51

Jordan Riley

19 of 35

54

Brenda Vander

20 of 35

57

Nancy Nunez

22 of 35

63

6 of 9 facilitators

67% of the sample

Catherine Johnson

26 of 35

74

Stephanie Donovan

28 of 35

80

Deena Franklin

32 of 35

91

3 of 9 facilitators

33% of the sample

Subtotal
“Somewhat Conducive”
#/%

Subtotal
“More Conducive”
#/%

As shown in Table 33 above, in the Source Availability category, 6 of 9 (67%)
facilitators scored their co-facilitators in the “Somewhat Conducive” range (medium grey
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shading), and 3 of 9 (33%) scored them in the “More Conducive” range (dark grey
shading). The results were shared with the facilitators. Illustrative excerpts taken from the
interviews are presented below. First, I present excerpts from facilitators who scored their
co-facilitators in the “Somewhat Conducive” range. Second, I present excerpts from
facilitators who scored them in the “More Conducive” range (from lowest to highest).
Source Availability—“Somewhat Conducive” and related interview findings.
When asked to comment on the results of the FES Source Availability score during the
one-to-one interviews, the facilitators who scored their co-facilitators in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range shared the following:
Sophie Grant: That’s a wide range, basically between low, medium, high.
Source Availability—“More Conducive” and related interview findings. When
asked to comment on the results of the FES Source Availability score during the one-toone interviews, the facilitators who scored their co-facilitators in the “More Conducive”
range shared the following:
Catherine Johnson: I don’t think there’s anybody who is low, but I think there’s a
range.
Deena Franklin: Things that promote my receptivity are when I hear my peers
receive feedback and how they take it. So that’s helpful.
In this category, 6 of 9 facilitators scored their co-facilitators in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range and 3 of 9 scored them in the “More Conducive” range. There was
variance within each range, with scores from 17-22 or 49%-63% (i.e., 5 points or 14%) in
the “Somewhat Conducive” range and 26-32 or 74%-91% in the “More Conducive”
range. I noticed that there was greater variance in the assessment data in this category for
the co-facilitators than there was for the director. I was curious to explore similarities and
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differences between the comments the facilitators provided the director and their cofacilitators, through the lens of their mindset and feedback orientation scores. These data
are further examined in the Analysis chapter. Next, I present the findings for the seventh
category, Promotes Feedback Seeking.
Feedback Environment Scale—Promotes Feedback Seeking (Co-facilitators).
The seventh FES category is Promotes Feedback Seeking (i.e., how facilitators feel about
seeking feedback in this setting). Table 34 follows the same format as Tables 31 and 32
above.
As shown in Table 34, in the Promotes Feedback Seeking category, 4 of 9 (44%)
facilitators scored their co-facilitators in the “Somewhat Conducive” range (medium grey
shading) and 5 of 9 (56%) scored them in the “More Conducive” range (dark grey
shading). The results were shared with the facilitators. Illustrative excerpts taken from the
interviews are presented below. First, I present excerpts from facilitators who scored their
co-facilitators in the “Somewhat Conducive” range. Second, I present excerpts from the
facilitator who scored them in the “More Conducive” range (from lowest to highest).
Promotes Feedback Seeking—“Somewhat Conducive” and related interview
findings. When asked to comment on the results of the FES Promotes Feedback Seeking
score during the one-to-one interviews, the facilitators who scored their co-facilitators in
the “Somewhat Conducive” range shared the following:
Deena Franklin: I think it was something deliberately paid attention to. And we
had a couple of team members join the group that were very instrumental in
setting that tone.
Bethany Quigley: A high point is being at the ACI and as we’re closing the day of
the oral exam, we all get together and we share with each other, you know, the
data that we need to share. And then we go into the room and wait for the director
to present the results for everyone and it’s just this rip-roaring, screaming fun.
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Table 34
Feedback Environment Scale—Promotes Feedback Seeking (Co-facilitators)
Promotes Feedback
Seeking Score

%

Deena Franklin

16 of 28

57

Taylor Quentin

16 of 28

57

Sophie Grant

19 of 28

68

Bethany Quigley

19 of 28

68

4 of 9 facilitators

44% of the sample

Nancy Nunez

23 of 28

82

Jordan Riley

24 of 28

88

Brenda Vander

25 of 28

89

Stephanie Donovan

28 of 28

100

Catherine Johnson

28 of 28

100

5 of 9 facilitators

56% of the sample

Facilitator

Subtotal
“Somewhat Conducive”
#/%

Subtotal
“Somewhat Conducive”
#/%

Promotes Feedback Seeking—“More Conducive” and related interview
findings. When asked to comment on the results of the FES Promotes Feedback Seeking
score during the one-to-one interviews, the facilitators who scored their co-facilitators in
the “More Conducive” range shared the following:
Stephanie Donovan: I was in a growth mindset of wanting to get feedback. I
believe that feedback would be helpful. I sought feedback, then you know the
environment, there was space to, I didn’t feel like I had to protect myself. A sense
that I knew that my seeking feedback would be valued in the climate.
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Catherine Johnson: In some other communities I’m part of, I’ll see maybe peers
giving feedback that’s a little like with an agenda, which I don’t see here.
In this category, 4 of 9 facilitators scored their co-facilitators in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range and 5 of 9 scored them in the “More Conducive” range. There was
variance within each range, with scores from 16-19 or 57%-68% (i.e., 4 points or 11%) in
the “Somewhat Conducive” range and 23-28 or 82%-100% (i.e., 5 points or 18%) in the
“More Conducive” range. I noticed that 2 of 3 facilitators with lower FOS Self-Efficacy
scores gave their co-facilitators lower scores in this category. I also noticed that the
facilitators with the lowest mindset score as well as the facilitator with the highest
mindset score gave their co-facilitators two of the lowest scores in this category. These
data, combined with the related interview responses data, are further examined in the
Analysis chapter. Next, I present the findings for the co-facilitators’ Overall FES scores.
Feedback Environment Scale—Overall score (Co-facilitators). The Overall
score (i.e., the overall impact co-facilitators have on the feedback environment) is
comprised of the scores the co-facilitators received in each of the seven categories of the
FES. In Table 35, Column 1 provides the individual facilitator’s names. The facilitators
are listed by their co-facilitators’ Overall score (from lowest score to highest score).
Column 2 provides the scores (i.e., # out of a possible 224). Column 3 provides the
percentages.
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Table 35
Feedback Environment Scale—Co-facilitators—Overall Score
Facilitator

Overall Score

%

Taylor Quentin

142 of 224

63

Sophie Grant

155 of 224

69

Bethany Quigley

155 of 224

70

3 of 9 facilitators

33% of the sample

Jordan Riley

168 of 224

75

Nancy Nunez

173 of 224

77

Deena Franklin

174 of 224

78

Brenda Vander

189 of 224

84

Catherine Johnson

210 of 224

94

Stephanie Donovan

213 of 224

95

6 of 9 facilitators

67% of the sample

Subtotal
“Somewhat Conducive”
#/%

Subtotal
“More Conducive”
#/%

As shown in Table 35, the Overall scores indicated that 3 of 9 facilitators (33%)
scored their co-facilitators in the “Somewhat Conducive” range (medium grey shading),
and 6 of 9 (67%) facilitators scored them in the “More Conducive” range (dark grey
shading). The results were shared with the facilitators. Illustrative excerpts taken from the
interviews are presented below. First, I present excerpts from facilitators who scored their
co-facilitators in the “Somewhat Conducive” range. Second, I present excerpts from the
facilitators who scored them in the “More Conducive” range (from lowest to highest).
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Overall score—“Somewhat Conducive” and related interview findings. When
asked to comment on the results of the FES Overall score during the one-to-one
interviews, the facilitators who scored their co-facilitators in the “Somewhat Conducive”
range shared the following:
Taylor Quentin: It just seems that people would want to promote an environment
and then it would be a natural and organic mechanism. Natural and organic
system. You know, living within what nature does, that would be more natural
and more of a flow state as opposed to a constructed state, you know. Yes, it has
to be deliberately constructed, but I think finding our own natural rhythm and
flows around it so that we can organically knit together into one organism,
because we all are very different and we receive and process in different ways.
So, if we could find a way to kind of integrate the way we are naturally wired, and
know where we need to develop, obviously.
Sophie Grant: If the environment is a feedback-oriented environment, you know,
one feels comfortable receiving and also giving feedback. What I learned is that if
it’s done in a constructive way, that it actually supports everyone to develop in
line with your own goals.
Overall score—“More Conducive” and related interview findings. When asked
to comment on the results of the FES Overall score during the one-to-one interviews, the
facilitators who scored their co-facilitators in the “More Conducive” range shared the
following:
Nancy Nunez: The survey was a positive experience because it was in service of
us as a team. To get better at this, you know, understand where we’re supporting
each other and where we could do something differently.
Deena Franklin: I think it encourages me to receive, you know, to really be
receptive to the feedback because there’s a sense of like, you know, you’re in,
you’re accepted as a team member.
Catherine Johnson: This kind of group, I think everyone in the group seems on
the same page. That like the more we’re on it bit by bit, the better. The result is at
the end. There are a couple of reasons why this environment is More Conducive.
On the peer level, everyone’s humble and I don’t get the sense that anyone’s
trying to like get attention. Like there’s a general value that the better we all are,
than the better we all are. And that’s a really core value. Even if people have you
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know different styles, that’s a real shared value. And I think that we all trust each
other’s feedback.
Stephanie Donovan: It was clear that we were working as a team. We were
collaborating, I was clearly seeking feedback and my colleague was so succinct.
Clear, didn’t sugarcoat it. It was just helpful. I knew that it was in the context of
us being in a partnership. I knew that s/he respected me. It was actionable, you
know. So that’s a great example. The director has a thing in mind that the most
effective feedback is if we’re all sitting around giving feedback to one person, and
I think just on the fact of that, you could see why that might not be the best thing.
The director has in the past expressed frustration that people don’t give each other
enough challenging feedback, but I think there is also a place where I don’t know,
even though he is giving us permission, it feels a bit for everybody just sort of,
you don’t want to inundate the person as well. If you’re one person giving
feedback, then you’re deciding.
The FES Overall scores indicated that 3 of 9 facilitators scored their cofacilitators in the “Somewhat Conducive” range and 6 of 9 scored them in the “More
Conducive” range. In addition, there was variance within the ranges with scores from
142-155 or 63%-70% (i.e., 13 points or 7%) in the “Somewhat Conducive range” and
168-213 or 75%-95% (i.e., 45 points or 20%) in the “More Conducive” range.
Interestingly, when talking about the Overall feedback environment (co-facilitators), the
facilitators referenced their mindset and feedback orientations. I was curious about what I
might notice when I compared the co-facilitators’ mindset scores and their FES Overall
scores. I was also curious about any connections I might find between the facilitators’
Overall feedback orientation scores and their Overall feedback environment scores.
These data, combined with the related interview responses data, are further examined in
the Analysis chapter. I now present the Summary of Findings for the FES results and
related interview data for the co-facilitators.
Summary of findings: Feedback Environment Scale (Co-facilitators) and
related interview data. The results of the co-facilitators’ FES scores revealed that in 1 of
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7 categories (Source Credibility), they scored in the “More Conducive” than most to
providing useful feedback range. In 5 of 7 categories (Feedback Quality, Feedback
Delivery, Favorable Feedback, Source Availability, and Promotes Feedback Seeking),
they scored in two ranges, “Somewhat Conducive” and “More Conducive.” Moreover, in
1 of 7 categories (Unfavorable Feedback), they scored in three ranges, “Less Conducive,”
“Somewhat Conducive,” and “More Conducive.” Lastly, the co-facilitators’ overall FES
results revealed scores in two ranges, “Somewhat Conducive” and “More Conducive.”
During the one-to-one interviews, the facilitators referenced the interplay that
exists between the feedback environment (co-facilitators) and their mindsets and
feedback orientations. In addition, themes previously cited emerged again, i.e., how much
the facilitators value feedback; how much they value their relationships with one another;
how much they value being a member of the team; the high regard they have for the
director and his expertise; how much they feel the feedback environment has improved
over the years; how that has influenced their feedback receptivity; and how much work
they feel still needs to be done.
Interestingly, when the facilitators were asked to talk about the category with the
most variance and the lowest scores—Unfavorable Feedback—their responses were
vague. They talked about feedback being a constant as opposed to a final exam, and they
spoke about the director’s desire for them to provide one another with critical feedback.
However, they did not reference the apparent lack of providing one another with
unfavorable feedback. I was curious to explore connections that might exist between the
facilitators’ mindsets and feedback orientations, and the limited amount of unfavorable
feedback the facilitators provided for one another.
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The major finding of this portion of the FES assessment (co-facilitators) and the
related interview responses was that mindset and feedback orientations appeared to
influence how facilitators experienced the UBCCP feedback environment. In the
Analysis chapter, I explore these connections more deeply, specifically connections that
might exist between facilitators’ mindsets and FOS Self-Efficacy scores, and the FES
scores they gave their co-facilitators, particularly in the Unfavorable Feedback, Source
Availability, and Promotes Feedback Seeking categories. These explorations were
essential to the study as they addressed Research Question 2 (Environment and Feedback
Receptivity). I now present the combined summary of findings of the FES for the director
and co-facilitators.
Summary of Findings: Feedback Environment Scale and
Related Interview Data for the Director and Co-facilitators
The major findings of the assessment and related interview responses were that
although the facilitators’ mindsets and feedback orientations appeared to influence the
way they experienced the UBCCP feedback environment for the director and the cofacilitators, different environmental factors appeared to be at play for the director than for
the co-facilitators in this setting. Specifically, for the director, the Favorable Feedback,
Source Availability, and Promotes Feedback Seeking categories warrant further
exploration. For the co-facilitators, Unfavorable Feedback, Source Availability, and
Promotes Feedback Seeking categories warrant further exploration. These findings were
aligned with the assumptions of this study, Research Question 2 (Environment and
Feedback Receptivity), and what was learned in the literature review, i.e., that “feedback
orientation and culture influence receptivity to feedback and the extent to which feedback

206
is sought, valued, and used” (London & Smither, 2002, p. 97). These data, combined with
the related interview responses data, are further examined in the Analysis chapter. I now
present the summary findings of the LCS and related interview data.
Context-focused Assessment #2: Learning Climate Scale—
Results and Related Interview Findings
As described in Chapter IV, the Learning Climate Scale (LCS) asked eight
questions in three dimensions: (a) Facilitation Learning Climate, (b) Appreciation
Learning Climate, and (c) Error-Avoidance Learning Climate. The results of the LCS
revealed that in all three dimensions, as well as overall, all the facilitators scored the
learning climate within two ranges, i.e., “Somewhat Conducive” to learning and “More
Conducive” to learning.
In this chapter, the LCS results are presented by dimension. The data presented in
Tables 36-39 inform the facilitators’ one-to-one related interview responses. They are
aligned with Research Question 2, What environmental factors do facilitators of adult
learning perceive promote/hinder shifts in their mindsets that lead to feedback
receptivity? I begin with the first dimension, Facilitation.
Learning Climate Scale—Facilitation learning climate. The first dimension of
the LCS is Facilitation (i.e., the level to which the organization and workplace support,
provide, and facilitate learning opportunities). In Table 36, Column 1 provides the
individual facilitator’s names. The facilitators are listed by how they scored the learning
climate in this dimension (from lowest score to highest score). Column 2 provides the
individual facilitators’ scores (i.e., # out of a possible 15). Column 2 also provides
subtotals (#/%) for facilitators who scored the learning climate in the “Somewhat
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Conducive” range (medium grey shading) and subtotals for facilitators who scored it in
the “More Conducive” range. Column 3 provides the percentages.
As shown in Table 36, in the Facilitation dimension, 8 of 9 facilitators (89%)
scored the learning climate in the “Somewhat Conducive” to learning range (medium
grey shading) and 1 of 9 (11%) scored it in the “More Conducive” range (dark grey
shading). I followed the same process I did previously; i.e., during the one-to-one
interviews, I showed each facilitator their individual results and asked them to share their
reactions to and perceptions of how the Learning Climate—Facilitation dimension
influenced their feedback receptivity in the program (from the director, co-facilitators,
and program participants). Below are illustrative excerpts taken from the interviews.
First, I present excerpts from facilitators who scored Facilitation in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range. Second, I present excerpts from facilitators who scored it in the “More
Conducive” range (from lowest to highest).
Table 36
Learning Climate Scale—Facilitation Learning Climate
Facilitator
Nancy Nunez
Sophie Grant
Deena Franklin
Taylor Quentin
Stephanie Donovan
Catherine Johnson
Bethany Quigley
Jordan Riley
Subtotal
“Somewhat Conducive”
#/%
Brenda Vander
Subtotal
“More Conducive”
#/%

Facilitation Learning Climate
Score
7 of 15
8 of 15
9 of 15
10 of 15
11 of 15
11 of 15
11 of 15
11 of 15

47
53
60
67
73
73
73
73

8 of 9 facilitators

89% of the sample

13 of 15

87

1 of 9 facilitators

11% of the sample

%
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Facilitation—“Somewhat Conducive” and related interview findings. When
asked to comment on the results of their LCS Facilitation scores during the one-to-one
interviews, facilitators who scored the learning climate within the “Somewhat
Conducive” range shared the following:
Nancy Nunez: I think the climate, you know, the breakfast meetings or lunch
meetings, the 4:45 meetings, that really is setting a climate of what went well,
what do we need to focus on. Supporting each other and where do we need to amp
it up. So, I think it is a very supportive learning climate and we’re not focused on
avoiding mistakes. But we are focused on, if there is one, let’s get it right.
Deena Franklin: We have nice facilities, though we don’t have great resources for
developing our competencies or receiving training, particularly on technology.
We see the director modeling really great behavior, we see him making changes,
which I think is really inspiring. There’s a sense of really trying to help one
another out on the team, which is really great.
Taylor Quentin: I think the resourcing behind organizational systems, meaning
the technology—it’s poor, we have to do it yourself, you know. I think there’s
some windows there that are definitely open and available. So, I think that it’s
healthy. I think it could be higher, but I’ve taken advantage of opportunities and
so I think there can be more benefits. There’s more factors in that and not being
accounted for.
Facilitation—“More Conducive” and related interview findings. When asked to
comment on the results of their LCS Facilitation score during the one-to-one interviews,
the facilitator who scored the learning climate within the “More Conducive” range shared
the following:
Brenda Vander: Makes sense, I mean we’re learning. We’re rooted in our
foundations—in adult learning and so it informs the design of the program. How
much we take into account feedback and how we’re always trying to improve and
learn and grow and develop. I think how effective are we at learning.
In this dimension, 8 of 9 facilitators scored the learning climate in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range, with variance within the range, with scores from 7-13 or 47%-87%
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i.e., 6 points or 20%), while only 1 facilitator scored the climate in the “More Conducive”
range. I noticed that the facilitator who scored the learning climate the highest was the
facilitator with the highest mindset score. I also noticed that themes previously mentioned
throughout the interviews emerged again here, i.e., the high regard the facilitators have
for the director’s knowledge and expertise, and the need/desire to have more time
together, especially with the director. In addition, the facilitators expressed a need/desire
for better resources, particularly with training opportunities focused on their growth and
development. Finally, they expressed frustration with the amount of clerical work that
was required of them. These data, combined with the data obtained from the related
interview responses, are further examined in the Analysis chapter, where I apply the same
level of analysis as I did for the other assessments. Next, I present the findings for the
second dimension, Appreciation.
Learning Climate Scale—Appreciation learning climate. The second
dimension of the LCS is Appreciation (i.e., the level to which the organization regards
learning behavior). In Table 37, Column 1 provides the individual facilitator’s names.
The facilitators are listed by how they scored the learning climate in this dimension (from
lowest score to highest score). Column 2 provides the individual facilitator’s scores (i.e.,
# out of a possible 10). Column 2 also provides subtotals (#/%) for facilitators who
scored the learning climate in the “Somewhat Conducive” range (medium grey shading)
and subtotals for facilitators who scored it in the “More Conducive” range. Column 3
provides the percentages.
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Table 37
Learning Climate Scale—Appreciation Learning Climate
Facilitator
Sophie Grant
Bethany Quigley
Taylor Quentin
Subtotal
“Somewhat Conducive”
#/%
Jordan Riley
Deena Franklin
Brenda Vander
Stephanie Donovan
Catherine Johnson
Nancy Nunez
Subtotal
“More Conducive”
#/%

Appreciation Learning
Climate Score
6 of 10
6 of 10
7 of 10

%
60
60
70

3 of 9 facilitators

33% of the sample

8 of 10
9 of 10
9 of 10
10 of 10
10 of 10
10 of 10

80
90
90
100
100
100

6 of 9 facilitators

67% of the sample

As shown in Table 37, in the Appreciation dimension, 3 of 9 facilitators (33%)
scored the learning climate in the “Somewhat Conducive” range (medium grey shading),
and 6 of the 9 (67%) scored it in the “More Conducive” range (dark grey shading). The
results were shared with the facilitators. Below are illustrative excerpts taken from the
interviews. First, I present excerpts from facilitators who scored Appreciation in the
“Somewhat Conducive” range. Second, I present excerpts from facilitators who scored it
the “More Conducive” range (from lowest to highest).
Appreciation—“Somewhat Conducive” and related interview findings. When
asked to comment on the results of their LCS Appreciation score during the one-to-one
interviews, the facilitators who scored the learning climate within the “Somewhat
Conducive” range shared the following:
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Bethany Quigley: I think we are appreciated by each other, definitely.
Appreciation—“More Conducive” and related interview findings. When asked
to comment on the results of their LCS Appreciation score during the one-to-one
interviews, the facilitators who scored the learning climate within the “Somewhat
Conducive” range shared the following:
Jordan Riley: There’s a lot of learning inside the models because you know to
look at the models long enough, they get really finely articulated and I like that
part. But there’s also stuff outside the models that I would also for sure bring in.
Deena Franklin: Just the overall work climate is positive, as far as the learning
goes, yeah, people make themselves available to answer questions.
Stephanie Donovan: One thing I will say about the director is that now anyway, if
he sees you’ve made an improvement he will be pleased. He’s a funny mix of
things, I guess we all are. But if somebody gets bad feedback, he’s fine with new
people getting bad feedback—who probably get good feedback someplace else—
but what he wants to see is next time is not necessarily great feedback, but he
wants to see improvement and that you’ve taken in the feedback. So, I do think
that clearly supports learning. Like if he sees that you’re learning and trying, that
goes a long way with him.
In this dimension, 3 of 9 facilitators scored the learning climate in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range and 6 of 9 scored it in the “More Conducive” range. In addition, there
was variance within the ranges, with scores ranging from 6-7 or 60%-70% (i.e., 1 point or
10%) in the “Somewhat Conducive” range and 8-10 or 80%-100% (i.e., 2 points or 20%)
within the “More Conducive” range. I noticed that the facilitators again spoke about the
many ways they support one another and the positive climate they try to create for the
team. They also spoke about how their learning has evolved from their UBCCP
experiences and their wish for more formal learning opportunities. As they had
previously, the facilitators once again mentioned the director’s growth over the years,
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how they admire his modeling, and how that helps them learn from him; however, this
time they explicitly mentioned their wish that more formal learning opportunities be
made available to them.
These findings are further examined in the Analysis chapter. Specifically, I
looked for connections between the facilitators’ mindset scores, their FOS Self-efficacy
scores, and the scores they gave the director and one another in various categories of the
FES (i.e., Favorable Feedback, Unfavorable Feedback, Source Availability, and Promotes
Feedback Seeking) and how they scored this dimension of the learning climate. Next, I
present the findings for the third dimension, Error-Avoidance.
Learning Climate Scale—Error-Avoidance learning climate. The third
dimension of the LCS is Error-Avoidance (i.e., the level to which the organization
focuses on avoiding mistakes). Table 38 follows the same format as Table 36 above.
As shown in Table 38, in the Error-Avoidance dimension, 4 of 9 (44%)
facilitators scored the climate in the “Somewhat Conducive” range (medium grey
shading) and 5 of 9 (56%) scored it in the “More Conducive” range (dark grey shading).
The results were shared with the facilitators. Below are illustrative excerpts taken from
the interviews. First, I present excerpts from facilitators who scored Error-Avoidance in
the “Somewhat Conducive” range. Second, I present excerpts from facilitators who
scored it the “More Conducive” range (from lowest to highest).
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Table 38
Learning Climate Scale—Error-Avoidance Climate
Facilitator
Stephanie Donovan
Taylor Quentin
Sophie Grant
Bethany Quigley
Subtotal
“Somewhat Conducive”
#/%
Deena Franklin
Catherine Johnson
Brenda Vander
Nancy Nunez
Jordan Riley
Subtotal
“More Conducive”
#/%

Error-Avoidance Climate
Score
8 of 15
8 of 15
9 of 15
9 of 15

53
53
60
60

4 of 9 facilitators

44% of the sample

12 of 15
12 of 15
12 of 15
13 of 15
14 of 15

80
80
80
87
93

5 of 9 facilitators

56% of the sample

%

Error-Avoidance—“Somewhat Conducive” and related interview findings.
When asked to comment on the results of their LCS Error-Avoidance score during the
one-to-one interviews, the facilitators who scored it within the “Somewhat Conducive”
range shared the following:
Stephanie Donovan: I think Error-Avoidance is very high. I think that’s shifted
over time, but I think he really, you know, I think, but were, you know his
reaction to an error was out of scope and not appropriate. I do think there were
times when people didn’t ask him questions.
Sophie Grant: The director is really trying for us to develop our skills. I mean at
the beginning, it made my onboarding extremely challenging because you know
mistakes were not allowed. Everybody was trying to pretend that if there was
something that went wrong, nobody wanted to sort of take the blame, but that’s
changed.
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Bethany Quigley: I think because of all the pressure the director had from the
beginning to make this happen that he’s had, you know, he’s got a pretty tight
ship. And it’s pretty hard to go to any leader and tell them what you think. I work
with other CEOs and other than if they have a really close relationship with
somebody on their leadership team, the rest of them do not voice their feelings
about the leader because it’s dangerous, like why would they do that, it’s a big
risk.
Error-Avoidance—“More Conducive” and related interview findings. When
asked to comment on the results of their LCS Error-Avoidance score during the one-toone interviews, the facilitators who scored it within the “More Conducive” range shared
the following:
Nancy Nunez: I was more avoiding making mistakes, just because there was a lot
of tension coming from the director and two team members. Eventually it worked
itself out. So, I think just that the change in him, the change in us as a team makes
him less stressed. So, the more we support each other and attend to the things that
are not on his radar. That’s part of the learning climate, so that we can be free to
learn and have the conversations we’re having.
Jordan Riley: When there was just more stress in the system, you saw more of
that behavior. I thought people hadn’t had enough practice runs or enough
delivery runs. So, there was some anxiety around making mistakes.
I thought a couple of big mistakes were made that were well handled by the
director and by my peers. So that helps a lot, but that’s really been nice to watch
that go down.
In this dimension, 4 of 9 facilitators scored the learning climate in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range and 5 of 9 scored it in the “More Conducive” range. In addition, there
was variance within the ranges, with scores ranging from 8-9 or 53% to 60% (i.e., 1 point
or 7%) in the “Somewhat Conducive” range and 12-14 or 80% to 93% (i.e., 2 points or
13%) within the “More Conducive” range. Interestingly, in this dimension, the facilitators
shared remarkably similar responses across the ranges. First, they spoke about the early
challenges of the learning climate, specifically referencing the tension coming from the
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director (and other members of the team) and the high stakes of ensuring mistakes were
not made. Second, they referenced how much the climate has improved. Third, they
mentioned how despite the improvement, facilitators still worried about making mistakes
and, therefore, had reservations about seeking feedback because they were so negatively
affected in the past. These findings aligned with what was learned in the literature review,
i.e., “We suggest that two context variables, the perceived level of task interdependence
and the perceived psychological safety in the team, will influence peer feedback seeking
when a boss is present” (DeStobbeleir, Ashford, & Zhang, 2019, p. 5). I was curious
about what I might notice when I compared facilitator mindset, feedback orientation
(particularly in the Feedback Self-Efficacy dimension), and feedback environment scores
(particularly in the Promotes Feedback Seeking category), with the LCS Error-Avoidance
dimension scores and related interview responses. These data are further examined in the
Analysis chapter. Next, I present the findings for the Overall LCS scores.
Learning Climate Scale—Overall score. The Overall score was comprised of
the facilitators’ scores in each of the three dimensions of the LCS. In Table 39, Column 1
provides the individual facilitator’s names. The facilitators are listed by how they scored
the overall learning climate (from lowest score to highest score). Column 2 provides the
individual facilitator’s scores (i.e., # out of a possible 40). Column 2 also provides
subtotals (#/%) for each range. Column 3 provides the percentages.
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Table 39
Learning Climate Scale—Overall Score
Facilitator

Overall Score

%

Sophie Grant

23 of 40

58

Bethany Quigley

26 of 40

65

Taylor Quentin

29 of 40

72

Stephanie Donovan

29 of 40

73

4 of 9 facilitators

44% of the sample

30 of 40

75

Nancy Nunez

30 of 40

75

Catherine Johnson

33 of 40

82

Jordan Riley

33 of 40

82

Brenda Vander

34 of 40

85

Subtotal
“Somewhat Conducive”
#/%
Deena Franklin

Subtotal
“More Conducive”
#/%

5 of 9 facilitators

56% of the sample

As shown in Table 39, the Overall scores indicated that 4 of 9 (44%) facilitators
scored the overall learning climate in the “Somewhat Conducive” range (medium grey
shading) and 5 of 9 (56%) scored it in the “More Conducive” range (dark grey shading).
The results were shared with the facilitators. Illustrative excerpts taken from the
interviews are presented below. First, I present excerpts from facilitators who scored it in
the “Somewhat Conducive” range. Second, I present excerpts from facilitators who
scored it in the “More Conducive” range (from lowest to highest).
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Overall score—“Somewhat Conducive” and related interview findings. When
asked to comment on the results of their LCS Overall score during the one-to-one
interviews, the facilitators who scored it within the “More Conducive” range shared the
following:
Sophie Grant: It’s, you know, improved, but I would still say it’s not where it
could be. It’s a sort of, it goes up and down. There have been several instances
where the director says something and then actually just opposite, and it’s just not
fair. And we often don’t get to know that we were going to teach until the week
before. Definitely not conducive to learning. When we talk about best practices,
we’re just, we’re open about—it’s really about learning and sort of. So that for me
has been a high point in the last year. The director is really trying for us to
develop our skills. That’s a high point.
Bethany Quigley: I just think there’s a history of not really saying, “You know,
might be helpful if you did this.” He does it with us all the time, though, when
people are teaching. He gives a whole lot out and I hate to sound like it’s not
helpful, it is helpful. I do mentor and I do help offline because I don’t want him to
hear it and start talking with them about it. And maybe get into some kind of, you
know, him taking over because it makes them, you know, I can think of a couple
of faculty members that got very anxious over all that kind of stuff. I don’t want
to say, “Let’s have the director engage with us all the time, right?” That’s what
I’m saying. I don’t want him to feel like he’s not—that people need a ton of user
engagement; they don’t. My definition is that the climate has a continuous sort of
learning, you know, engagement where the energy is energetic for us to engage
together one hundred percent of the time as learners. Not as in this role of putting
together papers and running around looking at things. We need help so that we
can actually be engaged in learning and supporting each other’s learning. And I
can’t support somebody on how they’re doing if I’m not in the room, or I’m in the
back of the room counting papers out to put on desks.
Overall score—“More Conducive” and related interview findings. When asked
to comment on the results of their LCS Overall score during the one-to-one interviews,
the facilitators who scored it within the “More Conducive” range shared the following:
Deena Franklin: It was like a disregard for the people that the director created
kind of an uptight environment, you know, that was not conducive to learning. It
was really just more conducive to protecting oneself. Overall work climate is
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positive, as far as the learning goes. Yeah, people make themselves available to
answer questions or if you want to take them into the hall and ask questions
during the class. The other facilitators are really willing to come out into the hall
and talk.
Catherine Johnson: I’m impatient. So, it’s like you got to do it a bunch of times.
So, the risk aversion built in makes it hard to experiment. There’s also safety built
in, in a sense that the director gives people. It’s almost like an invisible scaffold to
how they start facilitating which is like he’s figured out how to give you the less
risky pieces to do first, which is really helpful. So, on the positive side, it’s like
you don’t get thrown in and have to do the whole thing. It’s like he’ll give you the
breakout group and then you get to make your mistakes in the small pond. And
then you get to do a module in front of the room. Then he has a sense of like what
module it would fit with. And then you get feedback from there and then you get
to do more. So, I think that’s a good strategy to balance Error-Avoidance and
learning climate. That’s what I would say. I think the thoughtful assignments
improve the learning climate which otherwise would be pretty intense on the error
avoidance.
Brenda Vander: I would say many of us are really good at learning and taking
feedback and growing and developing and we appreciate it, I think that’s
what’s surprising to me a little bit, maybe is like error avoidance. Maybe my
interpretation or how I would summarize is it is that we try to avoid making errors
as much as possible, and you know is that a good thing or is that not a good thing?
How effective are we at learning?
Overall, 4 of 9 facilitators scored the learning climate in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range and 5 of 9 scored it in the “More Conducive” range. In addition, there
was variance within the ranges, with scores ranging from 23-29 or 58% to 73% (i.e.,
6 points or 15%) in the “Somewhat Conducive” range and 30-34 or 75% to 85% (i.e.,
4 points or 10%) within the “More Conducive” range. Interestingly, although the
facilitators repeatedly said the learning climate had improved and was now more positive,
they expressed many frustrations in their interview responses. They repeatedly referenced
angst around making mistakes, frustration with the lack of formal opportunities to learn
and grow, frustration with feedback delivery and timing, and an overall sense that things
could be much improved if they could spend their time learning with and from one
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another instead of performing administrative tasks. I was curious about what I might
notice when I compared LCS overall scores from facilitators with a “Growth with Some
Fixed” mindset vs. scores from facilitators with a “Strong Growth” mindset. I was also
curious about connections I might find among the facilitators’ Overall LCS scores and
their overall FOS and overall FES scores. These data are further examined in the
Analysis chapter. Next, I present the Summary of Findings from the Learning Climate
Scale and related interview data.
Summary of findings: Learning Climate Scale and related interview data.
The results showed that there was variance in all three dimensions and in the Overall
score, with scores falling in either the “Somewhat Conducive” or “More Conducive”
range in each dimension (the most of all the assessments). The major findings of the
assessment data and the related interview responses were that the facilitators’ mindsets
and feedback orientations (e.g., how much they value feedback, and their commitment to
learning and growing) appeared to influence how they experienced the UBCCP learning
climate. Moreover, the challenges that currently exist (e.g., time constraints,
psychological safety, administrative demands, etc.) may be hindering the mindset shifts
required to promote feedback receptivity. These findings were aligned with the
assumptions of this study, Research Question 2 (Environment and Feedback Receptivity)
and what was learned in the literature review, i.e., “by creating an environment where it
is psychologically safe to ask colleagues questions and advice, managers may reduce
some of the perceived image costs to typically deter feedback seeking” (DeStobbeleir et
al., 2019, p. 17). These data are further examined in the Analysis chapter. I now present
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the summary findings from the two context-focused assessments and related interview
data.
Overall Summary of Findings Emerging from the
Two Context-focused Assessments and Related Interview Data
The results from the two context-focused assessments (in addition to the results of
the two self-focused assessments previously provided to the facilitators) were used to
inform the facilitators’ responses to the related interview questions aligned with Research
Question 2 (Environment and Feedback Receptivity). When I compared the Overall
results of the FES to the Overall results of the LCS, I found that most of the facilitators
scored both the feedback environment and the learning climate in the “More Conducive”
range. Despite the similarity in the Overall scores, however, the findings and related
interview responses indicated that differences existed between how the facilitators were
experiencing the feedback environment and how they were experiencing the learning
climate. Specifically, although most (8 of 9) facilitators scored the Overall feedback
environment as “More Conducive,” fewer facilitators (5 of 9) scored the learning climate
as “More Conducive.” These findings aligned with the assumptions of the study and
Research Question 2 (Environment and Feedback Receptivity), i.e., that environmental
factors influence the interplay between an individual’s mindset and feedback orientation
as well as the way they experience the feedback environment and the learning climate.
Lastly, the findings appeared to indicate that the facilitators have similar ideas
about Research Question 2 (Environment and Feedback Receptivity). Specifically, for the
feedback environment, three categories of the FES appeared to be at play for the director
and co-facilitators. The two categories they had in common were source availability (i.e.,
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how often feedback is provided) and promotes feedback seeking (i.e., how facilitators
feel about seeking feedback in this setting). The third category for the director was
favorable feedback (i.e., how often positive feedback is provided); and the third category
for the co-facilitators was unfavorable feedback (i.e., how often negative feedback is
provided). These findings indicated that the director gave some, but not a lot, of positive
feedback, and that the co-facilitators did not give each other unfavorable feedback. What
I inferred from the findings is that if the undertaking of providing unfavorable feedback
were a shared responsibility between the director and the facilitators, then perhaps the
director would have more space to find balance and provide the positive feedback the
facilitators are missing.
For the learning climate, the three themes that emerged were psychological safety,
time (i.e., untimely feedback, tight schedules, and lack of time for formal learning
opportunities), and the value placed on relationships. These findings indicated that
although the facilitators felt the Overall learning climate was positive, they shared similar
feelings about the need to enhance it. What I inferred from these findings was that the
facilitators were craving more formal learning and professional development
opportunities (in which timely feedback is provided) as a means of supporting one
another and building on the psychological safety required for them to continue to grow
and do their best work. These summary findings, along with the summary findings for
Section 1 (i.e., the two self-focused assessments and related interview responses), were
used to inform the findings in Section 3 below and are further examined in the Analysis
chapter. Next, I present the findings based on the facilitators’ responses to Research
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Question 3 (When Shifts in Mindset Occur). No assessments were used to inform this
question.
Section 3: Findings Emerging from Related Interview Data:
When Shifts in Mindset Have Occurred
This study explored potential connections between feedback and shifts in an
individual’s mindset. Specifically, the third area of inquiry focused on when facilitators
of adult learning in the UBCCP perceived that shifts in their mindset were likely to occur.
Although no assessment was used to inform this question, the facilitators were invited to
make meaning of their results on the four assessments they took in service of this study
(as described in Sections 1 and 2 above) and to make connections to their experience as
members of the UBCCP team.
In this section, I present the findings gleaned from the related one-to-one
interviews. First, I present the facilitators’ responses related to when they perceived shifts
in their mindsets that led to feedback receptivity were most likely to occur. Second, I
present their responses related to when they perceived shifts in their mindsets were least
likely to occur. The facilitators’ responses are presented based on their mindset scores
(from lowest to highest). I begin with the responses from the facilitators who scored
within the “Growth with Some Fixed” mindset range, followed by responses from the
facilitators who scored within the “Strong Growth” mindset.
One-to-One Related Interview Data Findings:
When Have You Been Most Likely to Experience a Shift in Your Mindset?
After discussing the results of each of the four assessments with the facilitators, I
asked them to reflect on what they had learned and to use that insight to inform the
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following question: “Based on the high-/low-point experiences you mentioned earlier,
can you identify when you think you are most likely to have experienced a shift in your
mindset in this team facilitation setting?” The question was aligned with Research
Question 3 (When Shifts in Mindset Occur).
“Growth with Some Fixed” Mindset and related interview findings. When
asked to comment on their perceptions of when shifts in their mindsets were most likely
to occur, facilitators who scored within the “Growth with Some Fixed” mindset range
shared the following:
Deena Franklin: When I’m at an optimal point for receiving it is when I remind
myself that people are taking the time and giving their attention to, to really tell
me what the feedback is. That they value the relationship and they value my
participation. I think that’s when it does increase that kind of growth mindset for
me.
Jordan Riley: We took advantage of the end-of-the-day debriefs for years. The
program ends at 4:30 and by 4:45 there’s laughter within the room. That was
always the best time. And then in our staff meetings at the end of the actual day.
“Strong Growth” Mindset and related interview findings. When asked to
comment on their perceptions of when shifts in their mindsets were most likely to occur,
facilitators who scored within the “Strong Growth” mindset range shared the following:
Bethany Quigley: When I ask for it, when I felt awkward doing something, like
the timing was off for me. My own personal way in front of the room, not the
slide deck or all that, but for me when I said to the director, I feel like I need some
help in front of the room at this point in time, would you watch me? He said,
yeah.
Stephanie Donovan: I think I’m receptive to feedback, I’m always interested in
feedback. Other times work well or easier because you have more space to sort of
plan how will I. So, it’s like timing on both sides, like give me enough time to
take in the feedback that I can plan adjustment. Or, if the circumstance just
doesn’t allow the space for that time, then have empathy for that, you know, that
context.
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Taylor Quentin: I can be more receptive when it’s socialized better. Like when
the director sat down with me and spent some time with me. That’s useful, the
one-on-ones, but we know they’re very rare. Or before you go in, before—the
preparation is optimal—as opposed to after the incident. Show and tell is useful.
Catherine Johnson: A high point was just to hear about that scaffolding that like,
this is intentional. The director said, “We’ve done this by trial and error.” And it’s
like first, you get the small groups and then we think of a module that fits with
your experience and you do that right and then we see what the participant
feedback is and then you keep doing that one and then you get another one. And
he said, there’s a whole logic for you, which is to like learn by steps and also for
the programs so everyone can rotate like you don’t ever want to have one person
like own the module, like you want us to all be flexible. That was a high point just
because knowing is better than not knowing. That influenced my mindset because
then it’s like kind of something to strive for. It’s like, oh well, if I just take the
feedback and improve this, then I can move to the next step.
Nancy Nunez: When my feet are grounded, I can’t process too much information
at the same time. So, I need to try it and get my own personal feedback and know
what it is.
Sophie Grant: What really helped me is the first time I had gotten a very negative
review and somebody just didn’t like my energy, what helped me was the
following day, we actually had scheduled one of the team meetings on Zoom and
I shared out that it actually hit me. I can only process it and apply it if I have time
in between. I know the director’s point that if it’s too long before we forget about
it, we don’t read it, and I get that, but I think a week before and then also to get it
consistently. I am strongly oriented towards growth mindset, so I don’t think that
there’s anything that shifted my mindset, but what definitely would have had a big
impact and maybe more in terms of the feedback is the director’s shift in how he
approaches the team. You know enlarge my awareness around. The director sort
of sharing more about mindsets and then I read it and went through the new
research, so just bringing it up in the team.
One theme that emerged for all the facilitators was the value they placed on
relationships. For example, when asked to comment on when they were most likely to
experience shifts in mindset that lead to feedback receptivity, both facilitators with
“Growth with Some Fixed” mindsets talked about their connections to others. The
facilitators with “Strong Growth” mindsets also referenced relationships; interestingly,
4 of 7 specifically referenced the director. A second theme that emerged was timing, i.e.,
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having adequate time to internalize feedback. A third theme referenced a personal
value—their commitment to learning, i.e., foundations in adult learning. The fourth
theme that emerged was how much they valued feedback. These data are further
examined in the Analysis chapter.
One-to-One Related Interview Data Findings:
When Have You Been Least Likely to Experience a Shift in Your Mindset?
After discussing the results of each of the four assessments with the facilitators, I
asked them to reflect on what they had learned and to use that insight to inform the
following question: “Based on the high-/low-point experiences you mentioned earlier,
can you identify when you think you are least likely to have experienced a shift in your
mindset in this team facilitation setting?” The questions were aligned with Research
Question 3 (When Shifts in Mindset Occur).
“Growth with Some Fixed” Mindset and related interview findings. When
asked to comment on their perceptions of when shifts in their mindsets were least likely
to occur, facilitators who scored within the “Growth with Some Fixed” mindset range
shared the following:
Deena Franklin: When I don’t understand it, when it’s not making sense to me, I
can go, “That doesn’t, you know, that doesn’t jive with my experience. That is not
helpful to me. I don’t know what to do with what you’re telling me and that scares
me that I don’t know how to use what I’m being told.” What could be helpful is to
have such a trusting environment or trust of the other person that I would be able
to say, you know, “I’m sorry, I really don’t understand what you’re saying to me.
I have a different point of view, but I want to understand yours, but my own point
of view is clouding my ability to see yours.”
Jordan Riley: So many times, there are constraints about time, time, and time
limits and on teaching days I can’t do anything else. Not too much between actual
sessions. We’re always having tasks to do. So that was the question, is there a
time when we are least likely to be receptive to it? Well, least likely? I don’t
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know about that, I’d still be receptive, but there’s so much work to do, and stuff
that doesn’t happen.
“Strong Growth” Mindset and related interview findings. When asked to
comment on their perceptions of when shifts in their mindsets were least likely to occur,
facilitators who scored within the “Strong Growth” mindset range shared the following:
Bethany Quigley: Not helpful when the director runs up and interrupts and takes
over. Sometimes I’d be like—this is so insulting. But he’s changed a lot, stuff like
that.
Stephanie Donovan: When there’s feedback in the moment—now go back in the
game and try to act it out right then—then it’s more incumbent on the feedback
giver to be empathetic about you. I think it’s harder when you’re being asked to
change midstream. You know, it’s like when you’re asking somebody based on
your feedback to do something differently in the next hour, that’s a time to pay
attention to how you’re giving feedback. That’s the difficult side.
Taylor Quentin: The least helpful is getting comments in writing, all the thoughts
on our program evaluations about everybody’s performance.
Nancy Nunez: I like to experience it and then I learn from that, and then the
outside perceptions help but too much feedback before I do it, I’m just in a spin.
So, having the experience first helps me. If I’m beating myself up, that’s
something—it’s not a time to pile it on. Let me figure it out myself.
Sophie Grant: One thing I can definitely tell you is for me personally really
difficult and not very helpful is to receive the written results of the participant
feedback from the day before because I take it very serious, even though
sometimes there are things that once somebody said, in the moment, it hits me
hard so I just need a little time to process. When it’s a lot that comes at you, and I
think it would be helpful for myself and some colleagues to share that with him.
To get that earlier on.
Brenda Vander: I think sometimes it can feel like it’s never good enough for the
director—or the program will never be good enough. And I appreciate that
because I love to learn and grow but then there’s also kind of just, oh, can we just
kind of celebrate and enjoy and maybe rest and be at peace for a little bit and have
more appreciation? I kind of feel mixed sometimes about it.
The overarching theme that emerged from the one-to-one interviews, when the
facilitators were asked to comment on when they were least likely to experience shifts in
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mindset that lead to feedback receptivity, centered around feedback delivery. For
example, multiple facilitators spoke about the pressure around expectations to
immediately act upon feedback, without being given time to process and/or internalize it.
Others spoke about how difficult it was to receive feedback many weeks or months after
the program ended.
One difference I noticed was that the facilitators with “Growth with Some Fixed”
Mindsets spoke about personal limitations, i.e., “When I don’t know what to do with it,
that scares me” and “On teaching days, I can’t do anything else,” while the facilitators
with “Strong Growth” Mindsets shared suggestions about what would help them in these
situations. These data aligned with previous findings cited in Section 1 (i.e., two selffocused assessments and related interview data) and Section 2 (i.e., two context-focused
assessments and related interview data). Specifically, facilitators with lower mindset
scores tended to acknowledge challenges, while facilitators with higher mindset scores
provided solutions to challenges.
Summary of Findings Emerging from the Interview Data Related to
Research Question 3 (When Shifts in Mindset Occur)
This section presented findings based on the data obtained from the facilitators’
one-to-one interview responses related to Research Question 3 (When Shifts in Mindset
Occur). First, the facilitators were asked to identify when they were most likely to have
experienced a shift in their mindset in this team facilitation setting. Second, they were
asked to identify when they were least likely to have experienced a shift in their mindset.
Illustrative excerpts from the one-to-one interviews were then presented by the
facilitators’ mindset scores (from least to greatest).
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Interestingly, when I compared the responses to both “when” questions (i.e., least
likely and most likely), the facilitators shared similar themes. Specifically, they identified
the following four factors as ones that can promote and/or hinder when shifts in mindset
leading to greater feedback receptivity occur: (1) feedback delivery (i.e., how feedback is
provided); (2) feedback timing, i.e., when feedback is provided, and time (or lack of
time) provided to process and act upon it; (3) relationships, i.e., trusting spaces and
transparency promote growth mindsets and feedback receptivity—versus fear, threat of
disappointing, and not living up to expectations—hinder shifts in mindsets that lead to
feedback receptivity; and (4) opportunities (or lack of opportunities) allotted to
promoting and nurturing one’s professional growth, i.e., commitment to continuous
learning and improvement. I also noticed that depending on their mindset ranges, the
facilitators’ responses had similar qualities to the responses they shared in Section 1 (selffocused) and Section 2 (context-focused). Specifically, facilitators with “Growth with
Some Fixed” Mindsets cited challenges but did not offer solutions, whereas the
facilitators with “Strong Growth” Mindsets shared challenges and offered suggestions for
improvement.
Lastly, the major findings of Section 3 appeared to indicate that although the
facilitators’ mindsets and feedback orientations seemed to influence the way they
experienced the UBCCP learning climate, other important and relevant factors were also
at play. Specifically, in addition to the four environmental factors the facilitators
identified as promoting/hindering feedback receptivity above, additional themes
consistently emerged that appear to be aligned with the facilitators’ core values: (1) the
tremendous importance that the facilitators placed on their relationships with the director
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and with one another; (2) their commitment to continuous learning and growth; and
(3) their respect for the “work” which they referred to as “mission-driven.” (Interestingly,
these themes were repeatedly referenced by the facilitators when I asked them at the
beginning of the interviews what excited them about being on the team.) These findings
were aligned with the assumptions of the study and Research Question 3 (When Shifts in
Mindset Occur), and what was learned in the literature review, i.e., that “learning in
teams is driven by interpersonal perceptions and concerns, and that a lack of
psychological safety can inhibit experimenting, admitting mistakes, or questioning
current team practices” (Edmondson, 1999, pp. 350-383). These data are further
examined in the Analysis chapter.
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Chapter VI
ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA

This chapter focuses on highlighting similarities and differences by data source
between and among the nine UBCCP facilitators who made up this study’s sample. As
noted earlier, the facilitators responded to four assessments (i.e., [1] the Mindset Quiz;
[2] the Feedback Orientation Scale—FOS; [3] the Feedback Environment Scale (FES);
and [4] the Learning Climate Scale—LCS), and that one of those assessments (the FES)
provided two data points, i.e., one score for the director (Part A) and one for the cofacilitators (Part B). For clarity, in this chapter, the facilitators’ results are referred to with
“N = 5” notation to reflect the five data points generated by the four assessments.
The major findings from Chapter V (based on assessment results and related
interview responses) revealed three natural clusters that emerged from the data. Cluster 1
represents the 3 facilitators who scored in the high range for all 5 data points (i.e., N = 5).
Cluster 2 represents the 2 facilitators who scored in the high range for 4 of 5 data points
(i.e., N = 4). Cluster 3 represents the 3 facilitators who scored in the high range for 3 of 5
data points (i.e., N = 3), and one facilitator who scored in the high range in 2 of 5 data
points (i.e., N = 2).
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Table 40 displays each facilitator’s overall score on each of the 4 assessments
(including Part A and Part B of the FES) to guide the reader through this chapter as I
analyze the data in more detail within and across assessments and related interview data.
The facilitators are listed by cluster. Column 1 provides the individual facilitator’s name.
Column 2 provides the facilitator’s Mindset score. Column 3 provides the Total Feedback
Orientation score. Column 4 provides the Overall Feedback Environment score for the
director. Column 5 provides the Overall Feedback Environment score for the cofacilitators. Column 6 provides the Overall Learning Climate score. (Scores that fell
within the “More Conducive” range are shown in dark grey shading, scores in the
“Somewhat Conducive” range are shown in medium grey.) Again, note that the third
assessment (i.e., FES) is the only one that includes 2 data points, resulting in a total of 5
data points, from 4 assessments.
As shown in Table 40, 3 facilitators of the UBCCP fell within Cluster 1; 2 fell
within Cluster 2; and 4 fell within Cluster 3. To analyze these data, each assessment is
examined more deeply by cluster and by category and/or dimension.
This chapter is organized in four sections. Section 1 presents the 2 self-focused
assessment results (i.e., Mindset Quiz and Feedback Orientation Scale) along with related
interview data within and across clusters. These analyses aligned with Research Question
1, What factors do facilitators of adult learning perceive influence the interplay between
their individual mindsets and their ability to be feedback receptive? (For easy reference,
RQ1 is shortened throughout the chapter to Mindset and Feedback Receptivity).
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Table 40
Facilitator Total/Overall Assessment Results by Cluster
FES
FES
LCS
Overall Score
Overall Score
Facilitator
Score
(Director)
(Co-Facilitators)
#/%
#/%
#/%
CLUSTER 1 (Facilitators scoring in the high range in 5 of “N = 5”)
Nancy
25
109
202
173
30
Nunez
83%
91%
90%
77%
75%
Catherine
25
110
197
210
33
Johnson
83%
92%
88%
94%
83%
Brenda
30
116
183
189
34
Vander
100%
97%
82%
84%
85%
CLUSTER 2 (Facilitators scoring in the high range in 4 of “N = 5”)
Deena
18
98
171
174
30
Franklin
60%
82%
76%
78%
75%
Stephanie
24
113
167
213
29
Donovan
80%
94%
75%
95%
73%
CLUSTER 3 (Facilitators scoring in the high range in 3 (or less) of “N = 5”)
Jordan
21
107
160
168
33
Riley
70%
89%
71%
75%
83%
Sophie
29
118
180
155
23
Grant
97%
98%
80%
69%
58%
Bethany
22
102
174
155
26
Quigley
73%
85%
78%
69%
65%
Taylor
24
109
151
142
29
Quentin
80%
91%
67%
63%
72%
Mindset
Score
#/%

FOS Total
Score
#/%

Section 2 presents the 2 context-focused assessments results (i.e., Feedback
Environment Scale and Learning Climate Scale) and related interview data within and
across clusters. These analyses aligned with Research Question 2, What environmental
factors do facilitators of adult learning perceive influence the interplay between their
individual mindsets and their ability to be feedback receptive? (For easy reference, RQ2
is shortened throughout the chapter to Environment and Feedback Receptivity).
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Section 3 presents the facilitators’ interview responses within and across clusters.
These analyses aligned with Research Question 3, When do facilitators of adult learning
perceive that shifts in their mindset are most likely to occur? (For easy reference, RQ3 is
shortened throughout the chapter to When Shifts in Mindset Occur). No assessments were
used to inform this question.
Section 4 presents the summary analysis and interpretation of the findings across
all the assessments and related interview responses and focuses on similarities and
differences among the three clusters.
Section 1: Analysis and Interpretation by Cluster of Findings Emerging from the
Two Self-focused Assessment Results and Related Interview Data
This study explored the potential interplay between each facilitator’s mindset,
feedback orientation, and feedback receptivity. I begin by presenting the findings of the
2 self-focused assessments and related interview responses. Recall that in Chapter IV, the
results of the Mindset Quiz revealed that all facilitators fell within the higher ranges of
the continuum, i.e., 2 facilitators scored in the “Growth with Some Fixed” mindset range,
and 7 scored in the “Strong Growth” mindset. None of the facilitators scored in either the
“Strong Fixed” mindset or “Fixed with Some Growth” mindset ranges. In addition, the
results of the Feedback Orientation Scale showed that all facilitators fell within the
“More Adept” at receiving and using feedback range, with slight differences.
The detailed analysis of the 2 self-focused assessment results and related
interview data revealed the following similarities and differences. First, the sample was
largely consistent, with all facilitators having mindset scores that fell in the high range
(i.e., 22% scored in the “Growth with Some Fixed” mindset range, and 78% scored in the
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“Strong Growth” mindset range). Specifically, in Cluster 1, all three facilitators scored in
the “Strong Growth” mindset range; in Cluster 2, one scored in the “Growth with Some
Fixed” mindset range and one scored in the “Strong Growth” mindset range (representing
50% of the facilitators in this cluster, respectively); and in Cluster 3, one facilitator
scored in the “Growth with Some Fixed” mindset range (or 25% of this cluster) and three
scored in the “Strong Growth” mindset range (or 75%).
Second, although all 9 facilitators had Total FOS scores that fell in the “More
Adept” at receiving and using feedback range, the data revealed an important insight, i.e.,
in one FOS dimension, the facilitators scored differently, i.e., “Feedback Self-Efficacy.”
Specifically, three facilitators (one from each cluster) scored in the “Somewhat Adept” at
receiving and using feedback range (i.e., Nancy Nunez in Cluster 1; Deena Franklin in
Cluster 2; and Taylor Quentin in Cluster 3).
Third, a clear majority of the facilitators across clusters (or 78% of the sample)
shared similar profiles, with at least one co-facilitator on the 2 self-focused assessments.
Specifically, (1) Nancy Nunez in Cluster 1 and Taylor Quentin in Cluster 3 both had
“Strong Growth” mindsets, both had FOS scores that fell in the “More Adept” at
receiving and using feedback range in 3 of 4 FOS dimensions (i.e., “Utility,”
“Accountability,” and “Social Awareness”) as well as Total, and both scored in the
“Somewhat Adept” range in the remaining FOS dimension (i.e., “Feedback SelfEfficacy”); and (2) Catherine Johnson and Brenda Vander in Cluster 1, Stephanie
Donovan in Cluster 2, and Bethany Quigley and Sophie Grant in Cluster 3 all had
“Strong Growth” mindsets and all scored in the “More Adept” range in all four FOS
dimensions as well as Total.
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Finally, although the remaining 2 facilitators (22%) were somewhat similar in that
they both had a “Growth with Some Fixed” mindset, their profiles were unique because
Jordan Riley in Cluster 3 scored in the “More Adept” range in all FOS dimensions as
well as Total, whereas Deena Franklin scored in the “More Adept” range in 3 of 4 FOS
dimensions (i.e., “Utility,” “Accountability,” and “Social Awareness”) as well as Total
and in the “Somewhat Adept” range in the remaining FOS dimension (i.e., “Feedback
Self-Efficacy).
Below, I provide a granular look at the nuanced similarities and differences
outlined above among the facilitators’ two self-focused assessment results and related
interview data, by assessment and Cluster. The analysis and interpretation of the findings
that follow in this subsection start with Cluster 1 (i.e., within-cluster analysis for
facilitators with “N = 5”). Then, I present the analysis and interpretation of the findings
for Cluster 2 (i.e., within-cluster analysis for those facilitators with “N = 4”). Next, I
present the analysis and interpretation of the findings for Cluster 3 (i.e., within-cluster
analysis for those with “N = 3” or “N = 2”). Finally, I present an analysis and
interpretation of the findings for all three clusters (i.e., across-cluster analysis) supported
by what was learned in the literature review. I begin with Cluster 1.
Cluster 1: Three Facilitators Scoring in the High Range on
All Five Data Points Across Four Assessments (N = 5)
The three facilitators in this cluster scored in the high range in 5 of “N = 5,”
which is why all their scores in Table 40 above are displayed in dark grey. In this
subsection, the results of the two self-focused assessments (i.e., Mindset Quiz and FOS)
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are presented. In addition to the facilitators’ Total Mindset score and Total FOS score, in
Table 41, the facilitators’ scores in each of the FOS dimensions are displayed as follows.
Column 1 provides the individual facilitators’ names, which are listed by Mindset
score (from lowest to highest), Column 2 provides the facilitators’ Mindset score, out of a
possible 30 points. (Recall that Mindset scores fall within four ranges and these
facilitators all scored within the highest range, i.e., “Strong Growth”). Column 3 provides
the facilitators’ Total FOS score out of a possible 120 points. Columns 4-7 provide the
facilitators’ scores in each of the four FOS dimensions out of a possible 28 or 30 points,
as noted. Scores falling within the “More Adept” range are shown in dark grey, scores
falling within the “Somewhat Adept” range are shown in medium grey. These data and
related analyses aligned with RQ1 (Mindset and Feedback Receptivity).
Table 41
Comparison of Mindset and Feedback Orientation Scores for Facilitators with “N = 5”
Facilitator

Nancy
Nunez

Catherine
Johnson

Brenda
Vander

Mindset
Score
Strong
Growth
25
(83%)
Strong
Growth
25
(83%)
Strong
Growth
30
(100%)

Total
FOS
Score

FOS
Utility

FOS
Accountability

FOS
Social
Awareness

FOS
Feedback
Self-Efficacy

109 of 120
(91%)

30 of 30
(100%)

29 of 30
(97%)

29 of 30
(97%)

21 of 30
(70%)

110 of 120
(92%)

27 of 30
(90%)

28 of 30
(93%)

28 of 30
(93%)

27 of 30
(90%)

116 of 120
(97%)

30 of 30
(100%)

30 of 30
(100%)

29 of 30
(97%)

27 of 30
(90%)
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As shown in Table 41 above, although all facilitators in this cluster had “Strong
Growth” mindsets and Total FOS results in the “More Adept” range, only one outlier
(Nancy Nunez) scored in the “Somewhat Adept” range in one FOS dimension, i.e.,
Feedback Self-Efficacy (shown in medium grey). It is important to note that despite this
one lower score, this facilitator’s Total FOS score fell within the “More Adept” range.
During the one-on-one interviews, I asked the facilitators to think about a “low-point”
and a “high-point” experience as a team member of the UBCCP and to reflect on the role
their mindset and feedback orientations played in their feedback receptivity in these
situations. Illustrative excerpts are presented below:
Nancy Nunez
Low Point: Sometimes I get in my own way because I care about the client
experience and if we’re not focusing on that because we’re making a point or
something—my go-to is how do we first attend to the client experience and give
them the information they need.
High Point: How I get out of that is I look at the bigger picture. It’s not just about
what I’m focused on, it’s about what the overall is, and to balance that with
others. So you manage, you learn your edges to soften them for and be able to see
the world from…. That’s how I do it because my choice is to be part of this team
and that’s how the team is doing it.
Catherine Johnson
Low Point: I think when I first got feedback about “you have to hand out the
sheets in this way, in this order, and you have to write the camera numbers down
in this way,” I felt like my initial resistance was like “that’s not important.” And it
was like, I can’t do that anyway. What helped me through it actually was an
experience that I had from another part of my life. And that made me realize that
it’s reversible. I had to find a way of translating it for myself. So, I think it was a
reframe with the feedback part of it.
High Point: It’s a little bit like I don’t know people always wanted to be a teacher
or a doctor. It’s like you always wanted to do it. Which is helpful, I think. A
mindset thing that helps me is to focus on the goal, not just my performance.
Brenda Vander
Low Point: I felt like I was disappointing, and I felt like maybe he was angry and
so I got scared. I immediately started feeling down and also a bit upset. So, it just
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took me out of that mindset. But then when it happened again, I reframed it for
myself and I said, you know, he really cares and wants us to do well in this
program so the students have the best experience possible. He also cares about me
and really wants me to learn, so I shifted my perception of his intentions because
we had a conversation after that and discussed it.
High Point: I knew the students would be experiencing this material for the first
time and other colleagues would be there, and I said, “I could be scared,
controlled, rigid, or I could go in floating with confidence. And I know that I do
have to do a certain amount of preparation. So, I paid attention to that and I paid
attention to my breathing, my body posture, I was just very in tune with the
biofeedback of the experience as well. And so I got up and I had command and
confidence and I was floating and I was able to go through the materials in a very
fluid manner, and it was clear and concise and had all of what the director was
looking for so the feedback was great.
Within-Cluster 1 analysis and interpretation of findings. Interestingly,
although the 3 facilitators referenced personal and unique low-point and high-point
experiences, they shared similar insights into the influence of their mindset and feedback
orientation on feedback receptivity. Further, although one facilitator (Nancy Nunez) had
a slightly lower score in the “Feedback Self-Efficacy” dimension of the FOS, her “Strong
Growth” mindset enables her to think about feedback in the same ways as the 2 other
facilitators in this cluster. Specifically, their mindset and feedback orientations empower
them to identify and overcome challenges that exist in the feedback environment because
they are able to take the “balcony view,” referred to in Section 1, and take actions that
allow them to be more feedback-receptive.
Regarding mindset, these facilitators demonstrated the ability to take a “balcony
view” of each situation by focusing on the bigger picture; and the ability to take actions
that ensured they approached their work from perspectives that empower them to be as
effective as possible.
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Regarding feedback orientation, the facilitators once again shared similar insights.
They all talked about how much they learned from their low- and high-point experiences
(utility). They all demonstrated the ability to articulate exactly what was getting in their
way (accountability). They all referenced how they were being affected by, and affecting,
others (social awareness). Lastly, they all referenced specific actions they took to ensure
they stayed in a growth mindset (feedback self-efficacy).
The analysis and interpretation of the data supported the facilitators’ assessment
results and related interview responses, addressed RQ1 (Mindset and Feedback
Receptivity), and were substantiated by what was learned through the literature review
i.e., that individuals’ mindsets help determine the goals they set as well as their cognitive,
affective, and behavioral responses. Specifically, “implicit theories may cognitively
orient individuals toward different ways of understanding their experiences and the ways
in which these different interpretations of experience can guide different reactions”
(Dweck et al., 1995, p. 322).
Cluster 2: Two Facilitators Scoring in the High Range in Four of Five Data Points
Across Four Assessments (N = 4)
The two facilitators in this cluster scored in the high range in 4 of “N = 5.” Thus,
in Table 40 above, each facilitator in Cluster 2 has one score displayed in medium grey. In
this subsection, the results of the two self-focused assessments (i.e., Mindset quiz and
FOS) are presented. These data and related analyses aligned with RQ1 (Mindset and
Feedback Receptivity). Table 42 follows the same format as Table 41 above.
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Table 42
Comparison of Mindset and Feedback Orientation Scores for Facilitators with “N = 4”
Mindset
Score

Facilitator
Deena
Franklin

Stephanie
Donovan

Growth with
some Fixed
18
(60%)
Strong
Growth
24
(80%)

Total
FOS
Score

FOS
Utility

FOS
Accountability

FOS
Social
Awareness

FOS
Feedback
Self-Efficacy

98 of 120
(82%)

29 of 30
(97%)

25 of 30
(83%)

29 of 30
(97%)

15 of 30
(50%)

113 of 120
(94%)

30 of 30
(100%)

29 of 30
(97%)

29 of 30
(97%)

25 of 30
(83%)

As shown in Table 42 above, 1 facilitator scored in the “Growth with Some
Fixed” mindset range, and 1 scored in the “Strong Growth” mindset range. In addition,
both facilitators’ Total FOS scores fell within the “More Adept” at receiving and using
feedback range. There were differences, however, with one facilitator scoring in the
“Somewhat Adept” range in the FOS Self-Efficacy dimension (the same outlier as in the
previous cluster). It is important to note that despite this one lower score, this facilitator’s
Total FOS score fell within the “More Adept” range. During the one-on-one interviews, I
asked the facilitators to think about a low-point and a high-point experience as a team
member of the UBCCP and to reflect on the role their mindset and feedback orientations
played in their ability to accept feedback in these situations. Illustrative excerpts are
presented below:
Deena Franklin
Low Point: What comes to mind is that we have to create Excel spreadsheets and
you know, I said at first, I can’t do this, it’s beyond me. It’s too intimidating. I ‘m
not going to be able to do it, and then I just said to myself, well you know, give it
a try. Just move forward and see what happens. You know, so that’s what I did.
And I asked for help and that helped. I challenged the assumption I had that I
couldn’t learn it and so that may not be true, you know?
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High Point: When we run the breakout sessions, I have a sense that I can improve
them, you know, that I can do better at them. And my colleague, who does them
really well, I was asking her about how she does it and got ideas from her and
from X. And I think I’ve improved.
Stephanie Donovan
Low Point: I would have sort of just accepted that reality earlier.
High Point: I think the growth mindset is the belief that people can change.
There’s an optimism, there’s a belief in evolution, there’s you, know a sense that
we can learn from our experience. So, I think it’s about the behaviors that come
from those beliefs that are the most important. It’s hard for me to stay fixed
because that’s my core way of thinking about things. What helps me stay there is
my work. I think so much change happens underground and I’m very privileged
in hearing people struggle with making behavioral changes. I see that there’s
often a lot of reflection or change or there’s more complexity within us than our
outward behavior may present.
Within-Cluster 2 analysis and interpretation of findings. The interview
responses of these 2 facilitators aligned with their assessment results, as they shared
different insights when discussing their unique low- and high-point experiences.
Specifically, while discussing mindset, the facilitator who scored in the “Growth with
Some Fixed” mindset and “More Adept” FOS ranges first talked about her own
limitations (even sharing the self-doubt conversation she was having with herself during
her low-point experience). Then she spoke about how she redirected herself so that she
could overcome the challenge. The facilitator who scored in the “Strong Growth”
mindset and “More Adept” FOS ranges talked about a colleague she felt was not
changing, and simultaneously spoke about how she addressed this challenge by
purposefully working toward staying in a growth mindset herself.
Similarly, when discussing feedback orientation, although both facilitators’ total
FOS scores fell in the “More Adept” range, the difference in the “Feedback SelfEfficacy” dimension shed light on the complex interplay that exists between mindsets,
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feedback orientations, and feedback receptivity. Specifically, the facilitator who scored in
the “Somewhat Adept” range in the “Feedback Self-Efficacy” dimension talked about
reaching out to colleagues for guidance and support after grappling with self-doubt,
whereas the facilitator with FOS scores in the “More Adept” range in all four dimensions
talked about the actions she takes when faced with challenges.
The analysis and interpretation of these data aligned with the facilitators’
assessment results and related interview responses, addressed RQ1 (Mindset and
Feedback Receptivity), and were substantiated by what was learned in the literature
review, i.e., that individuals with strong growth mindsets and high feedback orientations
are comfortable receiving feedback, and they appreciate, value, and seek out feedback
because they see it as a tool they can use to continue growing and developing.
Specifically, “a growth mindset allows each individual to embrace learning, to welcome
challenges, mistakes, and feedback, and to understand the role of effort in creating talent”
(Dweck, 2009, p. 7). Next, I present the analysis and interpretation of the findings for
Cluster 3.
Cluster 3: Three Facilitators Scoring in the High Range in Three of Five Data Points
Across Four Assessments (N = 3) and One Facilitator Scoring in the High Range
in Two of Five Data Points Across Four Assessments (N = 2)
The 4 facilitators in this cluster scored in the high range in 3, or 2, of “N = 5.”
That is why in Table 40 above, 3 facilitators in Cluster 3 have 2 scores displayed in
medium grey and 1 facilitator has three scores displayed in medium grey. In this
subsection, the results of the 2 self-focused assessments (i.e., Mindset quiz and FOS) are
presented. Table 43 follows the same format as Table 42 above, with one exception, i.e.,
although Sophie Grant had a higher mindset score than Taylor Quentin, her results were
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presented beneath Bethany Quigley’s to highlight their similar results across the 2 selffocused assessments. These data and related analyses aligned with RQ1 (Mindset and
Feedback Receptivity).
Table 43
Comparison of Mindset and Feedback Orientation Scores for Facilitators with “N = 3”
or “N = 2”

Facilitator
Jordan
Riley
Bethany
Quigley
Sophie
Grant
Taylor
Quentin

Mindset
Growth with
some Fixed
21
(70%)
Strong Growth
22
(73%)
Strong Growth
29
(97%)
Strong Growth
24
(80%)

Total
FOS
Score

FOS
Utility

FOS
Accountability

FOS
Social
Awareness

FOS
Feedback
Self-Efficacy

107 of 120
(89%)

30 of 30
(100%)

26 of 30
(87%)

27 of 30
(90%)

24 of 30
(80%)

102 of 120
(85%)

26 of 30
(87%)

25 of 30
(83%)

27 of 30
(90%)

24 of 30
(80%)

118 of 120
(98%)

30 of 30
(100%)

30 of 30
(100%)

30 of 30
(100%)

28 of 30
(93%)

109 of 120
(91%)

30 of 30
(100%)

30 of 30
(100%)

30 of 30
(100%)

19 of 30
(63%)

As shown in Table 43 above, in this cluster, 1 of 4 facilitators in Cluster 3 scored
in the “Growth with Some Fixed” mindset range (or 25%), while 3 of 4 scored in the
“Strong Growth” mindset range (or 75%). In addition, all 4 facilitators’ FOS Total scores
fell within the “More Adept” range, with differences, i.e., 1 facilitator scored in the
“Somewhat Adept” in the “Self-Efficacy” dimension. Interestingly, this was the same
dimension cited as an outlier in the two previous clusters. Once again, despite the lower
score in this one dimension, the facilitator’s Total FOS score fell within the “More
Adept” range. During the one-on-one interviews, I asked the facilitators to think about a
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low-point and a high-point experience as a team member of the UBCCP and to reflect on
the role their mindset and feedback orientations played in their ability to accept feedback
in these situations. Illustrative excerpts are presented below:
Jordan Riley
Low Point: There are some things that are fixed. My understanding of brain
theory is that this is real malleable. This is really the neocortex is highly plastic.
Those are the ones that stay grooved and of course the emotion work is often deep
under the neocortex. I’m a big believer in development and I understand it’s
limits. I came to the program with a fixed mindset. Here, there was a different set
of models being used about adult development. I had different ways of going
about it and I stayed pretty fixed with that. What I eventually came to, I don’t
know how long it took me to do that, is there’s so many ways of doing this. This
model is as good as you can get for not having a big personal development piece
underneath it. And so, I came to appreciate what the UBCCP had and changed my
mindset about it. The growth mindset really helped me when I saw early on,
didn’t take me hardly any time at all, to see the UBCCP had some superior pieces
to its models. It didn’t take me long to say, oh this is better than I’ve seen before,
or this is better. So that was fun—new ways of thinking about coaching.
High Point: When the students get to present their papers, that became a favorite
part, watching the students come forth with their own thinking and probably a half
of the students really dig into a topic. The other half, it’s okay for a first time and
they did well for being busy, busy, businesspeople. That part became a really big
endorsement for a while. This academic approach has some real creativity that I
like to be a part of.
Bethany Quigley
Low Point: It’s hard to get to know each other unless you make an effort. Time
together is a challenge, just to be a team, just to spend time with each other. You
have to be able to do that. I mean we function pretty well without it. My challenge
is to make sure I have the time to get to know people. I’m not going to change the
system, so I changed myself to shift my mindset and have expectations for that.
Yeah, and not let that bother me. My mindset is, a lot of stuff in the program is
not changeable, so I don’t really care.
High Point: I’m trying to think of an example because when you’re teaching and
stuff, you better be, I guess I’m in a growth mindset when I’m mentoring. Rather
than being sort of judgmental…. Sometimes I mean, I’m like, first of all let it go.
Saying, I complete believe s/he was worth the effort…. I don’t ruminate about it,
if I get some one person say crappy things about me. I used to in the beginning of
the program. And now I’m just like I mean, I consider the source.
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Sophie Grant
Low Point: I mean mindset plays a huge role, as we all know.
High Point: It’s not about looking for mistakes, but it’s looking for what can be
done better, right? So, it’s always sort of wanting to improve and I definitely have
that mindset. And you know I switched from fixed to growth mindset basically
asking myself, okay what can I learn out of this? And what I came to was that I
can’t learn that much because it wasn’t my fault, because I can make mistakes,
that that’s not mine. And I absolutely don’t agree with it. But this was my dream
to be at the UBCCP. I’ll give it another chance. The ability of being able to
actually take myself out and sort of go to the meta level and look at it from there
and just have, it’s basically having more degrees of freedom. It was liberating
because you just have more options.
Taylor Quentin
Low Point: A participant gave me some feedback and he said I was very negative
and almost shutting him down and that wasn’t really a coach and how can I be in
this program. He went off on me a little bit and so that went against basically my
philosophy. I think he did not read my intent, nor did I really read him and during
the session, he never showed any signs that he was upset. That put me on the
defensive. Yeah, and it put me at war with this person, a little bit and it shut me
down. To me it felt like more of a personal attack than feedback. So, it kind of
didn’t leave me very open to feedback at that point.
High Point: When I’m designing things in the program and its very interactive.
You know there’s a lot of playfulness with the work, I get a lot of good feedback.
It’s been informative and so that’s where I feel like, oh my contribution can be
added and integrated and grown into this program. I think I’ve evolved over time
to be able to welcome the back end and understanding contextually in a larger
broader system and that system may not be just the organizational system but also
within each person’s developmental capacity and capability. Overall, I developed
a huge passion for it and a better contextual variation of that. I’ve become less
reactive to it and I’m able to kind of test assumptions and get behind some of the
comments.
Within-Cluster 3 analysis and interpretation of findings. The interview
responses of the 4 facilitators in this cluster regarding their mindset and feedback
orientations aligned with their assessment results. For example, the only facilitator who
scored in the “Growth with Some Fixed” Mindset and “More Adept” range of the FOS
shared a unique perspective as s/he spoke about her/his background and beliefs, and how
s/he had come into the program with a fixed mindset. S/he also spoke about how some
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people have less capacity to change than others and then shared insights into how s/he
has learned to overcome being in a fixed mindset. The remaining three facilitators scored
in the “Strong Growth” mindset and “More Adept” range of the Total FOS; however,
there were differences, with one facilitator scoring in the “Somewhat Adept” range in the
FOS “Feedback Self-Efficacy” dimension.
Interestingly, while sharing low- and high-point experiences, the 2 facilitators
with a “Strong Growth” mindset and “More Adept” range scores in all dimensions of the
FOS spoke about similar frustrations (i.e., with colleagues), and then spoke about how
they have learned to work purposefully toward staying in a growth mindset. The
remaining facilitator (i.e., the one with a “Strong Growth” mindset and FOS scores in the
“More Adept” range in 3 of 4 dimensions and Total—with the exception of “Feedback
Self-Efficacy”) spoke about a different challenge (i.e., with a program participant). Then,
like her/his co-facilitators in this cluster, s/he spoke about how s/he had learned to
overcome when s/he finds her/himself in a fixed mindset.
The analysis and interpretation of these data aligned with the facilitators’
assessment results and related interview responses, addressed RQ1 (Mindset and
Feedback Receptivity), and were substantiated by what was learned in the literature
review—specifically, “that individuals who adopt a learner vs. judger mindset are
empowered with personal choice and that switching from judger to learner opens our
mind to see solutions and possibilities that might not otherwise be evident” (Adams et al.,
2004, p. 114). I now present the analysis and interpretation of the Mindset and Feedback
Orientation assessment results and related interview responses across the three clusters
described in detail above.
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Across-Cluster analysis of findings from the two self-focused assessments and
related interview data. After closely examining the facilitators’ 2 self-focused
assessment results and related interview responses across the 3 clusters, the data revealed
the following similarities and differences at the individual level.
First, all 9 facilitators had Mindset scores that fell in the high range of the
continuum, i.e., 2 (22%) scored in the “Growth with Some Fixed” Mindset range, and 7
(78%) scored in the “Strong Growth” mindset range. Specifically, in the first cluster, all
facilitators scored in the “Strong Growth” mindset range; in the second cluster, 1 (50%)
scored in the “Growth with Some Fixed” mindset range and 1 (50%) scored in the
“Strong Growth” mindset range; and in the third cluster, 1 (25%) scored in the “Growth
with Some Fixed” mindset range and 3 (75%) scored in the “Strong Growth” mindset
range.
Second, all 9 facilitators had Total FOS scores in the “More Adept” range;
however, there were differences (i.e., 3 facilitators scored in the “Somewhat Adept”
range in the FOS Feedback Self-Efficacy dimension—Nancy Nunez in Cluster 1, Deena
Franklin in Cluster 2, and Taylor Quentin in Cluster 3).
Third, 7 (78%) facilitators shared similar profiles across clusters on the 2 selffocused assessments. Specifically, (1) Nancy Nunez in Cluster 1 and Taylor Quentin in
Cluster 3 both had “Strong Growth” mindset scores and scored in the “More Adept”
range in 3 of 4 FOS dimensions (the exception being “Feedback Self-Efficacy”) as well
as Total; (2) Catherine Johnson and Brenda Vander in Cluster 1, Stephanie Donovan in
Cluster 2, and Bethany Quigley and Sophie Grant in Cluster 3 all had “Strong Growth”
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mindsets and all scored in the “More Adept” range in all 4 FOS dimensions as well as
Overall.
Fourth, although the remaining 2 (22%) facilitators were somewhat similar in that
they both had a “Growth with Some Fixed” mindset, their profiles were unique because
Jordan Riley in Cluster 3 scored in the “More Adept” range in all FOS dimensions as
well as Total, whereas Deena Franklin scored in the “More Adept” range in 3 of 4 FOS
dimensions (i.e., “Utility,” “Accountability,” and “Social Awareness”) as well as Total
and in the “Somewhat Adept” range in the remaining FOS dimension (i.e., “Feedback
Self-Efficacy”).
Finally, the data revealed that although 3 facilitators (across clusters) scored
similarly in the “Somewhat Adept” range in the “Feedback Self-Efficacy” FOS
dimension, they had different profiles from one another (i.e., Deena Franklin was the
only one with a “Growth with Fixed” mindset and “Somewhat Adept” FOS Self-Efficacy
dimension score). Jordan Riley was the only one with a “Growth with Fixed Mindset”
and “More Adept” FOS scores in all dimensions. Finally, Nancy Nunez was the only
facilitator with a “Strong with Some Fixed” mindset and “Somewhat Adept” FOS SelfEfficacy.
The across-cluster analysis and interpretation of the 2 self-focused assessments
and related interview responses further exposed the complexity of the data. Specifically,
the data showed that although the facilitators appeared more similar than different in
mindset and feedback orientation across clusters (i.e., all scoring in the high ranges
overall in each of the assessments), there was one subcomponent with variance
(Feedback Self-efficacy). Interestingly, this variance was represented in all three clusters.
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As “Feedback self-efficacy refers to an individual’s perceived competence to
interpret and respond to feedback appropriately,” (Linderbaum & Levy, 2010, p. 1378)
this was an important finding as it shed light on why facilitators with similar mindsets
and feedback orientations appeared to be experiencing the feedback environment and
learning climate differently (explored in detail in Section 2 on page 232). Specifically,
“People are more apt to exhibit particular behaviors if they believe they can and if they
believe they have control over exhibiting the behaviors” (Linderbaum & Levy, 2010, p.
1378).
The analysis and interpretation supported the facilitators’ assessment results and
addressed RQ1 (Mindset and Feedback Receptivity). Further, they were substantiated by
what was learned in the literature review, i.e., that an individual’s mindset and feedback
orientation frame the way individuals experience and respond to challenges and
opportunities because they influence what individuals believe they are capable of. Next, I
present the findings of the first context-focused assessment (Feedback Environment
Scale—FES—both for the director and the co-facilitators) and related interview
responses by the three natural clusters that emerged from the data.
Section 2: Analysis and Interpretation by Cluster of Findings Emerging from the
Two Context-focused Assessment Results and Related Interview Data
The second area of inquiry focused on the environmental factors that facilitators
of adult learning in the UBCCP perceive influence their mindsets and feedback
receptivity. As noted earlier, in this chapter, I explore the facilitators’ results across the 4
assessments (via the 5 data points from the 4 assessments). In this subsection, I present
the findings of the 2 context-focused assessments and related interview responses.
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Specifically, the Feedback Environment Scale (which provided 2 data points, 1 for the
director and 1 for the co-facilitators), and the Learning Climate Scale
I begin with the first context-focused assessment findings, i.e., the Feedback
Environment Scale (FES), first for the director (Part A) and then for the co-facilitators
(Part B); this is followed by the second context-focused assessment, i.e., the Learning
Climate Scale (LCS). Relevant interview responses are presented after each assessment
table. First, I present the analysis and interpretation of the findings for Cluster 1 (i.e.,
within-cluster analysis for facilitators with “N = 5”). Then, I present the analysis and
interpretation of the findings for Cluster 2 (i.e., within-cluster for those facilitators with
“N = 4”). Next, I present the analysis and interpretation of the findings for Cluster 3 (i.e.,
within-cluster for those with “N = 3” or “N = 2”). Finally, I present an analysis of the
findings for all three clusters (i.e., across-clusters).
Context-focused Assessment #1: Feedback Environment Scale (FES)
In this subsection, I present the findings of the first context-focused assessment,
the Feedback Environment Scale (FES), and related interview data. Recall this
assessment asked 64 questions in the following 7 categories: (1) “Source Credibility”
(i.e., how reliable a facilitator feels the source of feedback is); (2) “Feedback Quality”
(i.e., how useful a facilitator feels the feedback is); (3) “Feedback Delivery” (i.e., how a
facilitator feels about the manner in which feedback is provided); (4) “Favorable
Feedback” (i.e., how often positive feedback is provided); (5) “Unfavorable Feedback”
(i.e., how often negative feedback is provided); (6) “Source Availability” (i.e., how often
feedback is provided); and (7) “Promotes Feedback Seeking” (i.e., how facilitators feel
about seeking feedback in this setting). Also recall the FES provided two sets of data (1
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for the director and 1 for the co-facilitators). I begin with the FES results and related
interview responses for the director. presented by the 3 natural clusters that emerged from
the data.
FES results and related interview data analysis for the director (Part A). The
detailed analysis of the 3 clusters for the FES (director) revealed some similarities and
differences in the sample. Specifically, data revealed the majority of the facilitators were
positively experiencing the feedback environment (for the director). Specifically, there
were similarities in the “Total Feedback Environment” scores and in 5 FES categories, as
follows: 7 facilitators (or 78% of the sample) scored the “Total Feedback Environment”
in the “More Conducive” range, while 2 (or the remaining 22%) scored in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range. In addition, the facilitators unanimously (100%) scored “Source
Credibility” and “Unfavorable Feedback” categories in the “More Conducive” range; a
significant number of facilitators (or 89% of the sample) scored the “Feedback Quality”
category in the “More Conducive” range; a notable number of facilitators (or 78%)
scored the “Feedback Delivery” category in the “More Conducive” range; and a majority
of facilitators (56%) scored “Promotes Feedback Seeking” in the “More Conducive”
range.
In addition, a notable number of the facilitators (78%) scored “Source
Availability” (i.e., how often feedback is provided) in the “Somewhat Conducive” range.
Finally, the data revealed the greatest difference among the facilitators in the way they
appeared to be experiencing the “Favorable Feedback” category (i.e., 22% scoring it
“More Conducive,” 56% scoring it “Somewhat Conducive,” and 22% scoring it “Less
Conducive”).
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Below, I provide a detailed look at the nuanced similarities and differences
outlined above among the facilitators’ FES (director) assessment results and related
interview data, by Cluster. The analysis and interpretation of the findings that follow in
this subsection start with Cluster 1 (i.e., within-cluster analysis for facilitators with “N =
5”). Then, I present the analysis and interpretation of the findings for Cluster 2 (i.e.,
within-cluster analysis for those facilitators with “N = 4”). Next, I present the analysis
and interpretation of the findings for Cluster 3 (i.e., within-cluster analysis for those with
“N = 3” or “N = 2”). Finally, I present an analysis and interpretation of the findings for
all three clusters (i.e., across-cluster analysis) supported by what was learned in the
literature review. I begin with Cluster 1.
Cluster 1: Three facilitators scoring in the high range on all assessments
(N = 5)—FES Part A (director). In this subsection, the FES results (for the director)
and related interview responses are presented for the 3 facilitators who fell within
Cluster 1 (N = 5, high on all data points). In addition to the facilitators’ “Total
Feedback Environment” score, in Table 44, the facilitators’ scores in each of the FES
categories are displayed as follows. Column 1 provides the individual facilitator’s
name. Column 2 provides the “Total Feedback Environment” score (out of a possible
224 points). Columns 3-9 provide the scores in each of the 7 FES categories (out of a
possible 28 or 35 points, as noted). Scores falling in the “More Conducive” range are
shown in dark grey, and scores in the “Somewhat Conducive” range are shown in
medium grey.
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Table 44
Comparison of Feedback Environment Scale Scores (Director) for Facilitators
with “N = 5”

Total

Source
Credibility

Feedback
Quality

Feedback
Delivery

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Nancy
Nunez

202 of 224
(90%)

35 of 35
(100%)

35 of 35
(100%)

31 of 35
(89%)

Catherine
Johnson

197 of 224
(88%)

35 of 35
(100%)

Brenda
Vander

183 of 224
(82%)

35 of 35
(100%)

Facilitator

35 of 35
(100%)

35 of 35
(100%)

Source
Availability

Promotes
Feed-back
Seeking

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

28 of 28
(100%)

22 of 28
(79%)

23 of 35
(66%)

28 of 28
(100%)

33 of 35
(94%)

23 of 28
(82%)

24 of 28
(86%)

24 of 35
(68%)

23 of 28
(82%)

27 of 35
(77%)

18 of 28
(64%)

27 of 28
(96%)

24 of 35
(69%)

17 of 28
(61%)

Favorable Unfavorable
Feedback Feedback

As shown in Table 44 above, although all the facilitators in this cluster scored the
“Total Feedback Environment” for the director in the “More Conducive” range, there
were inconsistencies. Specifically, 2 facilitators appeared to be experiencing the feedback
environment more positively and in the same way, i.e., both scoring the “Total Feedback
Environment” and the same 6 of 7 categories (i.e., “Source Credibility,” “Feedback
Quality,” “Feedback Delivery,” “Favorable Feedback,” “Unfavorable Feedback,” and
“Promotes Feedback Seeking” in the “More Conducive” range); and scoring the
remaining category (i.e., “Source Availability”) in the “Somewhat Conducive” range.
One facilitator appeared to be experiencing the feedback environment less positively,
scoring the “Total Feedback Environment” and 4 of 7 categories (i.e., “Source
Credibility,” “Feedback Quality,” “Feedback Delivery,” and “Unfavorable Feedback”) in
the “More Conducive” range, yet scored the remaining 3 categories (i.e., “Favorable
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Feedback,” “Source Availability,” and “Promotes Feedback Seeking”) in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range.
During the one-on-one interviews, I asked the facilitators to think about a lowpoint and high-point experience as a team member of the UBCCP and to reflect on the
role the feedback environment played in their feedback receptivity in these situations.
Illustrative excerpts are presented below:
Nancy Nunez
Low Point: The director is just so busy that it’s hard to get. And when I do want
it, I don’t need it often, but when I do, it’s not usually quick.
High Point: I think the current situation is very supportive. The first time was a
few years ago and different team members, you know, this one didn’t think that
one should be on the team. I don’t want to work with that one, there was a little of
that going on, so that’s not the case now.
Catherine Johnson
Low Point: It’s hard to set up time in between, but that’s okay. One thing I’ve had
to get used to is the director over explaining. I feel like I’ve gotten so used to it
that now I also do it, which I have to dial back a little bit. Sometimes that hinders
my ability because I check out, like I get bored listening to the explanation.
Again, it’s well meant, but sometimes I’ve heard it and I’ve heard it.
High Point: I work with three senior people and the director is one of them who
have kind of similar profiles and then they’re kind of like big thinkers and
sometimes have trouble coming down to earth. And when I think about all three
of them, the Director is the one who actually works on it. He knows he’s not
perfect, but it’s like a commitment, where I think the other two are still wonderful
people and I actually don’t mind that style so I’ll just ask them. I have trust, but
sometimes they’re in their own head and I think they make maybe less of an effort
than the director to work on it.
Brenda Vander
Low Point: I’ve had to learn through experience that the director is not available
when I want him to be available. He’s even like for instance, we put on the
calendar to have lunch and a conversation about my development and growth, and
he ended up booking a vacation and forgot and then asked me to reschedule and
when I put out dates, he doesn’t respond to my email. I think we as a team have
said in our way to one another and to him that we want more in terms of feedback
communication, a relationship with him, but he’s limited interested. It takes a lot
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of energy and effort to navigate the environment in a way that makes it
sustainable.
High Point: The director told me that I did great and it showed up in the ratings as
well.
Within-Cluster 1 analysis and interpretation of findings. Although the
3 facilitators in this cluster referenced personal and unique low-point and high-point
experiences, they shared similar insights into the environmental factors they perceived
influence feedback receptivity, i.e., they all scored the “Total Feedback Environment” in
the “More Conducive” range, and they all scored “Source Availability” in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range. In addition, although one facilitator (Brenda Vander) scored the
director in the “Somewhat Conducive” range in 3 FES categories (i.e., “Favorable
Feedback,” “Source Availability,” and “Promotes Feedback Seeking”), her “Total
Feedback Environment” score fell in the “More Conducive” range.
Interestingly, when these facilitators spoke about their individual low-point
experiences, the following similarities emerged. They all referenced “Source
Availability” as less than optimal. Recall that Steelman et al. (2004) operationalized
“Source availability” as the “perceived amount of contact an employee has with his or her
supervisor and the ease with which feedback can be obtained” (p. 167). However, all
facilitators communicated an understanding of why the director was less available than
they would like. Once again, they all shared strategies they use to compensate.
The facilitators’ comments aligned with their “Strong Growth” mindsets and high
feedback orientation scores and provided insight into how those two factors influenced
the way they have been able to adapt to the complex feedback environment of the
UBCCP. My analysis and interpretation of the data are that the facilitators in this cluster
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have experienced the perspective transformation required to promote greater feedback
receptivity (evidenced by their “N = 5”). Specifically:
when individuals hold an incremental theory of important external attributes (and
view the attributes as being in need of improvement), then, we predict, they will
tend to adopt “development” goals toward those attributes. Development goals
can be viewed as the general case of learning goals: Improvement of valued
attributes or mastery of valued tasks or situations is sought. (Dweck & Leggett,
1988, p. 268)
These data supported an assumption of this study, i.e., that an interplay exists between an
individual’s mindset and feedback orientation and the way they experience the feedback
environment. Next, I present the analysis and interpretation of the findings for Cluster 2.
Cluster 2: Two facilitators scoring in the high range in four of five data points
across four assessments (N = 4)—FES Part A (director). In this subsection, the
Feedback Environment Scale results (for the Director) are presented for the 2 facilitators
who fell within Cluster 2 (N = 4). These data and related analyses align to RQ2
(Environment and Feedback Receptivity). Table 45 follows the same format as Table 44
above.
Table 45
Comparison of Feedback Environment Scale Scores (Director) for Facilitators
with a “N = 4”

Facilitator

Total
Score #
(%)

Source
Feedback Feedback
CrediQuality Delivery
bility
Score #
(%)

Favorable
Feedback

Unfavorable
Feed-back

Source
Availability

Promotes
Feed-back
Seeking

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Deena
Franklin

171 of 224 29 of 35 31 of 35
(76%)
(83%)
(89%)

32 of 35
(91%)

16 of 28
(57%)

23 of 28
(82%)

22 of 35
(63%)

18 of 28
(64%)

Stephanie
Donovan

167 of 224 35 of 35 35 of 35
(75%)
(100%) (100%)

27 of 35
(77%)

18 of 28
(64%)

25 of 28
(89%)

12 of 35
(34%)

15 of 28
(54%)
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As shown in Table 45 above, both facilitators in this cluster appeared to be
experiencing the feedback environment similarly. For example, they both scored the
“Total Feedback Environment” and the same 4 of 7 FES categories (i.e., “Source
Credibility,” “Feedback Quality,” “Feedback Delivery,” and “Unfavorable Feedback”) in
the “More Conducive” range; and they both scored the same two categories (i.e.,
“Favorable Feedback” and “Promotes Feedback Seeking”) in the “Somewhat Conducive”
range. Their scores differed in one category (i.e., “Source Availability”), with one
facilitator (Deena Franklin) scoring in the “Somewhat Conducive” range and one
facilitator (Stephanie Donovan) scoring in the “Less Conducive” range.
During the one-on-one interviews, I asked the facilitators to think about a lowpoint and high-point experience as a team member of the UBCCP and to reflect on the
role the feedback environment played in their feedback receptivity in these situations.
Illustrative excerpts are presented below:
Deena Franklin
Low Point: When we get formal feedback from the participants after the front-end
or the back-end intensive, it’s so long. There’s such a long lag period that it’s hard
to remember back to when we had the week.
High Point: It’s a study in the environment being kind of like almost like a
community of feedback. Meaning that others are getting feedback that kind of
helps the environment.
Stephanie Donovan
Low Point: Early on, I think I was a lot less into personally sensitive about the
way he gave feedback and a lot less calm, just in general. I think there was a real
fear environment early on, whereas now I think there’s a much more positive
climate. A very positive climate.
High Point: It’s a challenging environment because it was even more so earlier
because it is so public. He would give a lot of feedback in the moment and then
want you to enact it in the next moment which is very high-stakes. I think what
really helped me was if I felt overwhelmed or intimidated by the volume of
feedback and the openness of it, I felt like, well I want to keep getting better, I’ll
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try it and I think that just really served me so I think I had a strong locus of
control, you know. I want to use this and then that helped me, but I think the
environment has shifted from one that I think was high challenge/low support to
more of a balance.
Within-Cluster 2 analysis and interpretation of findings. The 2 facilitators in
this cluster referenced personal and unique low-point and high-point experiences and
shared different insights. For example, when they spoke about their individual low-point
experiences, the facilitator with a “Growth with Some Fixed” mindset (Deena Franklin)
referred to her frustration with the delay in getting feedback, whereas the facilitator with
a “Strong Growth” mindset (Stephanie Donovan) spoke about how much she has grown,
thereby demonstrating self-awareness and self-efficacy. Their comments aligned with
their assessment data results as they appeared to be experiencing the feedback
environment (for the director) in subtly different ways (i.e., scoring the “Total Feedback
Environment” and the same 4 FES categories in the “More Conducive” range; and the
same three FES categories in lower ranges.)
These data provided insight into how the facilitators’ mindset and feedback
orientations influenced the way they experience the feedback environment of the UBCCP
(for the director). Specifically, the facilitator with a “Strong with Some Fixed” mindset
and high feedback orientation referenced the lag in getting feedback (out of her control);
by contrast, the facilitator with a “Strong Growth” mindset and high feedback orientation
(Stephanie Donovan) referenced her “strong locus of control” and how that helps her
remain focused on using feedback to be better (self-efficacy). Next, I present the analysis
and interpretation of the findings for Cluster 3.
The facilitators’ assessment results and related interview responses addressed
RQ2 (Environment and Feedback Receptivity) and were substantiated by what was
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learned in the literature review. Specifically, as posited by Nohl (2015), a disorienting
dilemma does not always trigger an individual’s perspective transformation; rather, it can
be the result of an event(s) someone may not even realize has transformed him or her
until a later point in time.
Cluster 3: Three facilitators scoring in the high range in three of five data
points across four assessments (N = 3) and one facilitator scoring in the high range
in two of five data points across 4 assessments (N = 2)—FES Part A (director). In
this subsection, the results of the Feedback Environment Scale (for the director) are
presented for the 4 facilitators who fell within Cluster 3 (N = 3 or N = 2). These data and
related analyses aligned with RQ2 (Environment and Feedback Receptivity). Table 46
follows the same format as Table 45 above.
Table 46
Comparison of Feedback Environment Scale Scores (Director) for Facilitators with
“N = 3” or “N = 2”

Facilitator

Total
Score #
(%)

Source
UnFeedback Feedback Favorable
Credifavorable
Quality Delivery Feedback
bility
Feed-back

Source
Availability

Promotes
Feed-back
Seeking

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Bethany
Quigley 174 of 224 28 of 35 31 of 35
(78%)
(80%)
(89%)

26 of 35
(74%)

21 of 28
(75%)

24 of 28
(86%)

20 of 35
(57%)

24 of 28
(86%)

180 of 224 35 of 35 35 of 35
(80%)
(100%) (100%)

29 of 35
(83%)

13 of 28
(46%)

27 of 28
(96%)

18 of 35
(51%)

23 of 28
(82%)

160 of 224 31 of 35 20 of 35
(71%)
(89%)
(57%)

22 of 35
(63%)

21 of 28
(75%)

24 of 28
(86%)

17 of 35
(49%)

25 of 28
(89%)

Taylor
Quentin 151 of 224 28 of 35 31 of 35
(67%)
(80%)
(89%)

19 of 35
(54%)

13 of 28
(46%)

25 of 28
(89%)

15 of 35
(43%)

20 of 28
(71%)

Sophie
Grant
Jordan
Riley
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As shown in Table 46 above, although there were similarities among the 4
facilitators in this cluster (i.e., they all scored “Source Credibility” and “Unfavorable
Feedback” in the “More Conducive” range, and they all scored “Favorable Feedback”
and “Source Availability” in the “Somewhat Conducive” or “Less Conducive” ranges),
they appeared to be experiencing the feedback environment differently. Specifically, 2
facilitators (Bethany Quigley and Sophie Grant) appeared to be experiencing the
feedback environment more positively, scoring the “Total Feedback Environment” and
the same 5 of 7 categories (i.e., “Source Credibility,” “Feedback Quality,” “Feedback
Delivery,” “Unfavorable Feedback,” and “Promotes Feedback Seeking”) in the “More
Conducive” range. Bethany and Sophie also reported experiencing the director in the
“Somewhat Conducive” range in the “Source Availability” category, and “Favorable
Feedback” in the “Somewhat Conducive” and “Less Conducive” ranges, respectively.
The two remaining facilitators in this cluster (Jordan Riley and Taylor Quentin)
appeared to be experiencing the feedback environment less positively, scoring the “Total
Feedback Environment” in the “Somewhat Conducive” range. Further, it appeared that
Jordan was experiencing the director more positively than Taylor, as Jordan’s scores in
all 7 FES categories fell within the “More Conducive” or “Somewhat Conducive” ranges.
Specifically, he scored 3 of 7 categories (i.e., “Source Credibility,” “Unfavorable
Feedback,” and “Promotes Feedback Seeking”) in the “More Conducive” range, and the
remaining 4 categories (i.e., “Feedback Quality,” “Feedback Delivery,” “Favorable
Feedback,” and “Source Availability”) in the “Somewhat Conducive” range, while
Taylor’s scores fell within all three ranges. Specifically, Taylor scored 3 categories (i.e.,
“Source Credibility,” “Feedback Quality,” and “Unfavorable Feedback”) in the “More
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Conducive” range, 2 categories (i.e., “Feedback Delivery” and “Promotes Feedback”) in
the “Somewhat Conducive” range, and 2 categories (i.e., “Favorable Feedback” and
“Source Availability”) in the “Less Conducive” range.
During the one-on-one interviews, I asked the facilitators to think about a lowpoint and high-point experience as a team member of the UBCCP and to reflect on the
role the feedback environment played in their feedback receptivity in these situations.
Illustrative excerpts are presented below:
Bethany Quigley
Low Point: The negative part of it, when it is just a whole, you know, dictatorial
part of it. Top down. It’s just the whole feeling sometimes that there’s no room
for other voices, right? And that’s strong feedback. And I just don’t like him
interpreting other people’s feedback because I think that that’s like a big
projection on what he thinks.
High Point: When he talks to me directly, he’s really helped me a lot. When I was
in front of the room. I wouldn’t give it a high because that other stuff gets in the
way.
Sophie Grant
Low Point: When the Director publicly yelled at me that I was not supposed to
answer a question.
High Point: And basically he mentioned all the things that I thought were
important to look at, so that was helpful because I had experienced it myself and
witnessing others how he can be not very constructive, negative, when he gives
you know, without any positive or sometimes its elusive he gives it to the entire
table and you have to figure out a bit. So that was a high point, I was just happy
that I did a good job. Another high point was the Director took the time to have a
phone call with each one of us where he was discussing you know, who gets
located in the coaching engagements with organizations and I appreciated him
taking the time to actually just talk about my performance overall.
Taylor Quentin
Low Point: We get the program evaluations and the Director sends them. He
writes on them—like it’s almost like getting a 360—but we don’t have time to
process and interpret them. They’re given to us often the day before we actually
show up at an event. So the feedback is not timely. That can be a de-motivator
and you don’t really process it and centralize it.
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High Point: In a positive way, I think when I had to deal with either delivering
some new content and the Director contributed to that in terms of how we
structure them. And I think my creativity and experience and then getting positive
feedback and having that adopted and integrated into the program and the way we
teach is a high point.
Jordan Riley
Low Point: Sometimes given my style, it was an over reliance on numbers, it
seemed to me and there could have been more interpersonal. It would lead to
more design changes in the program. Instead, we stuck with the design instead of
altering it and I would have enjoyed more malleability in the inside.
High Point: As the years have gone by, I think the whole feedback environment
has continued to improve and having a mature group of players on the team
relaxed the environment for good feedback.
Within-Cluster 3 analysis and interpretation of findings. The data for this
cluster revealed both similarities and differences across the sample. For example, 2
facilitators (Bethany Quigley and Sophie Grant) appeared to be experiencing the
feedback environment (for the director) more positively, scoring 71% of the FES
categories in the “More Conducive” range, while 2 facilitators (Jordan Riley and Taylor
Quentin) appeared to be experiencing it less favorably, scoring 43% of the FES
categories in the “More Conducive” range (i.e., a substantial 29% favorability gap
between the two groups within this cluster). Interestingly, Bethany and Sophie both had
“Strong Growth” mindsets and high Feedback Orientation scores (in all dimensions),
while Jordan and Taylor had lower self-focused assessment scores. Specifically, Jordan
had a “Growth with Some Fixed” mindset and Taylor scored in the “Somewhat Adept” at
receiving and using feedback range in the FOS “Feedback Self-Efficacy” dimension.
Despite these differences, when these facilitators spoke about their individual
low-point experiences, they all shared similar frustrations with the way the director
provided feedback, citing examples of negative feedback experiences they had in the
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past. Conversely, when they spoke about high points, they all spoke about receiving
positive feedback from the director. These data provided insight into how the facilitators’
mindsets and feedback orientations influenced the way they experience the feedback
environment of the UBCCP (for the director).
The analysis and interpretation addressed RQ2 (Environment and Feedback
Receptivity) and aligned with an assumption of the study, i.e., that an interplay existed
between an individual’s mindset and feedback orientation and the way they experienced
the feedback environment. The facilitators with “Strong Growth” mindsets and high
feedback orientations appeared more equipped to navigate the complex feedback
environment (for the director) of the UBCCP, which empowered them to experience it
more positively. The facilitators with lower mindsets and FOS scores, although still able
to experience the feedback environment (for the director) positively, appeared to be
slightly less confident in navigating the challenges of the complex UBCCP environment
independently. Further, it appeared that although these facilitators seemed to be
experiencing perspective transformation to a degree, they may need help in realizing the
action phase. “Specifically, within an entity theory, the basic attributes that influence
outcomes are perceived to be uncontrollable and therefore perceptions of control over
outcomes are conditional upon the attribute level: The individual will perceive control
only when the relevant attribute level is judged to be high” (Dweck & Leggett, 1988,
p. 268). I now present the analysis and interpretation of the Feedback Environment Scale
results (for the director) across the three clusters described in detail above.
Across-cluster analysis of findings from the Feedback Environment Scale
and related interview data—FES Part A (director). After closely examining the
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facilitators’ FES (director) assessment results and related interview responses across the
3 clusters, the data revealed that the director was positively influencing the feedback
environment for all facilitators, with a majority of the facilitators, i.e., 7 of 9 (or 78%),
scoring the “Total Feedback Environment” in the “More Conducive” range. Specifically,
in Clusters 1 and 2, all of the facilitators (i.e., 5) scored the Total feedback environment
in the “More Conducive” range, while in Cluster 3, 2 (50%) scored it in the “More
Conducive” range, and 2 (50%) scored it in the “Somewhat Conducive” range.
Interestingly, the facilitators with the lower Total Feedback Environment scores (Jordan
Riley and Taylor Quentin) were both in Cluster 3, and both showed the most
inconsistencies across the 7 FES categories.
At the FES category level, the following similarities emerged. First, across all
three clusters, most of the facilitators scored 5 of 7 FES categories in the “More
Conducive” range. Specifically, they unanimously (100%) scored “Source Credibility”
(i.e., how reliable a facilitator feels the source of feedback is) and “Unfavorable
Feedback” (i.e., how often negative feedback is provided) in the “More Conducive”
range. A significant number of facilitators (89% of the sample) scored “Feedback
Quality” (i.e., how useful a facilitator feels the feedback is) in the “More Conducive”
range. An important number of facilitators 7 (78%) scored “Feedback Delivery” (i.e.,
how a facilitator feels about the manner in which feedback is provided) in the “More
Conducive” range. A majority (56%) also scored “Promotes Feedback Seeking” in the
“More Conducive” range.
In addition, a notable number of the facilitators (7 of 8) scored “Source
Availability” (i.e., how often feedback is provided) in the “Somewhat Conducive” range
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(78% of the sample). Finally, the category showing the most difference among the
facilitators was “Favorable Feedback” (i.e., how often positive feedback is provided) with
22% of facilitators scoring in the “More Conducive” range, 46% scoring in the
“Somewhat Conducive” range, and 22% scoring in the “Less Conducive” range.
The interpretation of the data across the clusters was that the director was having
a positive influence on the feedback environment for all facilitators and the facilitators’
mindsets and feedback orientations appeared to be influencing how they managed the
complexity of the UBCCP feedback environment (for the director). Specifically,
“Authentic leadership is positively related to engagement as authentic leaders strengthen
the feelings of self-efficacy, competence and confidence of their followers, as well as the
identification with the leader and the organization, which results in higher levels of
engagement” (Avolio & Gardner, 2005; Gardner, Avolio, Luthans, May, & Walumbwa,
2005).
As a result, not only were all of the facilitators experiencing the director’s
influence positively, but, in addition, it is important to note that a strong majority (78%)
was experiencing it at an optimal level (i.e., “More Conducive”). This interpretation was
supported by the facilitators’ scores in the “Total Feedback Environment” as well as in
5 of 7 FES categories (i.e., “Source Credibility,” “Unfavorable Feedback,” “Feedback
Quality,” “Feedback Delivery,” and “Promotes Feedback Seeking”), as detailed above.
The data showed that much can be learned from the director on how to influence
feedback environments positively, as it is evident that his approach was influencing the
facilitators in a manner that allows all of them to experience the feedback environment
positively (albeit to different degrees). The data also presented an opportunity to enhance
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the feedback environment of the UBCCP further by paying attention to the FES category
that emerged as less than optimal (i.e., “Source Availability” where the majority [78% of
the sample] scored in the “Somewhat Conducive” range). Moreover, in the “Favorable
Feedback” range, there appeared to be a greater degree of difference in the way the
facilitators were experiencing it.
It was also interesting to note that facilitators in all three clusters scored these two
FES categories in the “Somewhat Conducive” range, just as facilitators in all three
clusters scored the FOS “Feedback Self-Efficacy” dimension in the “Somewhat Adept”
range. This analysis supported an assumption of this study, i.e., that an interplay exists
between an individual’s mindset and feedback orientation and the way he or she
experiences the feedback environment. I now present the findings of the FES (Part B for
the co-facilitators) and related interview responses, according to the 3 natural clusters that
emerged from the data.
FES results and related interview data analysis for the co-facilitators (Part
B). The detailed analysis of the 3 clusters for the FES (Co-facilitators) revealed some
similarities and differences in the sample. For example, the data revealed that although all
of the facilitators appeared to be positively experiencing the feedback environment (for
co-facilitators), two-thirds of the facilitators were experiencing it more positively.
Specifically, 6 facilitators (67% of the sample) scored the “Total Feedback Environment”
in the “More Conducive” range, while 3 (the remaining 33%) scored it “Somewhat
Conducive.” Further, the facilitators unanimously scored “Source Credibility” in the
“More Conducive” range; significantly, 8 (89%) scored “Feedback Quality” and
“Feedback Delivery” in the “More Conducive” range; notably, 6 (67% of the sample)
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scored “Favorable Feedback” in the “More Conducive” range and “Source Availability”
in the “Somewhat Conducive” range.
In addition, the following differences emerged. First, the facilitators appeared to
be divided in how they were experiencing the “Promotes Feedback Seeking” category as
5 (56% of the sample) scored it in the “More Conducive” range, while 4 (44% of the
sample) scored it in the “Somewhat Conducive” range. Second, the data revealed that the
FES category with the lowest facilitator scores across the sample, i.e., “Unfavorable
Feedback,” also showed the most inconsistencies with 3 (33% of the sample) scoring in
the “More Conducive” range; 1 (11% of the sample) scoring in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range; and 5 (56% of the sample) scoring in the “Less Conducive” range.
I begin with Cluster 1.
Below, I provide an in-depth look at the nuanced similarities and differences
outlined above among the facilitators’ FES assessment results (co-facilitators) and related
interview data, by Cluster. The analysis and interpretation of the findings that follow in
this subsection start with Cluster 1 (i.e., within-cluster analysis for facilitators with “N =
5”). Then, I present the analysis and interpretation of the findings for Cluster 2 (i.e.,
within-cluster analysis for those facilitators with “N = 4”). Next, I present the analysis
and interpretation of the findings for Cluster 3 (i.e., within-cluster analysis for those with
“N = 3” or “N = 2”). Finally, I present an analysis and interpretation of the findings for
all three clusters (i.e., across-cluster analysis) supported by what was learned in the
literature review. I begin with Cluster 1.
Cluster 1: Three facilitators scoring in the high range on all five data points
across four assessments (N = 5)—FES Part B (co-facilitators). In this subsection, the
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Feedback Environment Scale results (for co-facilitators) and related interview responses
are presented by the 3 facilitators who fell within Cluster 1 (N = 5, high on all data
points). The data presented in Table 47 informed the facilitators’ one-on-one related
interview responses. These data and related analyses aligned with RQ2 (Environment and
Feedback Receptivity). Column 1 provides the individual facilitator’s name. Column 2
provides the “Total Feedback Environment” score (out of a possible 224). Columns 3-9
provide the scores in each of the 7 FES categories (out of a possible 28 or 35 points, as
noted). Scores falling within the “Most Conducive” range are shown in dark grey, and
scores in the “Somewhat Conducive” range are shown in medium grey.
Table 47
Comparison of Feedback Environment Scale Scores (Co-facilitators) for
Facilitators with “N = 5”

Facilitator

Total
Score #
(%)

Source
Feedback Feedback
CrediQuality Delivery
bility

Source
Availability

Promotes
Feedback
Seeking

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

173 of 224 31 of 35 27 of 35
(77%)
(89%)
(77%)

32 of 35
(91%)

28 of 28
(100%)

10 of 28
(36%)

22 of 35
(63%)

23 of 28
(82%)

Catherine 210 of 224 35 of 35 35 of 35
(94%)
(100%) (100%)
Johnson

35 of 35
(100%)

28 of 28
(100%)

23 of 28
(82%)

26 of 35
(74%)

28 of 28
(100%)

Brenda
Vander

31of 35
(89%)

24 of 28
(86%)

19 of 28
(68%)

20 of 35
(57%)

25 of 28
(89%)

Nancy
Nunez

Score #
(%)

Favorable Unfavorable
Feedback Feedback

189 of 224 35 of 35 35 of 35
(84%)
(100%) (100%)

As shown in Table 47 above, although all the facilitators in this cluster scored the
“Total Feedback Environment” (for co-facilitators) in the “More Conducive” range, there
were inconsistencies. Specifically, 1 facilitator (Catherine Johnson) appeared to be
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experiencing it more positively as she scored all 7 FES categories (i.e., “Source
Credibility,” “Feedback Quality,” “Feedback Delivery,” “Favorable Feedback,”
“Unfavorable Feedback,” “Source Availability,” and “Promotes Feedback Seeking”) in
the “More Conducive” range. The remaining 2 facilitators (Nancy Nunez and Brenda
Vander) scored the same 5 of 7 (or 56%) of the FES categories (i.e., “Source Credibility,”
“Feedback Quality,” “Feedback Delivery,” “Favorable Feedback,” and “Promotes
Feedback Seeking”) in the “More Conducive” range, and the remaining 2 FES categories
(i.e., “Unfavorable Feedback” and “Source Availability”) similarly, i.e., in the
“Somewhat Conducive” and “Less Conducive” ranges).
During the one-on-one interviews, I asked the facilitators to think about a lowpoint and high-point experience as a team member of the UBCCP and to reflect on the
role the feedback environment played in their feedback receptivity in these situations.
Illustrative excerpts are presented below:
Catherine Johnson
Low Point: When I started the program, it was harder for me to just accept the
feedback, versus like I felt I had to contest it a little bit because I think I was just
tired. I’m just pulling through, and more thing, and I can’t handle it you know?
High Point: I think the feedback environment helps, especially the peer
environment because everyone gives it and everyone takes it. And I also think if
some of us in the group get feedback from the director that’s disturbing, we can
turn to each other and get benchmarking and that’s also helpful because it’s not as
intense. Like you have other people to share that with and that’s very real and
you’re here as coaches together, that’s nice.
Brenda Vander
Low Point: Depending on my level of security in my identity and who I am, etc.,
it that impacts my feeling like I have what it takes to actually use the feedback
and carry it forward.
High Point: I knew I was going to be doing a demo, but I hadn’t done one before
and I knew I was with a great colleague and co-facilitator, so I felt comfortable
knowing and going in that she’s really non-judgmental, has a growth mindset, so I
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already knew that I didn’t have to worry about her. I didn’t know if the director
would be there because he pops in sometimes. I needed to start my day and
prepare for anything that could happen or come my way, so I woke up at 6 a.m.,
got my coffee, and I knew I needed an hour of quiet time, so I did mindset work
for an hour, before I even did my make-up. I needed that time.
Within-Cluster 1 analysis and interpretation of findings. First, all facilitators
in this cluster appeared to be experiencing the feedback environment (for co-facilitators)
positively. Second, although the 3 facilitators referenced personal and unique low- and
high-point experiences, they all shared similar insights into environmental factors (for cofacilitators) that influenced their feedback receptivity.
Specifically, they all spoke about the power of peer feedback and referenced how
it has evolved in the UBCCP over time. They also spoke about how helpful it was for
them to have co-facilitators they respected share their perspectives. Moreover, they spoke
about the roles they played in how they responded/reacted to the feedback they received
from co-facilitators—demonstrating self-reliance and confidence. This analysis was
supported by what was learned in the literature review, i.e., “Emotionally intelligent
individuals possess the ability to interpret feedback to judge whether their emotional
expressions should be continued or extinguished. In this way, the team reinforces
established team norms and facilitates the learning of these norms by new team
members” (Melita Prati et al., 2003, p. 30). The comments aligned with their “Strong
Growth” mindsets and high feedback orientation scores and, once again, provided
insights into how those 2 self-focused factors help them overcome the challenges they
face in the complex feedback environment of the UBCCP (for co-facilitators). Next, I
present the analysis and interpretation of the findings for Cluster 2.
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Cluster 2: Two facilitators scoring in the high range in four of five data
points across four assessments (N = 4)—FES Part B (co-facilitators). In this
subsection, the Feedback Environment Scale results (for co-facilitators) are presented by
the 2 facilitators who fell within Cluster 2 (N = 4). The data presented in Table 48
informed the facilitators’ one-on-one related interview responses. These data and related
analyses aligned with RQ2 (Environment and Feedback Receptivity). Table 48 follows
the same format as Table 47 above.
Table 48
Comparison of Feedback Environment Scale Scores (Co-facilitators) for Facilitators
with “N = 4”

Facilitator

Total
Score #
(%)

Source
Feedback Feedback
CrediQuality Delivery
bility
Score #
(%)

UnFavorable
favorable
Feedback
Feedback

Source
Availability

Promotes
Feedback
Seeking

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Stephanie
Donovan

213 of 224 35 of 35 35 of 35
(100%) (100%)
(95%)

28 of 35
(80%)

24 of 28
(86%)

24 of 28
(86%)

28 of 35
(80%)

28 of 28
(100%)

Deena
Franklin

174 of 224 32 of 35 27 of 35
(78%)
(91%)
(77%)

34 of 35
(97%)

25 of 28
(89%)

8 of 28
(29%)

32 of 35
(91%)

16 of 28
(57%)

As shown in Table 48 above, although both facilitators in this cluster scored the
“Total Feedback Environment” (for co-facilitators) in the “More Conducive” range, there
was a slight difference. Specifically, 1 facilitator (Stephanie Donovan) appeared to be
experiencing it more positively, scoring in the “More Conducive” range in all FES
categories (i.e., “Source Credibility,” “Feedback Quality,” “Feedback Delivery,”
“Favorable Feedback,” “Unfavorable Feedback,” “Source Availability,” and “Promotes
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Feedback Seeking”); the other facilitator (Deena Franklin) scored in the “More
Conducive” range in 5 of 7 categories (i.e., “Source Credibility,” “Feedback Quality,”
“Feedback Delivery,” “Favorable Feedback,” and “Source Availability”), in the
“Somewhat Conducive” range in the “Promotes Feedback Seeking” category, and in the
“Less Conducive” range in the “Unfavorable Feedback” category.
During the one-on-one interviews, I asked the facilitators to think about a lowpoint and high-point experience as a team member of the UBCCP and to reflect on the
role the feedback environment played in their feedback receptivity in these situations.
Illustrative excerpts are presented below:
Stephanie Donovan
Low Point: There is a level of confidence like to put it as a performance, to some
degree, and you need to psych yourself up for that and I think different people
have more or less difficulty doing that.… It takes a lot of psychological energy to
do that. Let me say there was no empathy.
High Point: Then another facilitator gave me constructive feedback, but the tone
of it was coming from a place of wanting to be helpful versus attacking, you
know, she was fantastic. It was clear that we were working as a team. We were
collaborative, I was clearly seeking feedback. She’s so succinct. She was clear,
she didn’t sugarcoat it, it was just helpful. I knew that it was in the context of us
being in a partnership. I knew that she respected me, it was actionable you know.
So that’s a great example.
Deena Franklin
Low Point: Long ago there was a negative impact. I think it made me more
guarded, but I think more recently, like in the last two years the environment itself
has really helped with performance because there’s just a general sense of
everybody chipping in to help one another.
High Point: It’s a study in the environment being kind of like almost like a
community of feedback. Meaning that others are getting feedback that kind of
helps the environment.
Within-Cluster 2 analysis and interpretation of findings. The analysis of the
data in this cluster revealed that the facilitators appeared to be experiencing the feedback
environment (for co-facilitators) positively and rather similarly. Specifically, both
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facilitators scored the “Total Environment” and the same 5 FES categories (i.e., “Source
Credibility,” “Feedback Quality,” “Feedback Delivery,” “Favorable Feedback,” and
“Source Availability”) in the “More Conducive” range, and the same FES category (i.e.,
“Promotes Feedback Seeking” in the “Somewhat Conducive” range.
The only difference was in the “Unfavorable Feedback” category with 1
facilitator (Stephanie) scoring it in the “More Conducive” range and the other facilitator
(Deena) scoring it in the “Less Conducive” range. In addition, the facilitators shared
similar insights during the one-on-one interviews—talking about how much the
environment has improved over the years, and how much they valued receiving
empathetic feedback from colleagues they respected. Specifically, Prati et al. (2003)
wrote, “Seasoned team members provide vicarious learning opportunities for new team
members. These opportunities present themselves in the stories that experienced team
members relay to new members, and in discussions of how past situations were handled
(Rafaeli & Sutton, 1987)” (p. 29). Next, I present the analysis and interpretation of the
findings for Cluster 3.
Cluster 3: Three facilitators scoring in the high range in three of five data
points across four assessments (N = 3) and 1 facilitator scoring in the high range in
two of five data points across four assessments (N = 2). In this subsection, the
Feedback Environment Scale results (for co-facilitators) are presented for the 4
facilitators who fell within Cluster 3 (N = 3 or N = 2). The data presented in Table 49
informed the facilitators’ one-on-one related interview responses. These data and related
analyses aligned with RQ2 (Environment and Feedback Receptivity). Table 49 follows
the same format as Table 48 above.
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Table 49
Comparison of Feedback Environment Scale Scores (Co-facilitators) for Facilitators
with “N = 3 or “N = 2”

Facilitator

Bethany
Quigley
Sophie
Grant
Taylor
Quentin
Jordan
Riley

Total

Source
Credibility

Feedback
Quality

Feedback
Delivery

Favorable
Feedback

Unfavorable
Feedback

Source
Availability

Promotes
Feedback
Seeking

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

155 of 224 30 of 35
(69%)
(86%)

32 of 35
(91%)

31 of 35
(89%)

18 of 28
(64%)

8 of 28
(29%)

17 of 35
(49%)

19 of 28
(68%)

155 of 224 30 of 35
(69%)
(86%)

32 of 35
(91%)

31 of 35
(89%)

18 of 28
(64%)

8 of 28
(29%)

17 of 35
(49%)

19 of 28
(68%)

142 of 224 26 of 35
(63%)
(74%)

27 of 35
(77%)

30 of 35
(86%)

14 of 28
50%)

11of 28
(39%)

18 of 35
(51%)

16 of 28
(57%)

168 of 224 33 of 35
(75%)
(94%)

20 of 35
(57%)

23 of 35
(66%)

26 of 28
(93%)

23 of 28
(82%)

19 of 35
(54%)

24 of 28
(88%)

As shown in Table 49 above, in this cluster, there appeared to be similarities and
differences in the way the facilitators were experiencing the feedback environment (for
co-facilitators). Specifically, one facilitator (Jordan Riley) appeared to be experiencing
the feedback environment more positively, scoring the “Total Feedback Environment”;
4 of 7 FES categories (i.e., “Source Credibility,” “Favorable Feedback,” “Unfavorable
Feedback,” and “Promotes Feedback Seeking”) in the “More Conducive” range; and the
remaining 3 FES categories (i.e., “Feedback Quality,” “Feedback Delivery,” and “Source
Availability”) in the “Somewhat Conducive” range. The remaining 3 of 4 facilitators
(Bethany Quigley, Sophie Grant, and Taylor Quentin) appeared to be experiencing it
similarly, and slightly less positively than Jordan, scoring the “Total Feedback
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Environment” in the “Somewhat Conducive” range; the same 3 of 7 FES categories (i.e.,
“Source Credibility,” “Feedback Quality,” and “Feedback Delivery”) in the “More
Conducive” range; the same 3 of 7 FES categories (i.e., “Favorable Feedback,” “Source
Availability,” and “Promotes Feedback Seeking”) in the “Somewhat Conducive” range;
and the remaining FES category (i.e., “Unfavorable Feedback”) in the “Less Conducive”
range.
During the one-on-one interviews, I asked the facilitators to think about a lowpoint and high-point experience as a team member of the UBCCP and to reflect on the
role the feedback environment played in their feedback receptivity in these situations.
Illustrative excerpts are presented below:
Bethany Quigley
High Point: When I get energetic feedback like “We’re so happy you’re coming
because you do all these things.” They want me there, right? I feel that’s the kind
of feedback that’s very credible. It’s like in the workplace that everybody wants to
have lunch with—that’s feedback. Let me tell you an example of good feedback. I
had a hard time getting along with a colleague, very hard, super hard, the director
said, ‘I think it would be good for you and the program if the two of you didn’t
have this friction.” So I thought of the idea that we should teach something
together and he said, “That’s probably a good idea.” So, we did, and we had a
great time doing it and now we’re friends.
Sophie Grant
Low Point: I had made it clear to my colleagues from the beginning that when I
present I introduce myself and that I am a very direct person and I also value
direct feedback, positive and constructive, because that’s the only I will also
learn. So I introduced myself that way. And then the colleague I spoke about
earlier made a comment.
High Point: I prepared a lot, I felt really good about it, I got great feedback from
the participants, the director got good feedback, my colleagues gave me good
feedback. And so I mean that was a high point because not so much about getting
the positive feedback, but it was about noticing that all the effort I put into it
actually showed and it actually made sense. It was just the director and three of us
trying a new thing and we just had so much fun and we got stuff done so quickly
and just, you know there’s was a different mood. The director wasn’t stressed
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because I think he noticed he could really rely on all of us. That was just an
amazing team experience.
Taylor Quentin
Low Point: I don’t get as much feedback from them in this environment. The
timing and the breakout sessions is very limited.
High Point: Occasionally giving and receiving feedback to one another as
facilitators. So, I think there’s definitely a feedback rich context in this program
and there’s also our respect for it and honoring of the concept.
Jordan Riley
Low Point: There were times I felt constrained to stick with the parameters that
we had, as opposed to being more creative around the boundaries.
High Point: My theory is feedback comes from many sources and that the richer
the set of sources, the more you can compare and contrast and that timing and the
emotional message, as well as the raw data combine to make a rich possible set of
interpretations.
Within-Cluster 3 analysis and interpretation of findings. In this cluster, the
data revealed that 1 facilitator (or 25%) appeared to be experiencing the feedback
environment (for co-facilitators) more positively than the other 3 facilitators in this
sample. Specifically, Jordan Riley scored the “Total Feedback Environment” in the
“More Conducive” range, while the remaining 3 (75% of the sample) scored it in the
“Somewhat Conducive” range (Bethany Quigley, Sophie Grant, and Taylor Quentin). In
addition, the 3 facilitators who scored the “Total Feedback Environment” in the
“Somewhat Conducive” range scored all 7 FES categories in the same ranges, while
Jordan Riley (who scored the “Total Feedback Environment” in the “More Conducive”
range) only had similar scores to the other facilitators in 2 FES categories (i.e., “Source
Credibility” and “Source Availability”). Finally, the data revealed there was 1 FES
category where the facilitators appear to be experiencing the feedback environment (for
co-facilitators) most differently from one another (i.e., “Unfavorable Feedback”).
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Interestingly, when these facilitators spoke about their individual low-point
experiences, the 3 facilitators with similar FES scores (Bethany, Sophie, and Taylor)
shared similar frustrations with the way their co-facilitators provided feedback in the
past, citing examples of poor timing, lack of trust, and limited peer feedback. Conversely,
when these 3 facilitators spoke about high points, they all spoke about receiving positive
feedback from their colleagues. By contrast, when asked about low points, Jordan spoke
about the program constraints, and when asked about high points, he spoke about the
value of multiple feedback sources and how they combine to provide him with some rich
interpretations.
The data also revealed there was 1 FES category (“Unfavorable Feedback”)
where the facilitators appeared to be experiencing the feedback environment most
differently. Specifically, Jordan scored it in the “More Conducive” range, while Bethany,
Sophie, and Taylor scored it in the “Less Conducive” range. This analysis was
substantiated by what was learned in the literature review, i.e., “When individuals
perceive that their work context is psychologically safe, they should perceive lower levels
of image and ego risk and should be more likely to proactively seek feedback from peers.
In contrast, when psychological safety is low, individuals may anticipate harsher
messages and thus refrain from seeking even if tasks are interdependent” (DeStobbeleir,
Ashford, & Zhan, 2020, p. 2).
I now present the analysis and interpretation of the Feedback Environment Scale
results (for the co-facilitators) and related interview responses, across the three clusters
described in detail above.
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Across-cluster analysis of findings from the Feedback Environment Scale
and related interview data—FES Part B (co-facilitators). The detailed analysis of
these three clusters revealed similarities and differences in the sample. For example, it
appears that the co-facilitators were positively influencing the feedback environment for
all facilitators, with a majority of the facilitators, i.e., 6 of 9 (67% of the sample), scoring
the “Total Feedback Environment” in the “More Conducive” range, while 3 of 9
facilitators (or the remaining 33%) scored it in the “Somewhat Conducive” range.
(Specifically, in Clusters 1 and 2, all of the facilitators (i.e., 5), and in Cluster 3, 1 of the
facilitators scored the “Total Feedback Environment” in the “More Conducive” range,
while the remaining 3 facilitators in Cluster 3 scored it in the “Somewhat Conducive”
range.)
At the FES category level, the following similarities emerged. First, across all 3
clusters, the facilitators unanimously scored “Source Credibility” (i.e., how reliable a
facilitator feels the source of feedback is) in the “More Conducive” range. A significant
number of facilitators, 8 (89% of the sample), scored “Feedback Quality” (i.e., how
useful a facilitator feels the feedback is) and “Feedback Delivery” (i.e., how a facilitator
feels about the manner in which it is provided) in the “More Conducive” range. A notable
number of facilitators 6 (67%) scored “Favorable Feedback” (i.e., how often favorable
feedback is provided) in the “More Conducive” range. Further, a notable number of
facilitators, 6 (67%), scored “Source Availability” (i.e., how often feedback is provided)
in the “Somewhat Conducive” range.
In addition, the following differences emerged. First, the facilitators appeared to
be divided in how they were experiencing the “Promotes Feedback Seeking” (i.e., how
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facilitators feel about seeking feedback in this setting) category, as 5 (56%) facilitators
scored it in the “More Conducive” range, while 4 (44%) scored it in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range. Second, the data revealed that the FES category with the lowest
facilitator score, “Unfavorable Feedback” (i.e., how often negative feedback is provided),
was also the category with the most inconsistencies across the sample with 3 (33% of the
sample) scoring in the “More Conducive” range; 1 (11% of the sample) scoring in the
“Somewhat Conducive” range; and 5 (56% of the sample) scoring in the “Less
Conducive” range.
Further, while analyzing the interview responses across the 3 clusters, the data
also revealed that despite the differences in how the facilitators appeared to be
experiencing the feedback environment (for co-facilitators), they all expressed
appreciation for receiving feedback from their co-facilitators. Moreover, they all spoke
about how much the feedback environment had improved over the years. Interestingly,
when comparing the data across clusters, it appeared the facilitators were experiencing
the feedback environment (co-facilitators) similarly within clusters. For example, in
Cluster 1, all facilitators scored the “Total Feedback Environment” in the “More
Conducive” range, with 2 of 3 facilitators scoring in the same ranges in all 7 FES
categories. In Cluster 2, all facilitators scored the “Total Feedback Environment” in the
“More Conducive” range, and all scored the same 5 of 7 categories in the same ranges. In
Cluster 3, 3 (75%) facilitators scored the “Total Feedback Environment” in the
“Somewhat Conducive” range and scored 7 of 7 FES categories in the same ranges. (The
outlier was the fourth facilitator in Cluster 3, i.e., Jordan Riley, who scored the “Total
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Feedback Environment” in the “More Conducive” range and had different range scores in
the remaining FES categories.)
The interpretation of the data across the clusters was that the co-facilitators were
having a positive influence on the feedback environment for all facilitators, and that the
facilitators’ mindset and feedback orientations appeared to be influencing how they
managed the complexity of the UBCCP feedback environment (for co-facilitators). As a
result, not only were all of the facilitators experiencing the co-facilitators’ influence
positively; in addition, it is important to note that a majority (67%) was experiencing it at
an optimal level (i.e., “More Conducive”). This interpretation was supported by the
facilitators’ scores in the “Total Feedback Environment” as well as in 4 of 7 FES
categories (i.e., “Source Credibility,” “Feedback Quality,” “Feedback Delivery,” and
“Favorable Feedback”), as detailed above.
The data revealed that much can be learned from the co-facilitators about how to
influence feedback environments positively, as it was evident that their approaches were
influencing it in a manner that allowed them to experience it positively (albeit to different
degrees). The data also presented an opportunity to enhance the feedback environment of
the UBCCP further by paying attention to the 3 FES categories that emerged as less than
optimal (for co-facilitators), i.e., “Unfavorable Feedback,” where the majority, 5 of 9
(56% of the sample) scored it in the “Less Conducive” range; “Source Availability,”
where 3 of 9 (33% of the sample) scored it in the “More Conducive” range; and
“Promotes Feedback Seeking,” where 4 of 9 (or 45% of the sample) scored it in the
“More Conducive” range.
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It is also interesting to note that although the facilitators repeatedly shared in the
interview responses how much they appreciated and valued receiving feedback from one
another, the FES scores (for co-facilitators) appeared to indicate they were not really
providing each other as much feedback as they would like to (supported by the “Source
Availability” scores) and were not really providing each other enough negative feedback
(supported by the “Unfavorable Feedback” scores). Neither were they creating the
conditions for seeking feedback (supported by the “Promotes Feedback” scores). The
importance of this analysis was substantiated by what was learned in the literature
review, i.e., “it is important to consider the cross-source effects of feedback seeking and
examine more closely what such seeking signals, and that valuable collective outcomes
are possible if feedback seeking becomes normative within the group” (DeStobbelier et
al., 2020, p. 17). I now present the findings of the FES across roles (i.e., for the director
and for the co-facilitators) and related interview responses that emerged from the data.
Across-roles (director and co-facilitator) analysis of findings from the
Feedback Environment Scale and related interview data. After closely analyzing the
data across clusters for both the director and co-facilitators, the following similarities and
differences emerged. First, it is important to note that although an assumption entering
this study was that because of power dynamics, the director was the only person
influencing the feedback environment, in fact both the director and the co-facilitators
played a role in how facilitators of adult learning in the UBCCP were experiencing the
feedback environment. Second, the data suggested that the director and the co-facilitators
were having a positive influence on the feedback environment positively for all
facilitators, albeit to different degrees. For example, the “Total Feedback Environment”
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scores showed the facilitators were experiencing the director’s influence on the overall
feedback environment slightly more positively than the co-facilitators’ influence.
Specifically, 7 of 9 facilitators scored the director in the “More Conducive” range (78%
of the sample), while 6 of 9 facilitators scored the co-facilitators’ influence in the “More
Conducive” range (67% of the sample).
Third, in 4 of 7 FES categories, the director and co-facilitators appeared to be
influencing the feedback environment positively and similarly. Specifically, in “Source
Credibility” (i.e., how reliable a facilitator feels the source of feedback is), the facilitators
scored both the director and the co-facilitators unanimously in the “More Conducive”
range. In “Feedback Quality” (i.e., how useful a facilitator feels the feedback is), 8 of 9
facilitators scored both the director and the co-facilitators in the “More Conducive” range
(89% of the sample). In “Promotes Feedback Seeking” (i.e., how facilitators feel about
seeking feedback in this setting), 5 of 9 facilitators scored both the director and the cofacilitators in the “More Conducive” range (56% of the sample). Moreover, in “Feedback
Delivery” (i.e., how a facilitator feels about the manner in which it is provided), 7 of 9
facilitators scored the director in the “More Conducive” range (78%), while 8 of 9 scored
the co-facilitators in the “More Conducive” range (87% of the sample).
Fourth, there were two FES categories where the director and co-facilitators
showed distinct and different strengths. In the “Unfavorable Feedback” category (i.e.,
how often unfavorable feedback is provided), the director appeared to be influencing the
feedback environment significantly more positively than the co-facilitators, with all the
facilitators scoring the director in the “More Conducive” range, while only 3 of 9 scored
the co-facilitators in the “More Conducive” range (33% of the sample). In the “Favorable
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Feedback” category (i.e., how often positive feedback is provided), the co-facilitators
appeared to be influencing the feedback environment significantly more positively than
the director. Specifically, 6 of 9 facilitators scored the co-facilitators in the “More
Conducive” range (67% of the sample), while only 2 of 9 scored the director in the
“More Conducive” range (22% of the sample).
Fifth, although the director and the co-facilitators scored differently in the
remaining FES category i.e., “Source Availability” (the director scoring in the
“Somewhat Conducive” and “Less Conducive” ranges, and the co-Facilitators scoring in
the “More Conducive” and “Somewhat Conducive ranges), the results were more similar
than dissimilar. Specifically, 7 of 9 facilitators scored the director in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range (78% of the sample), and 2 of 9 scored him in the “Less Conducive”
range. By contrast, 3 of 9 scored the co-facilitators in the “More Conducive” range (33%
of the sample), and 6 of 9 facilitators scored them in the “Somewhat Conducive” range
(67% of the sample).
The analysis and interpretation of the data across roles (director and cofacilitators) revealed that although both the director and the co-facilitators were
contributing to a positive feedback environment in the UBCCP, the director appeared to
be influencing it slightly more positively. Specifically, 7 of 9 facilitators scored the
director’s influence on the “Total Feedback Environment” in the “More Conducive”
range (78% of the sample), while 6 of 9 facilitators scored the co-facilitators’ influence in
the “More Conducive” range (67% of the sample)—an 11% difference in scores in the
director’s favor. In addition, the data revealed that the director and the co-facilitators
were both influencing the feedback environment to be “More Conducive” to receiving
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and using feedback in the majority of the FES categories i.e., 5 of 7 (56% of the
categories).
The interpretation of these data was supported by what was learned in the
literature review. Specifically, “unfavorable feedback is positively associated with
satisfaction with feedback, desire to use feedback to improve performance, and
motivation to ask for additional feedback” (Steelman et al., 2004, p. 177). The analysis
and interpretation of the data across roles also revealed that an opportunity exists to
enhance the feedback environment of the UBCCP by (a) thinking about why the director
appears to have assumed the role of providing unfavorable feedback most of the time;
(b) thinking about why the co-facilitators appeared to have assumed the role of providing
favorable feedback more often than the director; (c) considering how the facilitators’
mindset and feedback orientations were influencing the way they contribute to the
feedback environment; and (d) ultimately sharing one another’s strengths in ways that
will help the work feel more balanced across roles. Next, I present the findings of the
second context-focused assessment, i.e., the Learning Climate Scale (LCS). Relevant
interview responses are presented after each assessment table.
Context-focused Assessment #2: Learning Climate Scale
In this subsection, I present the findings of the second context-focused
assessment, the Learning Climate Scale (LCS), and related interview data. As noted
earlier, learning climate refers to an individual’s perception of the extent to which the
workplace facilitates learning opportunities and regards and supports his or her learning
behavior. As described in Chapter IV, the LCS asked the facilitators eight questions in
three dimensions, i.e., “Facilitation” (i.e., describes the level to which the organization
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and workplace support, provide, and facilitate learning opportunities); “Appreciation”
(i.e., describes the level to which the organization regards learning behavior); and “ErrorAvoidance” (describes the level to which the organization focuses on avoiding mistakes).
These three scores comprise the “Overall” learning climate score.
The detailed analysis of the three clusters that naturally emerged from the data
revealed that facilitators were divided in how they were experiencing the learning
climate. Specifically, while 5 of 9 facilitators scored the “Overall” learning climate in the
“More Conducive” to learning range (56% of the sample), the remaining 4 facilitators
scored it in the “Somewhat Conducive” range (44% of the sample). In addition, there
were differences in the facilitators’ scores in each of the LCS dimensions. Specifically, in
the “Facilitation” dimension, 8 of 9 facilitators scored in the “Somewhat Conducive”
range (89% of the sample), while one facilitator scored in the “More Conducive” range
(11% of the sample). In the “Appreciation” dimension, 6 of 9 facilitators scored in the
“More Conducive” range (67% of the sample), while 3 facilitators scored in the
“Somewhat Conducive” range (33%). Finally, in the “Error-Avoidance” dimension,
5 of 9 facilitators scored in the “More Conducive” range (56% of the sample), while
4 facilitators scored in the “Somewhat Conducive” range (44% of the sample).
Below, I provide a detailed look at the nuanced similarities and differences
outlined above among the facilitators’ second context-focused assessment results and
related interview data, by Cluster. The analysis and interpretation of the findings that
follow in this subsection start with Cluster 1 (i.e., within-cluster analysis for facilitators
with “N = 5”). Then, I present the analysis and interpretation of the findings for Cluster 2
(i.e., within-cluster analysis for those facilitators with “N = 4”). Next, I present the
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analysis and interpretation of the findings for Cluster 3 (i.e., within-cluster analysis for
those with “N = 3” or “N = 2”). Finally, I present an analysis and interpretation of the
findings for all three clusters (i.e., across-cluster analysis) supported by what was learned
in the literature review. I begin with Cluster 1.
Cluster 1: Three facilitators scoring in the high range on all five data points
across four assessments (N = 5)—Learning Climate Scale. In this subsection, the
Learning Climate Scale results and related interview responses are presented for the 3
facilitators who fell within Cluster 1 (N = 5). The data presented in Table 50 informed the
facilitators’ one-on-one related interview responses. These data and related analyses
aligned with RQ2 (Environment and Feedback Receptivity). Column 1 provides the
individual facilitator’s name. Column 2 provides the Overall LCS score (out of a possible
40 points). Columns 3-5 provide the scores in each of the three LCS dimensions (out of a
possible 10 or 15 points, as noted). Scores falling within the “More Conducive” range are
shown in dark grey and scores in the “Somewhat Conducive” range are shown in medium
grey.
Table 50
Comparison of Learning Climate Scale Results for Facilitators with “N = 5”
Facilitators

Nancy Nunez
Catherine Johnson
Brenda Vander

Overall

Facilitation Learning
Climate

Score #
(%)
30 of 40
(75%)
33 of 40
(83%)
34 of 40
85%

Score #
(%)
7 of 15
(47%)
11 of 15
(73%)
13 of 15
(87%)

Appreciation
Learning
Climate
Score #
(%)
10 of 10
(100%)
10 of 10
(100%)
9 of 10
(90%)

ErrorAvoidance
Climate
Score #
(%)
13 of 15
(87%)
12 of 15
(80%)
12 of 15
(80%)
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As shown in Table 50 above, in this cluster, 2 of 3 facilitators appeared to be
experiencing the learning climate similarly. Specifically, Nancy Nunez and Catherine
Johnson scored the “Overall” learning climate and the same 2 of 3 dimensions (i.e.,
“Appreciation” and “Error Avoidance”) in the “More Conducive” range. The third
facilitator, Brenda Vander, appeared to be experiencing the learning climate more
positively, scoring the “Overall” learning climate and all three dimensions in the “More
Conducive” range.
During the one-on-one interviews, I asked the facilitators to think about a lowpoint and high-point experience as a team member of the UBCCP and to reflect on the
role the learning climate played in their feedback receptivity in these situations.
Illustrative excerpts are presented below:
Nancy Nunez
Low Point: Actually, there was two team members and it was just finding their
way with the director and that was going to work its way out. And then my first
practicum he put me with the person who was not doing well, and I thought, what
did I do to him? So I asked him after that and he said I was supposed to be a good
influence on her. I said, well that would have been helpful to know. So that was a
little stressful. You already have the ambiguity, so if that was the plan, I would
have worked that way.
High Point: Very much allowed me to accept the feedback because it gave me the
context for you know, just to say that this is what we’re all doing. Let’s find what
each one of us did wrong. Let’s focus on what we’re doing well and if there’s
something that didn’t go well, let’s talk about it, but we’re not focused on it. I go
in with an open mind. I go in ready to hear feedback and if I don’t hear anything
that I need to work on, I’ll ask. And what else would be better, you know? How
did that go or ask for a tip? What else could I have tried? So those are the kinds of
things that I think the learning climate is set up to allow me to do that.
Catherine Johnson
Low Point: In some other experiences I’ve had the error avoidance is more
flexible. Like there’s more risk tolerance in other settings. I find this a little bit of
a risk averse climate. I think other places, maybe offer more, you see more people
doing more classes. So I think part of the whole somewhat for me is that I’ve
always been a person who learned by making mistakes. That’s how I learned. I
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was never able to learn by like doing the recipe perfectly the first time, I’m
impatient. So, it’s like you got to it a bunch of times, so the risk aversion built in
can make it hard to experiment.
High Point: It’s really good. It’s really a learning organization, like I mean walk
into the program. You were there and there’s like books everywhere. Yeah,
there’s books and articles and participants with stuff that we learn from them.
Yeah, there’s a lot of learning, and this might be pretty concrete improvement
opportunity though, for the team because there’s been a lot of promises about like
we’ll fund your ongoing development that then it’s like you should do this, but
we’re not going to for it. So at which point I think would be better not to promise
that and then pull it back. I do think that the whole appreciation of learning and
continuously developing is very high.
Within-Cluster 1 analysis and interpretation of findings. After closely
examining the facilitators’ LCS assessment results and related interview responses, the
data revealed there was not much difference among these facilitators. They all scored the
Overall learning climate and the same 2 of 3 dimensions (i.e., “Appreciation” and “ErrorAvoidance”) in the “Most Conducive” range. There was one outlier, i.e., Brenda also
scored the third dimension (i.e., “Facilitation”) in the “More Conducive” range.
Remarkably, when these facilitators spoke about their low-point experiences, they
all talked about how hard they tried to avoid making mistakes. One facilitator even
referred to the learning climate of the UBCCP as risk-averse, then shared how that is a
struggle for her because she feels she learns best through her mistakes. These were
interesting responses because these facilitators had scored the “Error-Avoidance”
dimension in the “More Conducive” range. When these facilitators spoke about high
points, they once again all referenced the same considerations. Specifically, each
facilitator talked about how much they love learning and value it. The interpretation of
these data was that these facilitators’ “Strong Growth” mindsets and feedback
orientations empowered them to overcome the challenges they face in the learning
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climate of the UBCCP because they value learning, growing, and developing. The
analysis was supported by what was learned in the literature review. Specifically,
Cauwelier and Ribiere (in Edmondson, 2004) wrote:
A team that feels psychologically safe engages more easily in behaviors such
as seeking feedback, asking for help, speaking up about concerns or mistakes,
coming up with innovative ideas and spanning boundaries. When mistakes can be
discussed and reflected upon, and team members can ask for help without feeling
they are making fools of themselves, the team has a mindset that allows for
healthy exchanges. These behaviors help the team to learn, and this learning leads
to increased team performance. (p. 286)
Cluster 2: Two facilitators scoring in the high range in four of five data
points across four assessments (N = 4)—Learning Climate Scale. In this subsection,
the Learning Climate Scale results and related interview responses are presented by the
2 facilitators who fell within Cluster 2 (N = 4). The data presented in Table 51 informed
the facilitators’ one-on-one related interview responses. These data and related analyses
aligned with RQ2 (Environment and Feedback Receptivity). Table 51 follows the same
format as Table 50 above.
Table 51
Comparison of Learning Climate Scale Results for Facilitators with “N = 4”

Overall

Facilitation
Learning Climate

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Appreciation
Learning
Climate
Score #
(%)

Stephanie Donovan

29 of 40
73%

11 of 15
73%

10 of 10
100%

8 of 15
53%

Deena Franklin

30 of 40
75%

9 of 15
60%

9 of 10
90%

12 of 15
80%

Facilitators

ErrorAvoidance
Climate
Score #
(%)
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As shown in Table 51 above, in this cluster, the facilitators appeared be
experiencing the learning climate differently. Specifically, while Stephanie Donovan
scored the Overall learning climate and 2 of 3 dimensions in the “Somewhat Conducive”
range, Deena Franklin scored the Overall learning climate and 2 of 3 dimensions in the
“More Conducive” range.
During the one-on-one interviews, I asked the facilitators to think about a lowpoint and high-point experience as a team member of the UBCCP and to reflect on the
role the learning climate played in their feedback receptivity in these situations.
Illustrative excerpts are presented below:
Stephanie Donovan
Low Point: He expects a high level of performance when there’s almost no
investment in teaching people, and there’s also no money for that, like any faculty
meeting is on people’s own time. Even the practicum which I think is one of the
highest value to the participants. That’s one of the lowest paid aspects. But I think
he started to care about that more in the last year or so. But you know for a long
time, again, it came back to this mindset of his sort of like anybody’s lucky to be
in this. Like it was just this non-empathetic mindset. There are constraints that I
understand but I think he can appear to not care about his faculty.
High Point: There is a lot of opportunity to learn because the director has so much
to offer in that way. I think he genuinely appreciates learning. I think that people
who look at this as purely transactional—like this is what I get from this
program—are looking at it in the wrong way because it gives you both a status,
but also it gives you knowledge and access to potential clients. I’m okay with that
because it’s something that we’re all committed, and he’s certainly put in a lot of
labor of love so I’m fine with that.
Deena Franklin
Low Point: trying to take on too many things at once to change or to remember
inside of a breakout session. I think that’s gotten in the way occasionally.
High Point: There’s a lot of positives, you know, we see the director modeling
really great behavior, we see him making changes, which I think is really
inspiring. I think there’s a sense of really trying to help one another out on the
team, which is really great. Just the overall work climate is positive as far as the
learning goes. Yeah, people make themselves available to answer questions or if
you want to take them in to the hall and ask questions during class.
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Within-Cluster 2 analysis and interpretation of findings. The analysis of the
data in this cluster revealed the facilitators appeared to be experiencing the learning
climate differently. Specifically, one facilitator (Stephanie Donovan) scored the Overall
learning climate and 2 of 3 dimensions in the “Somewhat Conducive” range. The second
facilitator (Deena Franklin) scored the Overall learning climate and 2 of 3 dimensions in
the “More Conducive” range. Interestingly, during the one-to-one interview, when
talking about low-point experiences, the facilitator with the lower scores shared past
negative experiences that seem to have remained with her. By contrast, the facilitator
with the higher scores talked about having to think about too many things at once as a
challenge. Interestingly, when they talked about high-point experiences, both Stephanie
and Deena referenced how much they learn from the director because he has so much to
offer and he models great behaviors. They both also referenced being inspired by
watching him make changes that have positively influenced the learning climate over the
years.
When analyzing the scores further, the data revealed that the facilitator with the
lower LCS scores had higher self-focused assessment scores, i.e., “Strong Growth”
mindset and high FOS scores, while the facilitator with the “Growth with Some Fixed”
mindset and lower FOS Feedback Self-efficacy score appeared to be experiencing the
learning climate more positively. The interpretation of the data was that in addition to an
individual’s mindset and feedback orientation, other factors, e.g., negative and/or positive
experiences, can impact the way facilitators experience the learning climate. This
analysis was substantiated by what was learned in the literature review. Specifically,
“Learning is as much a social as a cognitive process. Individuals learn from their peers in
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the work environment or from friends in social settings. Team psychological safety is a
shared belief held by members of a team that the team is safe for interpersonal risk
taking” (Edmondson, 1999, p. __).
Cluster 3: Three facilitators scoring in the high range in three of five
assessments (N = 3) and one facilitator scoring in the high range in two of five
assessments (N = 2)—Learning Climate Scale. In this subsection, the Learning Climate
Scale results and related interview responses are presented for the 4 facilitators who fell
within Cluster 3 (“N = 3” or “N = 2”). The data presented in Table 52 informed the
facilitators’ one-on-one related interview responses. These data and related analyses
aligned with RQ2 (Environment and Feedback Receptivity). Table 52 follows the same
format as Table 51 above.
Table 52
Comparison of Learning Climate Scale Results for Facilitators with “N = 3” or “N = 2”

Overall

Facilitation
Learning Climate

Score #
(%)

Score #
(%)

Appreciation
Learning
Climate
Score #
(%)

Sophie Grant

23 of 30
58%

8 of 15
53%

6 of 10
60%

9 of 15
60%

Bethany Quigley

26 of 40
65%

11 of 15
73%

6 of 10
60%

9 of 15
60%

Taylor Quentin

25 of 40
63%

10 of 15
67%

7 of 10
70%

8 of 15
53%

Jordan Riley

33 of 40
(83%)

11 of 15
(73%)

8 of 10
(80%)

14 of 15
(93%)

Facilitators

ErrorAvoidance
Climate
Score #
(%)

293

As shown in Table 52 above, in this cluster, 2 facilitators (Sophie Grant and
Bethany Quigley) appeared be experiencing the learning climate similarly, while the
other two facilitators appeared to be experiencing it uniquely. Specifically, Sophie and
Bethany scored the “Overall” learning climate and all three dimensions in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range. Taylor Quentin scored the “Overall” learning climate and 2 of 3
dimensions (i.e., “Facilitation” and “Error-Avoidance”) in the “Somewhat Conducive”
range, and the remaining dimension (i.e., “Appreciation”) in the “More Conducive”
range. Jordan Riley scored the “Overall” learning climate and 2 of 3 dimensions (i.e.,
“Appreciation” and “Error-Avoidance”) in the “More Conducive” range, and the
remaining dimension (i.e., “Facilitation”) in the “Somewhat Conducive” range.
During the one-on-one interviews, I asked the facilitators to think about a lowpoint and high-point experience as a team member of the UBCCP and to reflect on the
role the learning climate played in their feedback receptivity in these situations.
Illustrative excerpts are presented below:
Sophie Grant
Low Point: At the very beginning it made my onboarding extremely challenging
because mistakes were not allowed. Everybody was trying to pretend that if there
was something that went wrong, nobody wanted to sort of take the blame for it.
That’s changed.
High Point: Have been the team meetings that have been scheduled, where we
talked about best practices. We’re just open, and it’s really about learning. So that
for me has been a high point. And the director is really trying, he’s really been
trying for the last three years to create opportunities for us to develop our skills.
Bethany Quigley
Low Point: We need more resources. We need more open discussions with the
director or one-on-one, where people can, if they need to talk. That kind of stuff,
so I mean I think that if we had more resources to do something, we could spend
more time with each other. If we don’t have to sort things out, and we could learn
by watching more. I would like it so that we could learn by watching each other.
If you’re going to teach these things, or to help each other more. I can’t do that if
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I’m sorting papers, right? I mean if I’m counting things up to put in the room and
stuff, you know, that’s like the learning climate could be improved by having help
in the room so that we could all observe each other and learn from other and help
each other. And the other thing is, because of all the pressure the director had
from the beginning to make this happen that he’s got a pretty tight ship. There’s a
history of not really saying, you know, “It might be helpful if you did this.” He
does it with us all the time, though, when people are teaching he shares a whole
lot out and I hate to sound like it’s not helpful. It is helpful.
High Point: For me is that I know, I have an ongoing sense, like a mindset, I mean
a supportive sense that I know I’m in the right place, doing the right thing because
not only am I learning and my fellow faculty are learning and the director’s
learning, but that we are sharing all of this in the world. That our participants say
it’s the most important learning experience or the most impactful learning
experience. I mean, what other feedback can beat that?
Taylor Quentin
Low Point: Socialization of learning climate. So we don’t really have a climate
that encourages one to socialize one’s personal learning unless you do it
individually. It’s not done as a group or a collective. It’s very private and
individualistic. So that I think maybe doesn’t maximize, so a lot of people don’t
know what other facilitators are doing to learn and grow or get certifications or
strike out in their business, et cetera. So it’s almost like a privatized learning, it
becomes very minimal and very intimate.
High Point: It does provide a lot of learning for me. It’s interesting, it’s an
implicit and learning planet meaning an indirect they give you. There’s a lot of
things that you’re offered in their face in front of you and you need to take
advantage of them. So, you need to be fairly self-directed to leverage the learning
environment. It was going to be okay, be guided through it and walk through, and
it’s all presented for you to take, and if you don’t take it and initiate and you know
you’re not a self-starter with learner, you’re not in the learner more mode and you
don’t have an appetite for that and pursue some of the knowledge, you will
probably not advantage yourself and leverage yourself. So that’s something that’s
on the climate side, the way it’s designed. You know, I think it’s a high point for
me because I’m more of an introvert and I read a lot and I will study things, and
so I will definitely be curious and take advantage of that.
Jordan Riley
Low Point: I think the second dimension is more mixed there’s lots of learning
behavior for participants. I thought the constraints of the model kept us too
constrained towards learning within the model as opposed to outside of the model.
So there’s lots of learning inside the models because you know to look at models
long enough they get really finely articulated and I like that part, but there’s also
stuff outside the models that I would also for sure bring in here.
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High Point: The director was very encouraging. So that was one of those
encouraging things which is that first dimension, a university setting really does
support deep learning.
Within-Cluster 3 analysis and interpretation of findings. After examining the
LCS results and related interview responses for these facilitators, the data revealed
differences in this cluster. Specifically, 3 of 4 facilitators appeared to be experiencing the
learning climate mostly in the “Somewhat Conducive” range. Jordan appeared to be
experiencing it more favorably (i.e., scoring the Overall learning climate and 2 of 3
dimensions in the “More Conducive” range). Interestingly, the two facilitators who
appeared to be experiencing the learning climate similarly (Sophie Grant and Bethany
Quigley) shared different challenges during the interviews. Sophie talked about ErrorAvoidance, while Bethany talked about the lack of resources. However, when asked
about a high-point experience, they both referenced the value of learning and how much
it means to them.
In addition, even though the remaining two facilitators (Taylor Quentin and
Jordan Riley) appeared to be experiencing the learning climate uniquely, when they
spoke about low points, they both referenced the lack of socialization opportunities to
learn from one another. Moreover, when they talked about their high-point experiences,
they both talked about learning and its value. The data also revealed that the two
facilitators, Sophie and Bethany, who had higher self-focused assessment results (“Strong
Growth” mindsets and high FOS across all dimensions) scored the learning climate lower
than the two facilitators, Taylor Quentin and Jordan Riley, who had lower self-focused
assessment results (i.e., Taylor scoring in the “Somewhat Conducive” range of the FOS
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Self-efficacy dimension, and Jordan Riley who has a “Growth with Some Fixed”
mindset).
These are interesting data which suggested that in addition to an individual’s
mindset and feedback orientation, other factors, like psychological safety, may be at play
in how the facilitators of the UBCCP are experiencing the learning climate. Specifically,
Schein (1993) argued that psychological safety helps people overcome the defensiveness,
or learning anxiety, that occurs when they are presented with data that contradict their
expectations or hopes. Further, Edmondson (2014) wrote:
Khan (1990) argued that people are more likely to believe they will be given
the benefit of the doubt—a defining characteristic of psychological safety—when
relationships within a given group are characterized by trust and respect. With
psychological safety, he reasoned, “individuals are free to focus on collective
goals and problem prevention rather on self-protection.” (p. 25)
I now present the analysis and interpretation of the Learning Climate Scale results and
related interview responses, across the three clusters described in detail above.
Across-cluster analysis of findings from the Learning Climate Scale and
related interview data. After closely examining the facilitators’ LCS assessment results
and related interview responses across clusters, I found that the data revealed the
facilitators were divided in how they appeared to be experiencing the Overall learning
climate. Specifically, 5 of 9 facilitators scored it in the “More Conducive” range (56% of
the sample), and 4 of 9 facilitators scored it in the “Somewhat Conducive” range (44% of
the sample).
The data further revealed there was only one LCS dimension where the
facilitators appeared to be experiencing the learning climate similarly, i.e., “Facilitation”
(i.e., the level to which the organization and workplace support, provide, and facilitate
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learning opportunities), with 8 of 9 facilitators scoring in the “Somewhat Conducive”
range (89% of the sample), and one facilitator scoring in the “More Conducive” range
(11% of the sample).
In the remaining two dimensions, the data revealed greater differences.
Specifically, in the “Appreciation” dimension (i.e., the level to which the organization
regards learning behavior), 6 of 9 facilitators scored in the “More Conducive” range
(67% of the sample), while 3 of 9 scored in the “Somewhat Conducive” range (33% of
the sample). Finally, in the “Error-Avoidance” dimension (i.e., the level to which the
organization focuses on avoiding mistakes), 5 of 9 facilitators scored in the “More
Conducive” range (56% of the sample), while 4 of 9 scored in the “Somewhat
Conducive” range (44% of the sample). The differences in the facilitators’ scores in these
two dimensions are interesting when one considers the rich feedback environment of the
UBCCP.
Lastly, it is important to note that across clusters, the facilitators’ Mindset and
Feedback Orientation results did not always align with the way they appeared to be
experiencing the learning climate. Specifically, the results of the LCS assessment and
related interview data revealed that the two facilitators with “Growth with Some Fixed”
mindsets (Jordan and Deena, who also scored in the “Somewhat Adept” range on the
FOS—Feedback Self-efficacy dimension) scored “Overall” and 2 of 3 dimensions in the
“More Conducive” to learning range, thereby appearing to be more positively
experiencing the UBCCP learning climate. Meanwhile, 3 of 7 facilitators with “Strong
Growth” mindsets and high FOS scores (Stephanie, Sophie, and Bethany) scored the
“Overall” learning climate and the majority of the dimensions in the “Somewhat
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Conducive” to learning range (the exception being Stephanie who scored “Appreciation”
in the “More Conducive” range).
The differences across clusters revealed in the data aligned with an assumption of
the study, i.e., that many factors, including psychological safety, play important roles in
how individuals experience a learning climate. Recall, “psychological safety describes
people’s perceptions of the consequences of taking interpersonal risks in a particular
context such as a workplace” (Edmondson, 1999, p. 5). Further, “psychological safety is
fundamentally about reducing, interpersonal risk, which necessarily accompanies
uncertainty and change” (Schein & Bennis, 1965).
This across-cluster analysis sheds light on the chance that exists in the UBCCP to
enhance the learning climate, by (a) exploring the factors that are causing 4 of 9
facilitators (44% of the sample) to experience the “Appreciation” dimension of the
learning climate less favorably than the remaining 5 facilitators, particularly given the
rich feedback environment of the UBCCP; (b) exploring ways to enhance “psychological
safety” as a means of enhancing how facilitators experience the “Error-Avoidance”
dimension of the LCS; and (c) providing the facilitators access to formal professional
development opportunities as a means of improving the extent to which the UBCCP
facilitates learning opportunities and regards and supports learning behavior (i.e.,
“Facilitation”). (Interestingly, when the facilitators were asked to reflect on factors that
promoted feedback receptivity in the feedback environment, they identified formal
learning.)
This interpretation of the data was relevant to the study and supported by what
was learned in the literature review, i.e., psychological safety is associated with learning.
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“The interpersonal experience of psychological safety is argued to be foundational for
enabling behaviors essential to learning and change, whether the entity that needs to
change is a person, a team, or a company” (Edmondson, 2014, p. 37). Further, research
supports the idea that
a climate of psychological safety can mitigate the interpersonal risks inherent in
learning in hierarchies. People are more likely to offer ideas, admit mistakes, ask
for help, or provide feedback if they believe it is safe to do so. With growing
numbers of collaborative relationships and complex interdependencies in the
workplace, psychological safety is likely to remain an important factor for
learning and performance well into the future. (Edmondson, 2014, pp. 36-37)
Across-cluster analysis of findings from the two context-focused assessments
and related interview data. The analysis of the data across the two context-focused
assessments (i.e., the Feedback Environment Scale [for the director and co-facilitators],
the Learning Climate Scale), and the related interview data revealed the following
similarities and differences. First, it is important to note that most of the facilitators of
adult learning in the UBCCP appeared to be experiencing both the feedback environment
and the learning climate positively. However, they appeared to be experiencing the
feedback environment more positively than the learning climate. Specifically, 7 of 9
facilitators scored the feedback environment (for the director) in the “More Conducive”
to providing useful feedback range (78% of the sample), and 6 of 9 facilitators scored the
feedback environment (for Co-facilitators) in the “More Conducive” range (67% of the
sample). By contrast, in the learning climate, 5 of 9 facilitators scored it in the “More
Conducive” to learning range (56% of the sample), and 4 of 9 facilitators scored it in the
“Somewhat Conducive” range (44% of the sample).
Second, the data revealed that while facilitators’ mindsets and feedback
orientations appeared to be influencing the way they were experiencing the feedback
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environment (both for the director and the co-facilitators), the facilitators’ mindsets and
feedback orientations did not appear to be influencing the way the facilitators were
experiencing the learning climate of the UBCCP. Specifically, the facilitators’ results on
the “Total Feedback Environment” as well as across the 7 FES categories were aligned
with the facilitators’ mindset and feedback orientation scores (e.g., facilitators with
higher self-focused assessment scores had higher FES scores). By contrast, the
facilitators’ scores on the “Overall” learning climate as well as across the 3 LCS
dimensions did not align with the facilitators’ mindsets and feedback orientation scores
(e.g., facilitators with lower self-focused assessment scores had higher learning climate
scores).
The analysis of the data across the two context-focused assessments revealed
distinct differences between what was learned from each. Specifically, the FES and
related interview data shed light on how the facilitators’ mindsets and feedback
orientations influenced the way they experienced the complex feedback environment of
the UBCCP for both the director and the co-facilitators. The data also revealed the
opportunities that exist to enhance the UBCCP feedback environment by paying attention
to the categories in which the director and the co-facilitators demonstrated different
strengths and setting up structures for them to learn best practices from one another.
Finally, the data showed an important need that exists to distribute more equitably
(among all the facilitators) how favorable and unfavorable feedback is provided in the
UBCCP.
The data from the LCS and related interview data revealed that the facilitators’
mindsets and feedback orientations were not the only factors that may be influencing how
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facilitators were experiencing the learning climate of the UBCCP. Specifically, the data
revealed an opportunity that exists to explore ways to promote “psychological safety” in
the UBCCP so that the way the facilitators experience the “Error-Avoidance” dimension
of the LCS is improved. The data further revealed that the most effective way to enhance
“psychological safety” might be through formal professional development. Interestingly,
these data also aligned with a factor the facilitators identified as promoting growth
mindsets that lead to greater feedback receptivity, i.e., formal learning opportunities.
Section 3: Analysis and Interpretation by Cluster of Findings
Emerging from the Related Interview Data: When Shifts in Mindset Occur
This study explored the potential interplay that exists between individuals’
mindsets and feedback orientations, the way they experience the feedback environment
and the learning climate, and feedback receptivity. Specifically, the third inquiry focused
on when the facilitators of adult learning of the UBCCP perceived that shifts in their
mindsets that lead to feedback receptivity are likely to occur. Recall that no assessments
were used to inform this question. Rather, the facilitators were invited to make meaning
of their assessment results (as previously described) and to make connections to their
experience as members of the UBCCP team.
The analysis and interpretation of these data were informed by Transformative
Learning Theory—perspective transformation. (In Chapter II, I identified connections
between transformative learning/perspective transformation and the constructs of Implicit
Person Theory and Feedback.) I considered the work of Jack Mezirow (the original
thought leader) who, in 2000, identified habits of mind as sets of assumptions that act as
filters for interpreting experiences. Next, I considered the work of Taylor and Cranton
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(2012), whose research challenged critiques of Mezirow’s work as being too rational by
pointing to the origins of Mezirow’s work which were rooted in constructivism and
humanism. Then, I considered the work of Arnd-Michael Nohl, who posited in 2015
that a disorienting dilemma does not always trigger an individual’s perspective
transformation. As Nohl posited, perspective transformation can be the result of a life
event that someone may not even realize has transformed him or her until a later point in
time, orientation, and the ways they show up, influence, and experience the feedback and
learning climates.
In this section, I present the facilitators’ responses by the three natural clusters
that emerged from the data. First, I present the analysis and interpretation of the findings
for Cluster 1 (i.e., within-cluster analysis for facilitators with “N = 5”). Then, I present
the analysis and interpretation of the findings for Cluster 2 (i.e., within-cluster analysis
for facilitators with “N = 4”). Next, I present the analysis and interpretation of the
findings for Cluster 3 (i.e., within-cluster analysis for facilitators with “N = 3” or
“N = 2”). Finally, I present an analysis and interpretation of the findings across all three
clusters.
Cluster 1: Three Facilitators Scoring in the High Range on All Five Data Points
Across Four Assessments (N = 5)
In this subsection, related interview responses for the 3 facilitators who fell within
Cluster 1 (i.e., “N = 5”) are analyzed and interpreted. These data and related analysis and
interpretations aligned with RQ3, When do facilitators of adult learning perceive shifts in
their mindsets that lead to feedback receptivity are likely to occur? First, I present the
analysis and interpretation of the findings related to when these facilitators perceived
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shifts in mindset are most likely to occur. Second, I present the analysis and interpretation
of the findings related to when these facilitators perceived shifts in mindset are least
likely to occur.
Analysis and interpretation—When have you been most likely to experience a
shift in your mindset? The analysis and interpretation of these findings appeared to
indicate that these facilitators felt similarly about what promoted shifts in their mindsets
that lead to greater feedback receptivity. First, they appreciated and actively sought
knowledge to utilize more fully the feedback they received in the UBCCP, and they held
themselves accountable for their own growth and development. For example, one
facilitator stated, “A high point was just to hear about the scaffolding, like this is
intentional”; another facilitator talked about “foundations in adult learning and how we’re
always trying to improve and learn and grow and develop”; while a third facilitator stated
a high point was “when my feet are grounded.” Second, they all talked about using the
feedback to improve, e.g., one facilitator shared, “If I just take the feedback and improve
this, then I can move to the next step”; another facilitator shared, “Many of us are good at
learning and taking feedback and growing and developing, and we appreciate it.”
Analysis and interpretation—When have you been least likely to experience a
shift in your mindset? The analysis and interpretation of these findings appeared to
indicate that these facilitators also shared similar ideas about what hinders their feedback
receptivity. Specifically, the facilitators talked about getting too much negative feedback,
and how the timing is important. For example, one facilitator shared, “I like to experience
it and then learn from that, but too much feedback before I do it, I’m just in a spin. Let
me figure it out myself.” Another facilitator shared, “Sometimes it feels like it’s never
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good enough for the director, and I appreciate that because I love to learn and grow, but
then there’s also kind of just, ‘Oh, can we just kind of celebrate and have more
appreciation?’”
Within-Cluster 1 analysis and interpretation of findings. The analysis and
interpretation of the findings for this cluster appeared to indicate that these facilitators:
(a) value and seek feedback; (b) have a keen awareness and understanding of the factors
that promote and hinder shifts in their mindsets; (c) hold themselves primarily
responsible for interpreting, understanding, and acting upon the feedback; and (d) are
confident in their ability to internalize and act upon the feedback they receive in the
UBCCP, in spite of the challenges they face, e.g., receiving too much negative feedback
at once and not having adequate time to process it. Next, I present the analysis and
interpretation of the findings for Cluster 2.
Cluster 2: Two Facilitators Scoring in the High Range in Four of Five Data Points
Across Four Assessments (N = 4)
In this subsection, related interview responses for the 2 facilitators who fell within
Cluster 2 (i.e., “N = 4”) are analyzed and interpreted. These data and related analysis and
interpretations aligned with RQ3, When Shifts in Mindset Occur. First, I present the
analysis and interpretation of the findings related to when these facilitators perceived
shifts in mindset are most likely to occur. Second, I present the analysis and interpretation
of the findings related to when these facilitators perceived shifts in mindset are least
likely to occur.
Analysis and interpretation—When have you been most likely to experience a
shift in your mindset? The analysis and interpretation of these findings appeared to
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indicate that these facilitators felt similarly about what promotes shifts in their mindsets
that lead to greater feedback receptivity. Specifically, one shared when she reminded
herself that people are interested in helping her because they value the relationship and
want to help her grow. The other facilitator shared that she has always been interested in
feedback and that is why having time to plan and act on feedback received is so important
to her. Interestingly, both of these facilitators answered this question through the lens of
self-efficacy, i.e., they both referenced what helps them in their pursuit of self-growth.
Analysis and interpretation—When have you been least likely to experience a
shift in your mindset? The analysis and interpretation of these findings appeared to
indicate that these facilitators felt similarly about what hinders shifts in their mindsets
that lead to greater feedback receptivity. Specifically, one facilitator shared that when she
did not understand it or when it was not making sense to her, it was not helpful because
she did not know what to do with it; possibly, her own point of view might be clouding
her ability to see another’s. The other facilitator shared frustration with expectations
around internalizing and acting on feedback received in the moment, without ample
opportunity to digest it. This facilitator also shared the importance of timing, e.g., “when
you are receiving feedback and are pressed for time, the feedback needs to be delivered
with empathy.” Once again, these facilitators answered this question through the lens of
self-efficacy by articulating what gets in their way.
Within-Cluster 2 analysis and interpretation of findings. The analysis and
interpretation of the findings for this cluster revealed similarities between these two
facilitators. Specifically, they shared an appreciation for the value of feedback, and an
understanding and awareness of the factors that promote and hinder shifts in their
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mindsets. They also felt strongly that they were primarily responsible for promoting their
own feedback receptivity, yet expressed the importance they placed on the support of
their colleagues which helped them better understand, interpret, and act on the feedback
they received in the UBCCP. Moreover, they demonstrated confidence in their ability to
internalize and act on the feedback, despite the challenges they identified, i.e., sensitivity
to how feedback is delivered and the time constraints of the program. Next, I present the
analysis and interpretation of the findings for Cluster 3.
Cluster 3: Three Facilitators Scoring in the High Range in Three of Five Data Points
Across Four Assessments (N = 3), and One Facilitator Scoring in the High Range
in Two of Five Data Points Across Four Assessments (N = 2)
In this subsection, related interview responses for the 4 facilitators who fell within
Cluster 3 (i.e., “N = 3” or “N = 2”) are analyzed and interpreted. These data and related
analysis and interpretations aligned with RQ3, When Shifts in Mindset Occur. First, I
present the analysis and interpretation of the findings related to when these facilitators
perceived shifts in mindset are most likely to occur. Second, I present the analysis and
interpretation of the findings related to when these facilitators perceived shifts in mindset
are least likely to occur.
Analysis and interpretation—When have you been most likely to experience a
shift in your mindset? The analysis and interpretation of these findings appeared to
indicate that these facilitators felt similarly about what promotes shifts in their mindsets
that lead to greater feedback receptivity. For example, regarding when they perceived
they are most likely to experience a shift in mindset that leads to feedback receptivity,
they all referenced relationships and opportunities to collaborate with team members.
Specifically, they all talked about how much they valued engaging with the director and
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one another to discuss feedback. For example, one facilitator stated, “When it’s
socialized better, director spent time with me, the one-on-ones useful. Before, prep is
optimal, as opposed to after the incident, show and tell.” Another facilitator stated, “Endof-day debriefs, laughter in the room, best time, staff meetings at the end of the actual
day.” A third facilitator shared, “Team meetings, Zoom, sharing my experiences.” These
reflections indicated these facilitators desired more opportunities to collaborate and
engage in collegial conversations about their practice (particularly with the director)
because it helped them better understand and internalize the feedback they receive;
ultimately, this promoted the shifts in mindset they needed to promote greater feedback
receptivity.
Analysis and interpretation—When have you been least likely to experience a
shift in your mindset? When these facilitators were asked when they perceived they are
least likely to experience a shift in mindset that leads to feedback receptivity, they
referenced similar themes. Specifically, they all referenced time constraints as a
challenge as well as frustration with having to attend to too many administrative tasks.
Two facilitators also shared that written feedback was least helpful, particularly when
they did not have time to process it. Finally, they mentioned that feedback provided in a
negative manner gets in the way of their feedback receptivity. These reflections indicated
that these facilitators need time to process feedback and would benefit from more
sensitivity around how feedback is delivered.
Within-Cluster 3 analysis and interpretation of findings. The analysis and
interpretation of the findings for this cluster appeared to indicate that although these
facilitators valued feedback, they did not typically seek it out; they thrived in
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collaborative settings because they were sensitive to how feedback was delivered in the
UBCCP. They felt they learned from debriefing with their colleagues and found the time
constraints of the UBCCP particularly challenging because they greatly benefit from the
support of their colleagues to help them better understand, interpret, and act on the
feedback they receive in this setting.
Across-cluster analysis of findings from related interview data for RQ3:
When do facilitators of adult learning perceive shifts in their mindsets occur? In this
subsection, the findings across clusters are analyzed, with a focus on similarities and
differences. The key observations were interpreted largely based on the literature review
conducted for this study in the areas of mindset, feedback, and perspective
transformation. After closely examining the facilitators’ responses to the one-on-one
interview questions related to RQ3, Shifts in Mindset, the analysis and interpretation of
the findings across the three clusters are presented based on the five factors the
facilitators identified as promoting and/or hindering shifts in mindset that lead to
feedback receptivity.
The first factor the facilitators identified was the value they placed on feedback.
When I compared the responses of the facilitators across clusters, I found they all
mentioned the value of feedback, which was not surprising given the feedback-rich
environment of the UBCCP (previously discussed in the Context chapter). However,
while all the facilitators shared similar beliefs, varying degrees of the value placed on
feedback were noted among the three clusters. Specifically, in Cluster 1, the facilitators
stated how much they valued the feedback received in the UBCCP; included examples of
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strategies they use to adopt feedback; and talked about actively seeking feedback because
they see it as a tool with which they can reach higher levels.
Not surprisingly, the facilitators in Cluster 2 shared similar thoughts to the
facilitators in Cluster 1, however with a slightly nuanced difference. Specifically,
although they also talked about the value of feedback and cited examples of strategies
they use to adopt it, these facilitators did not mention seeking it out. In Cluster 3, I
noticed that when the facilitators spoke about feedback, it was more through the lens of
appreciation rather than value (i.e., they talked more about appreciating feedback than
valuing it). These facilitators also appeared more focused on the challenges of how they
receive feedback in the UBCCP rather than on how it might be used to help them
experience the shifts in mindset required to promote greater feedback receptivity.
The interpretation of these data across clusters was that all facilitators in Clusters
1 and 2 appeared to have more deeply internalized the value of feedback because they
understood that feedback benefits the giver, the receiver, and the wider organization. This
aligned with what was learned in the literature review, i.e., five reasons why feedback is
important: (1) feedback is always there; (2) feedback is effective listening; (3) feedback
can motivate; (4) feedback can improve performance; and (5) feedback is a tool for
continued learning (Wyse, 2015). Given that the facilitators in Cluster 3 may not yet have
fully internalized that feedback from others informs us in ways that enriches our selfknowledge (Kennedy & McCarthy, 2015).
The second factor the facilitators identified was awareness of (e.g.,
understanding) the feedback. When I analyzed the data across clusters, I found that all the
facilitators demonstrated awareness of the feedback they received within the context of
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the UBCCP. This was not surprising, given their educational and professional
backgrounds, their depth of experiences as facilitators of adult learning, and their high
levels of self-awareness, as discussed in Section 1. However, it is important to note that
once again, varying degrees of understanding were noted among the three clusters.
Specifically, in Cluster 1, the facilitators demonstrated the ability to articulate concisely
the factors they perceive promote and hinder their feedback receptivity and talked about
the actions they take to address them effectively. In Cluster 2, although the facilitators
were also able to articulate factors that promote/hinder feedback receptivity, I noticed
that they mentioned the impact others have on their ability to be more feedback receptive.
Finally, in Cluster 3, I noticed that although the facilitators were able to identify factors
that promote/hinder their feedback receptivity, they did so through the lens of outside
supports they need from the director, their colleagues, and the program (e.g.,
opportunities to collaborate, time to debrief, etc.) in order to address them rather than
through the lens of self.
The interpretation of this analysis was that although all facilitators demonstrated
an awareness of the feedback they received in the UBCCP and how it can either promote
and/or hinder their feedback receptivity, the facilitators in Clusters 1 and 2 demonstrated
greater self-awareness than those in Cluster 3. Specifically, Cluster 1 demonstrated the
greatest self-awareness by sharing what they do to address the feedback, whereas
facilitators in Clusters 2 and 3 demonstrated their need for support from outside sources
to better understand it, with facilitators in Cluster 3 demonstrating the greatest need.
The third factor the facilitators identified was their sense of responsibility for
acting on feedback received within the context of the UBCCP. This was not surprising,
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given the facilitators’ commitment and dedication to the team and the program as well as
their respect for the work, the director, and one another. However, it is important to note
that once again, varying degrees of personal responsibility were noted among the three
clusters. Specifically, in Cluster 1, the facilitators expressed it was primarily their
responsibility to figure out what they needed to do to internalize and act on the feedback
they received so that they can experience the shifts in mindsets required to attain greater
feedback receptivity, e.g., one facilitator shared, “Let me figure it out myself.” In Cluster
2, the facilitators shared the importance of the feedback giver to be empathetic, e.g., “I
think it’s harder when you’re being asked to change midstream. That’s the hardest time to
be receptive, and I think the director knowing that will be helpful.” Finally, in Cluster 3,
the facilitators expressed frustration with how feedback is delivered, particularly written
feedback, with one facilitator sharing, “The least helpful is getting the comments in
writing.”
The interpretation of this analysis was that although all the facilitators expressed
feeling responsible for acting on feedback received, there were distinct differences
between the clusters about the degree of personal responsibility. Specifically, the
facilitators in Clusters 1 appeared to consider the responsibility primarily theirs to figure
out, implement, and act on feedback received. The facilitators in Cluster 2 appeared to
feel it was a joint responsibility, i.e., although they were responsible, they should be
supported. The facilitators in Cluster 3 appeared to feel the primary responsibility of
ensuring they were able to internalize feedback should come from the program through
appropriate training and development.

312

The fourth factor they shared was their degree of self-confidence (or self-efficacy)
regarding their ability to internalize and act on feedback. After reviewing the data, I
noticed a greater degree of difference among the facilitators in self-confidence.
Specifically, the facilitators in Cluster 1 exuded confidence in their own ability to shift
their mindsets to promote greater feedback receptivity. The facilitators in Cluster 2
expressed a desire/need to unpack feedback received with other team members, as they
felt gaining others’ insights brought clarity to the feedback and helped them identify next
steps they needed to take to attain greater feedback receptivity. Finally, in Cluster 3, the
facilitators expressed a need for more opportunities to unpack feedback with their team
members as well as a need for more direction. This aligned with what was learned in the
literature review, i.e., self-confidence promotes self-efficacy.
The fifth and final factor the facilitators identified was the challenge of the time
constraints of the UBCCP which hindered feedback receptivity because they felt they did
not have the time they needed to process, internalize, and act on feedback received.
Specifically, the facilitators in Cluster 1 did not talk about the time constraints of the
UBCCP as a factor that hindered their feedback receptivity, whereas the facilitators in
Cluster 2 expressed a desire for more time to process it, with one facilitator sharing how
the pressure of enacting feedback received in the moment hindered her ability to be
feedback receptive. Finally, the facilitators in Cluster 3 consistently referenced the
challenge of the time constraints of the UBCCP as a factor that hindered the ability to
shift their mindsets in ways that promote greater feedback receptivity.
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Chapter Summary
This section provides a summary of the analysis and interpretation of the findings.
The aim of this qualitative case study was to explore factors that facilitators of adult
learning in a team facilitation setting (the UBCCP) perceive influence their learning in
their roles. Two self-focused assessments (i.e., the Mindset Quiz and the Feedback
Orientation Scale), two context focused assessments (i.e., the Feedback Environment
Scale and the Learning Climate scale), and related interview responses were used to
gather the data. I begin this summary by revisiting the Conceptual Framework I presented
in Chapter II. Then I discuss how the study informed the evolution of the Revised
Conceptual Framework that captures the essence of what was learned.
In summary, this chapter looked at factors that promote and/or hinder feedback
receptivity at the individual and environment levels. Specifically, at the individual level,
the facilitators’ assessment results on two self-focused assessments (the Mindset Quiz
and the Feedback Orientation Scale) and related interview responses were analyzed.
These analyses aligned with RQ1, What factors do facilitators of adult learning perceive
influence the interplay between their individual mindsets and their ability to be feedback
receptive?
At the environment level, the facilitators’ assessment results on two contextfocused assessments (the FES and the LCS) and related interview responses were
analyzed. These analyses aligned with RQ2, What environmental factors do facilitators
of adult learning perceive influence the interplay between their individual mindsets and
their ability to be feedback receptive?
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In addition, the chapter included an analysis of the interview responses related to
RQ3, When do facilitators of adult learning perceive that shifts in their mindset are most
likely to occur?
First, the analysis of the data revealed that an interplay existed between the
mindsets and feedback orientations of the facilitators of adult learning in the UBCCP and
how they experienced the feedback environment. Second, the data revealed that all
members of the UBCCP played a role in how the facilitators experience the feedback
environment. Third, the data revealed that the facilitators were experiencing the feedback
environment and the learning climate differently. Finally, the data revealed that the
facilitators perceived the same factors can promote and/or hinder shifts in mindset that
lead to greater feedback receptivity.
In Chapter II, a Preliminary Conceptual Framework (PCF) was presented
based on the assumptions of the study at that time (see Figure 2 [Figure 1 replicated]
below).
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Figure 2
Initial Conceptual Framework (replicated)
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The PCF depicted above began with Implicit Person Theory (Dweck & Elliot,
1983) and Feedback Orientation (which is related to mindset). Next, the ICF illustrated
the environmental factors perceived by facilitators of adult learning to influence the
interplay between their mindset and feedback receptivity (i.e., the feedback environment
and the learning climate—key components of the UBCCP). The figure then suggested the
interplay between an individual’s mindset and feedback orientation, and that feedback
environment and learning climate led to perspective transformation, which ultimately
promoted the shifts in mindset that this study aimed to better understand (e.g., shifts in
mindset that lead to greater feedback receptivity).
After completing the analysis of the data across all assessments, the following
Revised Conceptual Framework (RCF) was designed to highlight what was learned
through the study (see Figure 3 below).
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Figure 3
Revised Conceptual Framework
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The RCF highlights that in the UBCCP, a facilitator’s behavior (in this case,
feedback receptivity) is a function of: (a) self-focused factors (i.e., mindset and feedback
orientation) and (b) context-focused factors (i.e., the feedback environment [for the
director and the co-facilitators], and the learning climate).
In this model, the two context-focused assessments are separated to show
important differences. Specifically, the diagram shows the feedback environment is
influenced by the facilitators’ mindsets and feedback orientations. Further, it is split into
two parts, to show the director’s influence and the co-facilitators’ influence on the
feedback environment. This distinction is important because one’s assumption entering
this study might have been that the director (because of power dynamics) is the only team
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member who influences the feedback environment. However, the study revealed that the
facilitators also influence the feedback environment.
Then, the learning climate is shown separate from the feedback environment
because close analysis of the data revealed that the facilitators’ mindsets and feedback
orientations appeared to be influencing all categories of the feedback environment, but
only one dimension of the learning climate. Specifically, the facilitators’ mindset and
feedback orientation scores aligned with their FES results in seven categories. However,
the facilitators’ mindsets and feedback orientations only aligned with their LCS results in
one of three dimensions, i.e., the error-avoidance dimension. Next the diagram shows that
the self-focused factors and context-focused factors all contributed to perspective
transformation, which leads to feedback receptivity. Next, in Chapter VII, I present
conclusions and recommendations.
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Chapter VII
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This qualitative case study explored factors perceived by facilitators of adult
learning to influence their learning in role. Specifically, the study aimed to identify
factors the facilitators perceived promote and/or hinder feedback receptivity. As
discussed earlier, the study focused on a team of facilitators of a coaching certification
program housed in an academic department of the graduate school of education for a
Tier I university located in the northeastern region of the United States. I gathered data on
9 of 10 facilitators who comprised the UBCCP team.
It is important to note that although the remaining facilitator, e.g., the director, did
not participate in this study in the same way as the other team members (i.e., he did not
take the four assessments and did not participate in the same interview process), he was
an integral part of the study. In fact, the idea to conduct this study evolved after numerous
academic conversations the director and I had about exploring mindsets in service of
enhancing feedback practices in the coaching field and in the K-12 education camp, as
we believed this was an important study that could help promote the greater good in
many different arenas. In Chapter I, the director’s leadership point of view was presented
to provide valuable insight into the UBCCP program. Moreover, the director graciously
arranged for me to observe him as well as the other facilitators of adult learning of the
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UBCCP while they were working with their students/clients. Here, in Section 1, I provide
a summary of the responses to the three core research questions, next, in Section 2, I
provide conclusions and recommendations. Finally, in Section 3, I provide limitations
and implications for further research.
Section 1: Responses to Core Research Questions
This section provides a brief response to each of this study’s three core research
questions based on the analysis and interpretation of the data presented in the previous
chapter. Connections to previous mindset, feedback orientation, feedback environment,
learning climate research, and other research on broader yet related topics are also made
in support of this study’s findings.
Research Question 1
What factors do facilitators of adult learning perceive influence the interplay
between their individual mindsets and their ability to be feedback receptive?
This study’s findings revealed that the facilitators shared similar perceptions of
how their individual mindsets and feedback orientations influence feedback receptivity
within the context of the UBCCP. It is important to recall that all nine facilitators had
mindset scores that fell in the high range of the continuum, i.e., 2 of 9 scored in the
“Growth with Some Fixed” mindset range (22% of the sample), and 7 scored in the
“Strong Growth” mindset range (78% of the sample). In addition, all the facilitators had
Total Feedback Orientation scores that fell in the “More Adept” at receiving and using
feedback range; however, there were differences, with three facilitators scoring in the
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“Somewhat Adept” range in the Feedback Orientation Scale (FOS) “Feedback Selfefficacy” dimension.
When the facilitators were asked to reflect on their individual self-focused
assessment scores (i.e., the Mindset Quiz and the FOS) and to consider how the scores
aligned with factors they perceived influence feedback receptivity in role, more
similarities than differences emerged. This was not surprising given the facilitators’
similar self-focused assessment profiles, described in detail in Chapter VI.
First, all the facilitators talked about their commitment to the team and how much
they valued having growth mindsets and high feedback orientations. Second, they all
referenced how much they valued the feedback they receive in the UBCCP, both from the
director and the co-facilitators. Third, they all referenced core values they feel promote
feedback receptivity—specifically, (a) their feelings about the work, i.e., “missiondriven”; (b) their deep appreciation of and desire for feedback; (3) their innate
commitment to continuously keep learning, growing, and developing; and (4) how much
they value their relationships with the director and with one another.
Finally, the facilitators referenced a desire to learn about mindset and feedback
orientation in a more formal manner. This observation was particularly telling as it (a)
relates to the FOS “Feedback Self-efficacy” dimension where three facilitators (one from
each cluster that naturally emerged from the data) scored in the “Somewhat Adept”
range; and (b) parallels what was learned in the literature review, i.e., that teaching about
mindsets is an effective way to promote and develop growth mindsets.
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Research Question 2
What environmental factors and interventions do facilitators of adult learning
perceive promote/hinder shifts in their mindset that lead to feedback receptivity?
The findings revealed that the facilitators shared similar perceptions of
environmental factors that promote and/or hinder feedback receptivity within the context
of the UBCCP. To answer this question, the facilitators responded to two context-focused
assessments (i.e., the Feedback Environment Scale [FES] for the director and for the
co-Facilitators, and the Learning Climate Scale [LCS]). The facilitators were then asked
to reflect on their individual assessment results to inform the interview responses.
Therefore, three areas are discussed in response to the second research question:
(a) environmental factors the facilitators perceived promote/hinder the feedback
environment (for the director); (b) environmental factors the facilitators perceived
promote/hinder the feedback environment (for the co-facilitators); and (c) factors the
facilitators perceived promote/hinder the learning climate.
As noted earlier, the FES (described in detail in Chapter IV) provided two sets of
data (one for the director and one for the co-facilitators); and the FES Total Feedback
Environment is comprised of the following seven categories:
(1) Source Credibility—how reliable a facilitator feels the source of feedback is;
(2) Feedback Quality—how useful a facilitator feels the feedback is;
(3) Feedback Delivery—how a facilitator feels about the manner in which
feedback is provided;
(4) Favorable Feedback—how often positive feedback is provided;
(5) Unfavorable Feedback—how often negative feedback is provided;
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(6) Source Availability—how often feedback is provided; and
(7) Promotes Feedback Seeking—how facilitators feel about seeking feedback in
this setting.
Table 53was created to help the reader compare the similarities and differences
between the way the director and the co-facilitators were influencing the UBCCP
feedback environment. Column 1 shows the FES categories. Column 2 provides the
director’s results. Column 3 shows the co-Facilitators’ results. Note: (*) depicts not
receiving any scores in the “More Conducive” range.
Table 53
Comparison of FES Scores between Director and Co-Facilitators

FES Categories
Total Feedback
Environment
Source Credibility
Feedback Quality
Feedback Delivery
Favorable Feedback
Unfavorable Feedback

Director

Co-Facilitators

#/% Scoring in the
“More Conducive” range
7 of 9
(or 78%)

#/% Scoring in the
“More Conducive” range
6 of 9
(or 67%)

100%

100%

8 of 9
(or 89%)
7 of 9
(or 78%)
2 of 9
(or 22%)

8 of 9
(or 89%)
8 of 9
(or 89%)
6 of 9
(or 67%)
3 of 9
(or 33%)
3 of 9
(or 33%
5 of 9
(or 56%)

100%

Source Availability

*

Promotes Feedback
Seeking

5 of 9
(or 56%)

323

Environmental factors perceived to promote/hinder feedback receptivity (for
the director). First, the FES data (for the director) revealed the following: (a) The
director was having a positive influence on the “Total Feedback Environment,” with a
strong majority, i.e., 7 of 9 facilitators scoring his influence in the “More Conducive” to
providing useful feedback range (or 78% of the sample); (b) the director was influencing
the feedback environment positively in five FES categories; (c) the director was having
an optimal, positive influence on the feedback environment in two FES categories, i.e.,
“Source Credibility” and “Unfavorable Feedback” (scoring 100% in the “More
Conducive” range); and (d) the director was having a less positive influence on the
feedback in two FES categories, i.e., “Source Availability” and “Favorable Feedback”
(scoring in the “Somewhat Conducive” or “Less Conducive” ranges).
Second, the interview responses revealed the environmental factors the facilitators
perceived promote feedback receptivity included when feedback was credible; when
feedback was of high quality; when feedback was delivered with empathy; and when
feedback was timely. Interestingly, 3 of the 4 factors the facilitators identified aligned
with 3 of 5 FES categories in which the data showed the director was influencing in a
positive manner in the UBCCP (i.e., “Source Credibility,” “Feedback Quality,” and
“Feedback Delivery”).
Third, the environmental factors the facilitators identified as hindering feedback
receptivity included: the limited interactions they had with the director and with one
another (i.e., “Source Availability”); the indifferent manner in which feedback was
provided (i.e., “Feedback Delivery,” which did not align with the assessment data); and
when feedback was delayed.
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Environmental factors perceived to promote feedback receptivity (for the
co-facilitators). First, the FES data (for the co-facilitators) revealed the following:
(a) the co-facilitators were influencing the “Total Feedback Environment” positively,
with 6 of 9 facilitators scoring it in the “More Conducive” to providing useful feedback
range (67% of the sample) range; (b) the co-facilitators appeared to be influencing the
feedback environment positively in five FES categories; (c) the co-facilitators were
having an optimal, positive influence on the feedback environment in one FES category,
i.e., “Source Credibility” (scoring 100% in the “More Conducive” range); and (4) the
Co-facilitators were having a less positive influence on the feedback in two FES
categories, i.e., “Unfavorable Feedback” (scoring mostly in the “Somewhat Conducive”
or “Less Conducive” ranges).
Second, the environmental factors the facilitators perceived promote feedback
receptivity included when feedback was credible; when feedback was of high quality;
when feedback was delivered with empathy; and when feedback was timely.
(Interestingly, the facilitators identified the same environmental factors for the
co-facilitators as they did for the director.) These factors aligned with 3 of 5 FES
categories the co-facilitators were positively influencing in the feedback environment of
the UBCCP (i.e., “Source Credibility,” “Feedback Quality,” and “Feedback Delivery”).
Conversely, the environmental factors the facilitators identified as hindering feedback
receptivity included: limited opportunities to collaborate (i.e., “Source Availability,”
which did not align with the assessment data); and the time constraints of the UBCCP
(i.e., “Promotes Feedback Seeking”).
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Close analysis of the data for both the director and the co-facilitators drew me to
the following conclusions which challenged important assumptions I had entering the
study. First, both the director and the co-facilitators were positively influencing the Total
Feedback Environment (receiving scores of 78% and 67%, respectively, in the “More
Conducive” range).
Second, there were more similarities than differences between the way the
director and the co-facilitators were influencing the total feedback environment.
Specifically, in four categories of the FES, the director and the co-facilitators both
appeared to be positively influencing the feedback environment, as evidenced by their
high scores in the “More Conducive” range. In the Source Credibility category, both the
director and the co-facilitators scored 100%. In the Feedback Quality category, both the
director and the co-facilitators scored 89%. In the Feedback Delivery category, the
director and the co-facilitators scored 78% and 89%, respectively. Finally, in the
Promotes Feedback Seeking category, both the director and the co-facilitators scored
56% in the “More Conducive” range. The director’s and co-facilitators’ scores in the first
three categories (Source Credibility, Feedback Quality, and Feedback Delivery) indicated
areas of strength. This was not surprising given the premier, Ivy League program in
which this qualitative case study took place. However, although the director’s and cofacilitators’ scores in the fourth category (Promotes Feedback Seeking) still fell in the
“More Conducive” range, they provided valuable insight of a clear indication that
everyone could do better promoting feedback-seeking behaviors in the context of the
UBCCP.
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Third, the data revealed a dynamic tension in the feedback environment around
providing “Favorable Feedback” and “Unfavorable Feedback” across roles. Specifically,
in the “Unfavorable Feedback” category, the director scored 100% in the “More
Conducive” range, while the co-facilitators scored 33% (a 67% difference). Conversely,
in the “Favorable Feedback” category, the director scored 22% in the “More Conducive”
range, while the co-facilitators scored 67% (a 45% difference). Further analysis of this
data reveals the co-facilitators were more accustomed to receiving high-quality Favorable
Feedback from one another than from the director. The co-facilitators were also more
accustomed to receiving Unfavorable Feedback from the director than from one another.
Therefore, a conclusion I drew was that an opportunity exists for the director and the cofacilitators to learn from one another how to build on the different types of feedback (i.e.,
Favorable and Unfavorable) they provide to one another.
Finally, in the Source Availability category, the data revealed that all the
facilitators (100%) wished they had more opportunities to receive feedback from the
director, and a majority of the facilitators (67%) also wished there were more
opportunities to receive feedback from one another. These data provided valuable
insights into an opportunity that exists to enhance the feedback environment of the
UBCCP by increasing the amount of time facilitators are allotted to collaborate with the
director and one another.
Factors perceived to promote and/or hinder the Learning Climate Scale
(LCS). As noted previously, the LCS includes three dimensions that comprise the
“Overall Learning Climate” score. The first dimension is “Facilitation” (i.e., the level
to which the organization and workplace support, provide, and facilitate learning
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opportunities). The second dimension is “Appreciation” (i.e., the level to which the
organization regards learning behavior). The third dimension is “Error-Avoidance” (i.e.,
the level to which the organization focuses on avoiding mistakes). After closely
analyzing the facilitators’ LCS assessment results and related interview responses, the
data revealed the facilitators were divided in how they appeared to be experiencing the
“Overall” learning climate of the UBCCP. Specifically, 5 of 9 facilitators scored it in the
“More Conducive” to learning range (or 56% of the sample), while the remaining 4
scored it in the “Somewhat Conducive” range (or 44% of the sample). The data also
revealed there was only one dimension (i.e., “Facilitation”) in which the majority, i.e.,
8 of 9 facilitators, appeared to be experiencing the learning climate similarly, i.e.,
“Somewhat Conducive” (or 89% of the sample).
The facilitators of adult learning identified their commitment to learning
continuously and their commitment to the director and to one another (i.e.,
“Appreciation”) as factors that promoted feedback receptivity in the learning climate of
the UBCCP. The facilitators also identified three factors they perceived hinder feedback
receptivity—specifically, the time constraints (including the value time they spent on
administrative tasks); lack of formal learning opportunities provided to them as members
of the UBCCP team (i.e., “Facilitation”); and psychological safety (i.e., “ErrorAvoidance”).
Finally, close analysis of the data revealed that the two context-focused
assessments and related interview data provided unique insights because even though
both assessments were context-focused, the feedback environment and the learning
climate were different. Specifically, the feedback environment was created by the way all
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the members of the UBCCP (i.e., the director and the co-facilitators) influenced the seven
FES categories, whereas the learning climate was the result of how the facilitators
perceived the program supported their learning.
Research Question 3
When do facilitators of adult learning perceive that shifts in their mindset occur?
The findings revealed that the facilitators of adult learning across clusters shared
similar perceptions of when shifts in mindsets occur. Moreover, the facilitators identified
similar factors that promoted and hindered shifts in mindset that lead to great feedback
receptivity. For example, when the facilitators were asked, “Based on the high/low point
experiences as a core team member you mentioned earlier, can you identify when you
think you are most likely to have experienced a shift in your mindset in this team
facilitation setting? Can you identify when have been least likely to have experienced a
shift in your mindset?” the following related themes emerged: timing matters; the manner
in which feedback is delivered impacts mindset; and trusting spaces promote feedback
receptivity. In addition, fear and threat of disappointing and not living up to expectations
impedes feedback receptivity (see Appendix M, Researcher Journal #6).
Interestingly, these common insights appeared to align with the facilitators’
responses when they were asked to reflect on what excites/challenges them about being
on this team (i.e., their core values). Specifically, when the facilitators were asked to
reflect on what excites them about being on the team, the following themes emerged:
being on the team; learning; working with a pace-setting leader; high standards; and the
“work.” When asked to reflect on what challenges them about being on the team, they
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shared: a lack of administrative support; “his” way of doing things; and grueling 14-hour
days.
The analysis of these data sets in combination with additional comments made by
the facilitators during their interviews revealed five common factors the facilitators of
adult learning of the UBCCP perceived influence when shifts in their mindsets occur.
Specifically, the facilitators placed value on feedback; understanding the feedback; the
personal responsibility they feel toward acting on feedback received; their degree of selfconfidence; and time constraints. Table 54 below was created to help the reader compare
the five factors. Column 1 identifies the commonly identified factors. Column 2 indicates
the common factors the facilitators perceived promote feedback receptivity. Column 3
indicates the common factors the facilitators perceived hinder feedback receptivity.
Table 54
Factors Identified as Promoting/Hindering Feedback Receptivity
Factors Identified by
UBCCP Facilitators of
Adult Education to
Influence Shifts in
Mindset
Value Placed on Feedback
Timing and Understanding
the Feedback
Personal Responsibility
Felt Toward Acting on
Feedback
Received/Relationships
Self-confidence (i.e., Selfefficacy)
Time Constraints

Factors Perceived to
Promote Feedback
Receptivity

Factors Perceived to
Hinder Feedback
Receptivity

X
X

X

X

X

X

X
X
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First, I identify the factors. Next, I share how the facilitators felt the factors
promoted feedback receptivity. Then, where applicable, I share how they felt the factors
hindered feedback receptivity.
The first factor the facilitators commonly identified was the value they placed on
feedback. Specifically, they talked about how much they valued feedback and how much
it was valued within the context of the UBCCP. The facilitators shared that this core
value helped promote shifts in mindsets that lead to feedback receptivity. The second
factor the facilitators identified was timing/understanding the feedback. They shared that
receiving feedback they fully understood in a timely manner helped promote growth
mindsets. Conversely, when they did not understand it and/or received it in an untimely
manner, they were unable to internalize it and felt it hindered their ability to be feedbackreceptive. The third factor the facilitators identified was the importance of relationships
and the personal responsibility they felt toward acting on feedback received from trusted
colleagues. Interestingly, they shared that this sense of responsibility can help promote a
shift in mindset; however, it can also hinder their ability to be feedback-receptive when it
feels overwhelming. The fourth factor the facilitators shared was their degree of selfconfidence (i.e., self-efficacy) regarding their ability to internalize and act on feedback,
which can also either promote or hinder shifts in mindset that lead to greater feedback
receptivity. The fifth factor the facilitators referenced was the time constraints of the
UBCCP, which hindered shifts in mindsets that lead to feedback receptivity because they
did not have enough time to process and act on feedback received.
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Section 2: Conclusions and Recommendations
This section of the study presents conclusions and recommendations.
Conclusion 1: An interplay exists between the mindsets and feedback orientations
of the facilitators of adult learning in the UBCCP and how they experience the feedback
environment. This conclusion was addressed in the previous chapters and was supported
by the facilitators’ results on the Mindset Quiz, the Feedback Orientation Scale (FOS),
the Feedback Environment Scale (FES), and the related interview responses.
Recommendation 1: Educators of adult learning (in and outside of the UBCCP)
should engage in formal mindset theory learning activities, as the research supports that
teaching and learning about growth mindsets promote their internalization and
development. In addition, members of the UBCCP should share best practices that will
lead to greater self-efficacy.
Conclusion 2: The two context-focused assessments, i.e., the Feedback
Environment Scale (FES) and the Learning Climate Scale (LCS), provided different
insights. Specifically, the FES relates to the impact the team members are having on the
UBCCP feedback environment. The LCS relates to the impact the UBCCP program is
having on how the facilitators are experiencing the learning climate.
Recommendation 2: Facilitators of adult learning and educators in other camps
(academic and professional) need to understand the differences between the feedback
environment and the learning climate of an organization. These differences should be
explicitly taught and explored so that all the members of facilitation teams (including
program directors), students in other settings, and employees in organizations can learn
how to improve both.
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Conclusion 3: Despite power dynamics (e.g., the Director), all facilitators of adult
learning in the UBCCP play a role in how the feedback environment is experienced by
the members of the UBCCP. Although the overall feedback environment of the UBCCP
is “More Conducive” to providing and receiving feedback, there is room for
improvement. First, feedback responsibilities need to be more equitably distributed
among team members. Second, more time for the team members (including the Director)
to spend together should be built into the program.
Recommendation 3: As it was evident that both the director and the co-facilitators
have different strengths regarding the ways they are influencing the UBCCP feedback
environment, they should engage in collegial inquiry activities that facilitate the sharing
of best practices. Specifically, the director of the UBCCP should: (a) ensure program
structures exist that distribute team responsibilities around feedback across all team
members (i.e., favorable and unfavorable feedback); and (b) build more time into the
program for all the team members (including the director) to collaborate to improve
source availability and promote feedback-seeking behaviors.
Conclusion 4: The facilitators of adult learning of the UBCCP appeared to be
experiencing the learning climate less positively than the feedback environment.
Recommendation 4: The director of the UBCCP and directors of other adult
learning team facilitation programs should:
1. ensure formal, professional development opportunities are provided to their
teams to support their growth (i.e., facilitation). This will improve the learning
climate by validating through action (i.e., appreciation) how much the
program values learning (e.g., LPOV “stand still, fall back”), and nurture the
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team members’ core values around continuous learning (these professional
development opportunities should also be included in the onboarding process
for new team members); and
2. institute protocols and structures that support the psychological safety of their
team members to promote important risk-taking (rather than Error-Avoidance)
behaviors.
Conclusion 5: The time constraints of the UBCCP are negatively impacting
feedback receptivity.
Recommendation 5: The director of the UBCCP should consider hiring a program
assistant to facilitate the many administrative demands currently placed on the team
members. By doing so, the facilitators will have more time to observe, collaborate, and
learn from one another, which will promote feedback receptivity.
Section 3: Limitations and Implications for Further Research
This section of the study presents limitations of the study and implications for
future research. The first limitation of the study included my biases. Specifically, my
assumptions entering the study were the basis for the two self-focused and two contextfocused surveys I used to interpret the data I obtained from the semi-structured
interviews. The second limitation of the study included the biases of the facilitators who
agreed to be part of the study. Specifically, a sometimes-verbalized assumption on their
part was that the aim of the study was to shed light on components of the UBCCP
feedback practices that need improvement. The third limitation of the study included the
risk of compromising the facilitators’ anonymity because of how well they knew one
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another and the director. The fourth limitation of the study was the relatively small
sample size of the participants (e.g., nine facilitators of adult education).
Although this qualitative case study was conducted in the unique setting of the
UBCCP, implications for future research that could benefit many other programs,
organizations, institutions, and so on, were revealed. For example, as a lifelong K-12
educator and administrator, I see many connections between the findings of this study
and how they can be applied to enhance K-12 settings. Specifically, the interplay
between teachers’ and students’ mindsets and feedback orientations, and the feedback
environment and the learning climate to K-12 schools, should be explored so they can
apply what was learned from this study in their own contexts. By doing so, K-12 leaders
will be empowered to (a) build effectively on mindset initiatives that are common in
schools today; (b) learn to create conditions that promote shifts in mindsets that lead to
greater feedback receptivity; and (c) ultimately improve teaching, learning, and student
achievement.
A second implication for future research includes an opportunity to build upon
what was learned by looking at the study through the lens of constructive development
theory (Kegan, 1982, 1994), which posits that
the complexity of one’s thinking has the potential to develop over the course of a
life span through a series of five qualitatively distinct stages. Individuals who
have developed more complex capacities are uniquely able to address more
complex challenges, and those who undertake personal development increase
their abilities to address such challenges. (Helsing & Howel, 2014)
A third implication for future research includes an opportunity that exists to
build on what was learned by looking at the study through the lens of race and power
dynamics. Specifically, even though the executive coach industry is predominantly
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comprised of White women and White men, the director of the UBCCP is an African
American male. his presents a unique opportunity to shed light on reverse power
dynamics around race, power, and feedback, i.e., a Black man in an elite institution in a
position of power over White women and White men who comprise the team.
My key learning as a researcher and practicing leader in schools is that an
incredible opportunity exists for educators and others to use what was learned through
this study as a springboard to impact the greater good positively. Specifically, by sharing
the valuable insights gleaned, a more profound understanding of what can be done
programmatically to facilitate the evolution that performance feedback is intended to
achieve can be realized in schools, in institutions of higher education, in the business
world, in governments, and in countless other settings throughout the world. This is
particularly exciting when we consider the many challenges humanity is currently facing,
and the many chances servant leaders will be afforded to make a difference as we
continue to work tirelessly toward creating a kinder, more just, more equitable, and more
inclusive world.
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Appendix A
Letter of Invitation

Dear [NAME],
This letter is an invitation for you to participate in a proposed qualitative research case study
about the University-based Coaching Certification Program (UBCCP) of which you are a core
faculty member. The proposed study seeks to explore your perceptions regarding factors that
hinder/promote positive feedback receptivity in role, in this team facilitation setting.
The proposed qualitative research study is seeking to identify the factors perceived by the core
faculty members as hindering/promoting their ability to internalize feedback, and the correlation
(if any) between those factors and an individual’s mindset. In addition, the study seeks to
understand the impact the feedback environment plays on a core faculty member’s ability to grow
as a facilitator of adult learning, and how we can use what we know about adult development
theory to help promote shifts in mindset that will support positive feedback receptivity attitudes in
present and future UBCCP core faculty members. As a UBCCP core faculty member, you have
been identified as a person who may have valuable perspectives to share about the proposed
study’s aims.
If you chose to be a participant in the study as an interview participant, you will be asked to
complete two documents: 1) the Demographic Questionnaire, and 2) the Informed Consent Form.
In addition, you will be asked to complete a face-to-face 60-minute interview with the researcher,
Caridad Chrisomalis. This interview will be recorded for the purposes of ensuring data accuracy
and integrity.
Any information collected, including recordings, will be held in the strictest confidence, and no
individual identifiers will be disclosed in the dissertation discussion, narrative, or in academic or
professional circles. All information will be kept in a password protected file, to which only the
researcher will have access.

Attached you will find the following documents:

•
•

Participant’s Rights Form
Informed Consent Form

Please take the time to review these documents. If you wish to participate in the study, please
respond to this email, and then I will contact you to schedule next steps.
Many thanks for your time, and support of this proposed study.
Kind regards,
Caridad Chrisomalis
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Appendix B
Subject Consent Form and Participant’s Rights
(All Interview Participants)

Informed Consent
Researcher: Caridad Chrisomalis
Research Title: Mindset and Feedback Receptivity in a Team Facilitation Setting: Exploring
Factors Perceived by Faculty to Promote/Hinder Their Learning in Role
IRB Protocol Number: TBD
Description of the Research:
You are invited to contribute to a research study conducted by Caridad Chrisomalis, a doctoral
candidate in the field of Adult Learning and Leadership at Teacher’s College, Columbia
University.
The proposed research study is a qualitative case study that will incorporate two research
methodologies: review of archival data, i.e., existing post-program feedback forms obtained from
the University-based Coaching Credentialing Program (UBCCP), and semi structured interviews.
The purpose of this qualitative research study is to identify the factors perceived by the core
faculty members as hindering/promoting their ability to internalize feedback, and the correlation
(if any) between those factors and an individual’s mindset. In addition, the study seeks to
understand the impact the feedback environment plays on a core faculty member’s ability to grow
as a facilitator of adult learning, and how we can use what we know about adult development
theory to help promote shifts in mindset that will support positive feedback receptivity attitudes in
present and future UBCCP core faculty members.
Interview Participation:
You are being asked to participate through a 60-minute face-to-face interview with the researcher
at a time and location that provides privacy and is agreeable to you and the researcher.
With your permission, the interview will be audio recorded, which will enable the researcher to
analyze the data accurately. During the analysis phase of the dissertation, the audio recording will
be stored, password protected in a secure place that this only accessible to the researcher. Once
the analysis of the data is finalized, the researcher will delete all audio recordings.
Risks and Benefits:
Your participation in the study is strictly voluntary. The research anticipates that there will be no
greater risk or discomfort associated with participating in this study than in any other typical
interview situation. What you are willing to share is entirely up to you, and you may withdraw
from your participation at any point of the process without any penalty or questions asked.
There is no direct benefit from participation in this proposed research study, other than the
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experience of reflecting upon your experience as a core faculty member of the UBCCP in a semistructured way, and any insights you might gain through your participation. If you are interested,
you will receive a summary of the findings once the research study has been fully completed.
Data Storage to Protect Confidentiality:
The protection of your privacy is of highest priority to the researcher, as part of this research
study. Therefore, to ensure your confidentiality, the researcher will code your identity and
eliminate any personal identifiers from the data. The researcher will also password protect the
folder kept on her personal computer, in which all data from the research study will be secured.
The paper copies of all data will be kept in a locked file within the researcher’s personal office
space.
Time Involvement:
Your participation will take approximately 70 minutes, which consists of the following activities:
Interview and follow-up

1. Complete the Informed Consent Form (5 minutes)
2. Complete the face-to-face interview (45-60 minutes)
3. Complete the Demographic Questionnaire (5 minutes)
In some cases, the researcher may contact you after the interview to ask clarifying questions.
This clarification would be done by email, with the option of a brief phone call.
How the Results Will Be Used:
The researcher will use the findings in partial completion for her dissertation, as part of the
doctoral program in the field of Adult Learning and Leadership at Teacher’s College, Columbia
University. The results may also be used for publication in journals or articles, or other
educational purposes under the strictest of confidentiality standards to ensure the anonymity of
the study participants.

AGREEMENT

NAME (IN BLOCK LETTERS): __________________________________________

SIGNATURE: _____________________________________

DATE: (DAY/MONTH/YEAR): ______________________________________
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Participant’s Rights Form

Researcher: Caridad V. Chrisomalis
Research Title: Mindset and Feedback Receptivity in a Team Facilitation Setting: Exploring
Factors Perceived by Faculty to Promote/Hinder their Learning in Role

IRB Protocol Number: TBD
I have fully read and discussed the research description with the researcher. I have had the
opportunity to ask questions about the purposes and procedures regarding this study.

•

My participation in research is strictly voluntary. I may refuse to participate or
withdraw from participation at any time without jeopardy to future medical care,
employment, student status or other entitlements

•

The research may withdraw me from the research at her professional discretion.

•

If during the study, significant new information becomes available which may
relate to my willingness to continue to participate, the researchers will provide
this information to me.

•

Any information derived from this study that personally identifies me will not be
voluntarily released or disclosed without my separate consent, except as
specifically required by law.

•

If at any time I have questions regarding the research or my participation, I can
contact the researcher, who will answer my questions. The researcher’s phone
number is +1 201 417 8762 and email address is cvc2111@tc.edu

•

If at any time I have comments or concerns regarding the conduct of the research
or questions about my rights as a research subject, I should contact Teacher’s
College, Columbia University Institutional Review Board (IRB). The phone
number for the IRB is +1 (212) 678-4105. Or, I can choose to write to IRB at
Teacher’s College, Columbia University, 525 W. 120th Street, New York, NY,
10027, Box 151.

•

I should receive a copy of the research description and the Participant’s Rights
Form.

•

Audio taping is part of this research. Only the researcher and the members of the
research team will see the transcription and/or recorded materials.
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Appendix C
Participant Data Inventory
PART I: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
The information collected from this inventory is completely confidential and will only be used for
the purposes of this research study.

Item
List your gender

Identify your age bracket

List your Degrees obtained and the names

Response
_____Male

_____Female

_____20-29 years
_____30-35 years
_____36-40 years
_____41-45 years
_____46-50 years
_____51-55 years
_____56-60 years
_____61+ years
_____Bachelor Degree Name:
___________
_____Master Degree Name:
_____________
_____Doctorate Degree Name:
__________

The Researcher will add the confidential
code name of the participant here

_____________________
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Appendix D
What’s Your Mindset Quiz (Carol Dweck)
MINDSET QUIZ
1. Circle the number for each question which best describes you
2. Total and record your score when you have completed each of the 10 questions
3. Using the SCORE chart, record your mindset

Your intelligence is something very basic
about you that you can’t change very much
No matter how much intelligence you have,
you can always change it quite a bit
Only a few people will be truly good at
sports, you have to be born with the ability
Only a few people will be truly good at
sports, you have to be born with the ability
I often get angry when I get feedback about
my performance
I appreciate when people, parents, coaches
or teachers give me feedback about my
performance
Truly smart people do not need to try hard
You can always change how intelligent you
are
You are a certain kind of person and there is
not much that can be done to really change
that
An important reason why I do my school
work is that I enjoy learning new things
SCORE CHART
22-30 = Strong Growth Mindset
17-21 = Growth with some Fixed ideas
11-16 = Fixed with some growth ideas
0-10 = Strong fixed mindset
MY SCORE:
MY MINDSET

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

0

1

2

3

3

2

1

0

0

1

2

3

3

2

1

0

0

1

2

3

3

2

1

0

0
3

1
2

2
1

3
0

0

1

2

3

3

2

1

0
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Appendix E
Feedback Orientation Scale Instrument
The Feedback Orientation Scale asks participants to answer the following
questions using a 5-point Likert scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree. (In the
context of the UBCCP, the “supervisor” referred to the program director.)
Utility:
1. Feedback contributes to my success at work.
2. To develop my skills at work, I rely on feedback.
3. Feedback is critical for improving performance.
4. Feedback from supervisors can help me advance in a company.
5. I find that feedback is critical for reaching my goals.
Accountability:
1. It is my responsibility to apply feedback to improve my performance.
2. I hold myself accountable to respond to feedback appropriately.
3. I don’t feel a sense of closure until I respond to feedback.
4. If my supervisor gives me feedback, it is my responsibility to respond to it.
5. I feel obligated to make changes based on feedback.
Social Awareness:
1. I try to be aware of what other people think of me.
2. Using feedback, I am more aware of what people think of me.
3. Feedback helps me manage the impression I make on others.
4. Feedback lets me know how I am perceived by others.
5. I rely on feedback to help me make a good impression.
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Feedback Self-Efficacy:
1. I feel self-assured when dealing with feedback.
2. Compared to others, I am more competent at handling feedback.
3. I believe that I have the ability to deal with feedback effectively.
4. I feel confident when responding to both positive and negative feedback.
5. I know that I can handle the feedback that I receive.
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Appendix F
Feedback Environment Scale Instrument
The Feedback Environment Scale asks participants to answer the following seven
questions for two factors (i.e., Supervisor Source and Coworker Source) using a 7-point
Likert scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Participants responded to items
measuring the seven FES facets for both their supervisor and their peer facilitators. (In
the context of the UBCCP, the “supervisor” referred to the program director and the
“coworkers” referred to peer facilitators of adult learning.) Items that required reverse
scoring are indicated with an (R).
Source Credibility:
1. My UBCCP director/co-facilitators is/are generally familiar with my
performance on the job.
2. In general, I respect my UBCCP director’s/co-facilitators’ opinion/s about my
job performance.
6. With respect to job performance feedback, I usually do not trust my UBCCP
director/co-facilitators. (R)
7. My UBCCP director/co-facilitators is/are fair when evaluating my job
performance.
8. I have confidence in the feedback my UBCCP director/co-facilitators give/s
me.
Feedback Quality:
1. My UBCCP director/co-facilitators give(s) me useful feedback about my job
performance.
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2. The performance feedback I receive from my UBCCP director/co-facilitators
is helpful.
3. I value the feedback I receive from my UBCCP director/co-facilitators.
4. The feedback I receive from my UBCCP director/co-facilitators helps me do
my job.
5. The performance information I receive from my UBCCP director/cofacilitators is/are generally not very meaningful. (R).
Feedback Delivery:
1. My UBCCP director/co-facilitators is/are supportive when giving me
feedback about my job performance.
2. When my UBCCP director/co-facilitators give(s) me performance feedback,
he or she is considerate of my feelings.
3. My UBCCP director/co-facilitators generally provide(s) feedback in a
thoughtless manner. (R).
4. My UBCCP director/co-facilitators do(es) not treat people very well when
providing performance feedback. (R).
5. My UBCCP director/co-facilitators is/are generally tactful giving me
performance feedback.
Favorable Feedback:
1. When I do a good job at work, my UBCCP director/co-facilitators praise(s)
my performance.
2. I seldom receive praise from my UBCCP director/co-facilitators.
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3. My UBCCP director/co-facilitators generally let(s) me know when I do a
good job at work.
4. I frequently receive positive feedback from my UBCCP director/cofacilitators.
Unfavorable Feedback:
5. When I don’t meet deadlines, my UBCCP director/co-facilitators let(s) me
know.
6. My UBCCP director/co-facilitators tell(s) me when my work performance
does not meet organizational standards.
7. On the occasions when my job performance falls below what is expected, my
UBCCP director/co-facilitators let(s) me know.
8. On those occasions when I make a mistake at work, my UBCCP director/
co-facilitators tell(s) me.
Source Availability:
6. My UBCCP director/co-facilitators is/are usually available when I want
performance information.
7. My UBCCP director/co-facilitators is/are too busy to give me feedback. (R)
8. I have little contact with my UBCCP director/co-facilitators. (R)
9. I interact with my UBCCP director/co-facilitators on a daily basis.
10. The only time I receive performance feedback from my director is during my
performance review. (R)
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Promotes Feedback Seeking:
1. My UBCCP director/co-facilitators is/are often annoyed when I directly ask
for performance feedback. (R)
2. When I ask for performance feedback, my UBCCP director/co-facilitators
generally do(es) not give the information right away. (R)
3. I feel comfortable asking my UBCCP director/co-facilitators for feedback
about my work performance.
4. My UBCCP director/co-facilitators encourage(s) me to ask for feedback
whenever I am uncertain about my job performance.
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Appendix G
Learning Climate Scale Instrument
Nikolova et al.’s LCS asks participants to answer nine questions in three
dimensions using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not applicable at all) to 5 (fully
applicable). Participants responded to items measuring the three dimensions as follows:
Facilitation Learning Climate:
1. The UBCCP provides appealing education facilities (resources).
2. The UBCCP provides sufficient resources to develop my competences.
3. In the UBCCP, one receives the trainings s/he needs.
Appreciation Learning Climate:
1. In the UBCCP, employees who continuously develop themselves
professionally are being rewarded.
2. In the UBCCP, employees get quickly promoted if they engage in continuous
professional development.
3. In the UBCCP, employees who make an effort to learn new things earn
appreciation and respect.
Error Avoidance Learning Climate:
1. In the UBCCP, one is afraid to admit mistakes.
2. In the UBCCP, employees do not dare to discuss mistakes.
3. In the UBCCP, employees are anxious to openly discuss work-related
problems.
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Appendix H
Interview Protocol Template—Team Facilitator Study
INTERVIEW PART I - INTRODUCTION
Thank you, XXX, for agreeing to be a part of this qualitative case study. The proposed
study seeks to explore your perceptions (as a core facilitator team member of Columbia’s
Coaching Certification Program) regarding factors that promote/hinder feedback
receptivity in role, in this team facilitation setting.
In a few minutes I am going to ask you questions likely related to your experiences as a
core facilitator team member of the Columbia Coaching Certification Program (3CP).
The questions are designed so that you can reflect upon your experiences as a core
facilitator team member (in this team facilitation setting) and relate to the four survey
instruments you took as part of this qualitative case study. As you know, I am going to
record you and I will tell you when we are going to begin, okay?
Q1. Please share how you came to be on the team.
Q1A. What excites you as a team member of this team?
Q1B. What do you find challenging about being a member of this team?

INTERVIEW PART II (A) – MINDSET – (RQ#1 – What factors do facilitators of adult
learning perceive influence the interplay between their individual mindsets and their
ability to be feedback receptive?)
Q2. What was it like to take the Mindset Quiz?
Q2A. What were your reactions?
Q2B. How do you think you scored?
Q3. Now let’s talk about your results.
Q3A. How does your prediction compare to your assessed results?
Q3B. What are the similarities and/or connections?
Q3C. What did you see/learn, if anything, that didn’t “jive”?

Q4. For the next set of questions, I will focus on fixed and growth mindset, which derives
from Implicit Person Theory.
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Q4A. Please give me a working definition of fixed and growth mindset. How would you
define each one?
Q4B. Please give me an example of a time when as a core facilitator of the UBCCP you
Q4Bi. Found yourself in a fixed mindset and what was keeping you there or how
you got out of it
Q4Bii. Found yourself in a growth mindset, and what was keeping you there, or
how you got out of it.
Q4Biii. Please talk to me about your assumptions about your mindset.
Specifically, how do you perceive your mindset impacts your ability to receive
and act upon feedback received?
Q5. Now let’s talk about your experiences. Please tell me about a time (a high point/low
point) when you felt your mindset had an impact on your ability to act on feedback you
received in this team facilitation setting.
Q5A. How did your mindset promote or hinder your ability to act on feedback received?
Q5B. How did it show up in your practice?

INTERVIEW PART II (B) – FEEDBACK ORIENTATION – (RQ#1 – What factors do
facilitators of adult learning perceive influence the interplay between their individual
mindsets and their ability to be feedback receptive?)
Q6. Please comment on the role feedback orientation plays in your ability to respond to
the various forms of feedback you receive as a co a core facilitator team member.
Q6A. What was it like to take the Feedback Orientation Survey?
Q6B. What were your reactions?
Q6C. How do you think you scored?
Q7. How do your predictions compare to your results?
Q7A. What are the similarities and/or connections?
Q7B. What did you see/learn, if anything, that didn’t “jive”?
Q8. Please give me your working definition of feedback orientation. How would you
define it?
Q9. Now, with this additional information regarding your feedback orientation, what
additional insight, if any, can you share about the high and low point experiences you
discussed?

359

Q9A. How did your feedback orientation promote or hinder your ability to act on
feedback received?
Q9B. How did it show up in your practice?

INTERVIEW PART III (A) – FEEDBACK ENVIRONMENT – (RQ#2 - What
environmental factors and interventions do facilitators of adult learning perceive
promote/hinder shifts in their mindsets that lead to feedback receptivity?)
Q10. Please comment on the role feedback environment plays in your ability to respond
to the various forms of feedback you receive as a co as a core facilitator team member.
Q10A. What was it like to take the Feedback Environment Survey?
Q10B. What were your reactions?
Q10C. How do you think you scored?
Q11. Now let’s talk about your results.
Q11A. How do your predictions compare to your assessed results?
Q11B. What are the similarities and/or connections?
Q12. Can you share additional insight, if any, about the high and low points you
discussed earlier?
Q12A. How did the feedback environment promote or hinder your ability to act on
feedback received?
Q12B. How did it show up in your practice?

INTERVIEW PART III (B) – LEARNING CLIMATE – (RQ#2 - What environmental
factors and interventions do facilitators of adult learning perceive promote/hinder shifts
in their mindsets that lead to feedback receptivity?)
Q13. Please comment on the role learning climate plays on your ability to respond to the
various forms of feedback you receive as a core facilitator team member.
Q13A. What was it like to take the Learning Climate survey?
Q13B. What were your reactions?
Q13C. How do you think you scored?
Q14. How do your predictions compare to your assessed results?
Q14A. What are the similarities and/or connections?
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Q14B. What did you see learn, if anything, that didn’t “jive?”
Q15. How did the learning climate promote or hinder your ability to act on feedback
received?
Q15A. How did it show up in your practice?
INTERVIEW PART IV – TIMING – (RQ#3 - When do facilitators of adult learning
perceive that shifts in their mindset occur?
Q16. Based on the high/low point experiences as a core team member you mentioned
earlier, can you identify when you think you most likely to have experienced a shift in
your mindset in this team facilitation setting?
Q17. Based on the high/low point experiences as a core team member you mentioned
earlier, can you identify when you think you have been have been least likely to have
experienced a shift in your mindset in this team facilitation setting?

END OF INTERVIEW
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Implicit Person Theory/Fixed-Growth Mindsets
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Appendix J
Feedback Orientation Theory

363

Appendix K
Feedback Environment Theory
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Appendix L
Learning Climate Theory
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Appendix M
Sample Researcher Journal
Researcher Journal #6 – Timing – (RQ#3 When do facilitators of adult learning perceive
that shifts in their mindset occur?)
Entry Date
Process
Content

2/2/2020
InVivo was used an initial coding scheme. First, the responses of three
participants chosen for maximum variation were culled.
When asked Q16-17 – Based on the high/low point experiences as a
core team member you mentioned earlier, can you identify when you
think you are most likely to have experienced a shift in your mindset in
this team facilitation setting? Can you identify when have been least
likely to have experienced a shift in your mindset?
The Participants chosen for maximum variation shared the following:
• An optimal point is when I remind myself that people are taking
the time and giving their attention
• Give me f/b because they value the relationship
• Value my participation
• That increases that growth mindset for me – I do it deliberately
• When I don’t understand f/b that puts me in a fixed mindset –
when it doesn’t jive with my experience
• When I feel like this is not helpful to me – I don’t know what to
do with what you’re telling me
• That scares me
• When I don’t know how to use what I’m being told
• Way to grow would be to have such a trusting environment or
trust of the other person that I would be able to say, I’m sorry I
don’t understand what you’re saying to me
• I actually have a different point of view, but I want to
understand yours, my point of view is clouding my ability to see
yours
• When the f/b environment is a trusting enough space
• When there’s transparency – when TEM tells us what’s going
on at TC politically and what’s getting funded and not
• I know he can’t share confidential things but even knowing
something is being put on hold – there’s a plan
• And like with any big place the plan might take longer that we
want – that transparency is very helpful
• With each other – just getting more time to actually get to know
each other – even online meetings, were good
• I think the senior members of the team (not TEM) have gone
through a mindset shift themselves
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•
•
•

They used to be like we created this thing and not it’s getting
changed up. We don’t know why. And, we used to teach the
modules better.
But that’s changing- I see much more willingness to give advice
I think they see it as “okay this is happening, this is getting
bigger, so we can help” and I think they were more honest about
their f/b
I think they went through a disengage phase – I can only
speculate – it’s probably some combination of the mindset shifts
and also putting this program in context of the rest of life or
whatever.
Shift I observed was they are all more willing to give f/b
More willing to share their tips and tricks so that it becomes part
of the program
There must be some behind the scenes of TEM saying, “No, I
really want you to still be engaged.”
Intentional – but also comes from them because TEM can’t
control them – I think it’s genuine
Maybe being given that little offline vote like “Look, just
because we’re growing doesn’t mean you’re out, you’re stil
important.” Maybe that made them more secure on the team.
Hearing the history from the team members who have been
there form the beginning is helpful
Their understanding that we do want to hear from them and
learn from them – maybe they were worried the new team
wasn’t going to be as good – that’s fair
When the f/b is given with empathy
When improvement is acknowledged
He’s a funny mix of things. I guess we all are
When there’s space in the environment for me to ask for f/b
Not helpful when you get f/b and are expected to act on it right
away
It’s harder when you’re being asked to change midstream
That’s the hardest time to be receptive
Other times work well or easier because you have more space to
sort of plan
Timing on both sides, give me enough time to take in the f/b

Observations Emerging themes – timing matters; the manner in which f/b is delivered
/Insights
impacts mindset. Trusting spaces promote growth mindsets; fear, threat
of disappointing, not living up to expectations impedes growth mindset;
relationships matter; transparency promotes growth mindset.
Next Steps
Repeat the process for the remaining 6 participants

