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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 \Mvian Chrisomalis

The aim of this qualitative case study was to shed light on factors perbgived
facilitators of adult learning to influence the transformation of tiived/growth
mindsetswith the potential foenhanced or sustained feedback receptivity. This was
achieved by exploring the experiences of a core team of facilitators okeddaktion in
an elite Tier | University Based Coaching Certification Program (UBCCP) located in the
northeast United States. Informed through an extensive review of the literature, | hoped
to identify commonalities/differences among the various core teamb@rs (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, ibesg,rand 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, | ctdcted relevant assessment data from each core team
member to inform the or@-one interviews. Data collection methods included document
analysis, pranterview data forms, the results of four survey instruments (twe self
focused and two contekbcused)and indepth interviews (including verbal examples of
each facilitatordés high and | ow point expe
process was developed to examine the potential connection between mindset, feedback
orientation, feedback envinment, and the learning climate of the UBCCP.

The studyés findings confirmed that an
i ndividual 8s mindset and feedback orientat
also confirmed that although that interplay appears to influence the learning climate to
some degre, 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 thats to feedback receptivity
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Chapter |

INTRODUCTION

The need to facilitate adult learning in our rapidly changing environment is
creating unprecedented opportunities for facilitators of adult learning. The ever
increasing amount of new information being produced each day in this technological age
is generahg a tremendous demand to support executive coaches, educators, facilitators,
trainers, and others so they can more effectively and efficiently transfer learning to the
wor kforce. On August 4, 2010, Eric Schmitt
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. 0

In the early 1900s, Henry Ford realized that anrabbeline approach was the
best and perhapsonlywaytomass oduce commodities. Similar
facilitators of adult learning are questioning the efficacy of existing practices, and
consistently exploring ways to disseminate the vast atmfunew information and
knowledge through team professional development avenues. Advances in virtual teaching
and artificial intelligence have certainly facilitated the delivergasitern by one person
to countless others, particularly in the contex€oVID-19. These advances also hold

promise for how customized, individualized feedback arakitidevelopmentan be



delivered. If emergent skill development that requires observational feedback is to be
optimized, however, a better understanding ofgiue 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 influeméearning in role need to be explored.

Chapter | of this qualitative case study introduces the research problem by first
describing the larger reatorld context within which this study took place. | developed
the research problem by first reviewing therent body of literature and research, which
included identified gaps and suggested areas for further study. | also address the field of
adult education, as this study took place in an existing adult education program. The
research purpose and researcheqs t i ons f ol |l ow, al ong with
design.After | discuss m perspectives and assumptiohspnclude thehapter with the
overall rationale and significance of the study. At the end of the chapter, | list specialized

terms used in tkistudy with their definitions.

Description of Research Site

To aid the readers of this study, | 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) depiofithe

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 |

al



university located in the northeastern regiothef United States. For the purposes of this
gualitative case study, | used the pseudonym UniveBsged Coaching Certification
Program (UBCCP) when referring to the program. The UBCCP is a grdduate

noncredit, certificate program that preparegipigants (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 threecomponent 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 reseaedth core
coaching competencies; and (c) embedding these critical capabilities inianpeyt,
threephase coaching process. This thceenponent certification process aims to help
participants chart personalized paths toward individualized, signature coaching
approaches. Tabledt the end of this sectidnghlights the focus and duratioh the
three major components of the program: (1) FrontEtehsive (5 days); (2) Field
Based Reflective Practicum-@ months); and (3) Badknd Intensive (5 days).

Front-end coaching intensiveAs Table 1 illustrates, UBCCP core facilitators
prepare prticipants in three stages. Participants begin witldaysresidential intensive
to gain the knowledge and comprehension of three evidesmsed coaching foundations:
(1) quiding principles(2) core coaching competenciasnd(3) the coaching process.
Participants complete 42 contact hours during the femt coaching intensive and
receive a certificate of completion demons

programb6s three coach foundations.



Field-based practicum.Having completed the frorgnd 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 practim is for members to complete 1-$1@ur online group
supervision sessions, for a total of 36 contact hours during thel8month period. The
second major requirement of the practicum period is for each participant to apply his or
her learning from th&ont-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 facilitatorgsee Table 1)

Back-end coaching intensiveAfter successful completion of thesfd-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 abtiitylemonstrate the three
coaching foundations in action, followed by laser feedback from different program
facilitators over the course of the first 2% days of the program. This provides each
candidate with a clear sense of his or her strengths and &rezeded focus heading into

the oral coaching exam later in the wés&e Table 1)

Description of the Program Director

The UBCCPOS pr og rtimeprafessorenche oniversitys a f ul |
department where the program is housed. Since joining theyfzamadlin addition to his
regular academic responsibilities, esworked with department colleagues who were

teaching various graduate courses related to coaching and interested in creating a



professional coaching credential to research, design, ametbgenvhat is now the

UBCCP.

Table 1

UBCCP Structurd Participants

a residential module
focused on
introducing
participants to, and
providing
opportunities for,
experiencing three
practicebased
coaching foundations
guiding
principles
mindset;
competencies;
and
the coaching
process.

field-based
practicum where
participants:

attend goup
supervision to
reinforce front
end content;
coach paid
clients;
journal to
capture
learning;
observe
experienced
coaches; and
complete a
coachspecific
research
project.

FrontEnd Field-Based BackEnd
Module : : . :
Intensive Reflective Practicum Intensive
Length 5 days 8-10 months 5 days
Description| Program begins with | Technologyenabled | 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 coach
specific reseah
project via
concurrent
presentations an
an interactive
showcase.




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
worldd have successfully completed the entire yleag program.
The program is making progiesas evidenced by the opportunity that exists to
capitalize on the current market demand to expand the UBCCP in a manner that honors
the programbés commitment to excellence. Ap
currently at an altime high. Potential p&cipants 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 prograacilitators who can work effectively in teams. New and
existing facilitators will need to both work in the opemrollment program and,
i mportantly, take the | ead in staffing cus
growth strategy.
With the supporof his advisory grougheUBCCP6s faculty direct
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
di r ect or oudes ol €&3kntial elenients:
l. Ideasit o ground the programdés competitive
knowledge of worleclass facilitators; (b) translating research into evidence
based, valugenerating coaching practices; and (c) attracting, deplogimd,
retaining a team of schol@ractitioneroriented 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;



(b) promoting development by creadia feedbackeeking and feedback
giving 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 theC4 of performance (i.e., conditions,
clarity, commitment, and competence); and
4. Edge:to have the courage to lead by: (a) creating facilitator assigisme
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 direct orideadetsiipOV pr ovi
approach and the programdés focus on excell
emphasis on feedback orientation and the creation of a productive feedback environment.
The challenge is consistently operationalizing these commitments doeiisglecting,
onboarding, developing, and supervising of facilitation team members. This qualitative

case study was designed to provide insight

Description of Facilitator Team
The core program facilitators compriséeam of nine adult learning specialists,
led by a faculty director with a futime 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 cre@ébiy a recognized professional association;
some are independent consultants; others lead their own boutique consulting firms; and
ot hers hold adjunct professional appoint me

team members have experience teachirgher coach training programs and/or teaching



at the university |l evel. All facilitators
degrees (from a wide range of disciplines), and some hold doctorate degrees.
Given the pr ogr amoddatésavithunsmedate, opsereationadl i n g

feedback while learning to apply the thi@@aching foundations, the participaot
facilitator ratio is not to exceed 6:1 during the frend and advanced coaching
intensives. Therefore, depending on enroliment gey@bogram instructional teams (i.e.,
faculty director and facilitators) consist of between three to six facilitators to ensure that
fidelity to the programdés | earning design
bei ng a member ofacilitatdr teampinclodingia més cor e

leading structured modules (during freemid and baclend intensives);

co-leading structured modules (in pairs or triads);

supporting the lead facilitator(s) by scanning the room and supporting

individual participants as eded;

facilitating small learning groups during application activities and breakout

coaching sessions (setting up, observing, and providing customized feedback,

i.e., providing emergent, ngore-programmed skill development in a ratio not

to exceed 1 fadtiator to 6 participan)s

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 betweerl& participants during the 8& 10month

field-based practicum;

leading 2hour Coach Demonstrations (during practicum period);



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 bewc# intensive;
serving as fAleadso for Oral Exam Teams
assessing assigned candidafeaterials during 6@ay certification document
review periods.
Many of the above activities take place in an environment where formal feedback
from program participants for eachajor program segment is shared with the entire team
(including data about the overall program, curriculum, modules, and each individual
facilitatorb6s performance). During and af't
receive extensive individualizesh@ continual feedback from their participants, one
another (colleagues/peersfiaxilitators), and the program direct@ore facilitators also
participate in formal reflection exercises, maintaining journals and personal accounts of
their experiences thaiclude, 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 sessiongharehdt
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 sharedoagenly

practice that can trigger a range of reactions (including position antvgeg@otions).
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During these meetingthe facilitators receive feedback from the director and one

anotherand the director receives feedback from the facilitators.

Research Problem and Discussion

This qualitative case study was based on a gradienadieuniversity coaching
certification program that provides a framework and practice around using feedback to
develop the skill sets of its core facilitator team menthevkile doing the work of
developing coaches entering the profession. The study explprethlam of practice by
examining the factors that influence an in
team setting. | nformed by KdtrhtatL eawni nidnsd i Fvii ed
behavior is a function of that person dmsl or herenvironment (i.e., B =f (P x E),
(Lewin,19%) , | applied Lewinbés formula as follo
interplay (f) between two sefbcused factors (i.e., mindset and feedback orientation) (P),
and two contexfocused factors (i.e., feeddaenvironment and learning climate) (E).
By doing so, | hoped to shed light on what can be done programmatically to déneelop
ability of individual core program facilitators to internalize and act on the systematic
feedback they receive throughout tlregram.

Research has not yet empirically validated or legitimibhedrterplay between an
i ndividual facilitatoros

1. mindset (i,e.,aselber cept i-tome @fy G stelhdt peopl e ho

themselve$Dweck, 2013), and
2. feedback orientatiofi.e.,ani ndi vi dual 6s overall recep

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 improvemjgmndon, 200]); and the way they
experience the

3. the feedback environment (i.e., th@ntextual or situational characteristics of
the feedback process, including the contextual aspects abatay
supervisossubordinate and coworkeoworker feedback processes raitinan
the formal performance appraisal feedback segSiteelman, Levy, & Snell,

2004);

4. t he |l earning climate (i .e., an individ
workplace facilitates learning opportunities and regards and supports learning
behavior [Nikolova, Van Ruysseveldy/an Dam, &DeWitte, 208]); and

5. o0neb6s ability to internalize and act o

Currently, the program director is faced with the challenge of having team

members with a range afindsets andeedback orientains, based on the results of their

Mindset QuiandFeedback Orientation Scatesults(described in detail in Chapter III),

which might suggest variation in how different team members respond to one of the
programdés cor e fweldbeas,k ftfud gtuarei.mg Ilandi vi dua
member s6 feedback receptivity stojhsal udi ng t
neutral impact on, or negatively influesdéeh e pr o g r a mg@ranotersmere @ | | nne
i.e., how likelyit is that aparticipant would recommend the program to a friend,

colleague, or family member (Owen & Brooks, 2Q0Rjis is acritical success factor for

a program that reliesnrior participants referringp to 6@%6 of future participants.
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These differences, thedic t or suspects, are tied to an i
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 progm core facilitator members. Program evaluations occur after
two major segments of the program: (ayéek residential froaénd coaching intensives
(External Coaching Intensive [ECI] and Internal Coaching Intensives [ICI]); and
(b) 1-week residential b&eend advanced coach intensives. The evaluations ask
participants to rate and comment on:
1. the overall program s tcdachiagefoundations (i.e., guiding principles,
competencies, and procésthe curriculum);
2. program modules (i.e., specific content linked to onep r o g rtheiemn 6 s
coaching foundations);
3. each core facilitator member and guest instructors (basemliofattors that
emerged from an early analysis of 3 years ofpmemoter data, i.e.,
facilitatorodés platform skills in front
learning process durirthe breakout session, quality of laser feedback
provided by faditator, and overall knowledge of the content of the program,
including general expertise about executive and organizational coaching); and
4. t he fAulti mate questionodo regarding the
program to a colleague, friend, dodfamily member.
Again, this |l ast question is most relev

strong demand are based largely on referrals. Participants are asked to provide survey
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feedback for each facilitator that includes-pdint rating scale (being lowand5 being
high), combined with opeended comments to support their ratings.

All facilitators receive this feedbackgardles®f their tenure on the team, with
the expectation that they will learn from the feedback and use it to improv@rhetice.
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 particifd@dacilitators receive
feedback from the participants, the director, and one another.

Currently, the facilitators are provide
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 nseimt®rdual
feedback results (evidenced by his improving scores after each ¢cblkemhared the
insighs 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 particifp@anésaeh
cohort. In addition, time and space for facilitator learrargprovided through feedback
during team meetings (described in detail in Chapter 1V)

In the first column across the top of Table 2 below, core program facilitators are
identified (Sairce). In the next five columns across the top otdle 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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UBCCR Program Feedback Structure
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Themey
Source

Net Promoter

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
AFi shhp
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 aColleagte,
Friend, and/or
Family
Member

Participants

Program
Director

Peer
Facilitators

Program evaluations from participants include apmetoter metric (i.e., the

compilation of three differentiated categories of participe@tiback on a scale of1D

for the ultimate questiortlow likely are you to refer the program to a friend, colleague,

and/or family member?Phe three categories ar@) (letractors (i.e., those giving ratings

from 1 to 6; b) passives (i.e., those givimgtings from 78); and €) promoters (i.e.,

those giving ratings from-20, with 10 being the highest score possible). Specifically, the

metr i

t he

c

i s

der i

ved

by

subtracti

ng the

pr ogr amo pasgve scones fire drapped (Dwwem & Brooks, 2009).

The program has long collected data orpremoter trends and numbers of

referrals. A preliminary review of participant feedback data gathered oveyeat0

period appears to show that higiperformingfacilitators have unique competencies

(i.e., platform skills in front of the room; effectiwessin managing the learning process

in breakout rooms; effectimessin providing laser feedback; and overall knowledge of

scor e
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the program content) that alignwitekly t hemes i denti fied as val
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-@) and passis (those giving scores betweeB)Avere asked what it

would take for them to give scores e8or 310, respectively, they referenced the same
competencies the promoters (those giving scoresl®f %dentified as the valuable

competencies demonstratey the facilitators they scored.

The trend data also suggesthat increases in ngromoter scores eeary with
increases in program referrals. A review o
director revealed a pattern of three clusters of famliteam members: (a) those who
appear to receive a broad range of scores (on a scalg ofith 1 being the lowest and
5 being the highest) of participant feedba
(b) those who consistently receive a narroveemge 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 evaloiasi 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 superwsmles.

The program di r é thatteamdnemberawhb ntermalizetheh e s
feedback and use the suggestions received to inform their practices are more effective
and contribute greatly to program referéalsavebeen validated by the analysiseof

combination of qualitative data (i.e., participer@perrended responses) and related
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guantitative data (i.e., n@romoter scorethatalign with the operended questions)
conducted by graduate students under his supervision. Specifically, higher evaluation
results collected over&year period from program participants skeolthat participants
who were supervised by facilitators with higher feadk scores teratito do better on
learning outcome metrics (e.g., written knowledge exams, oral coaching exams, and
required coacispecific research programs) and compuleéte 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
on four assessmerdefined in Chapter ll(i.e., theFixed vs. GrowtiMindset Quiz the
Feedback OrientatioBcale, the Feedback Environment Scale, and the Learning Climate
Scale) with the insights | obtained frarseries ointerviewsthatexplored each
facilitatords fAlived experiaswelaked as a mem
observational data | 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
programbés core value of building atod sust a
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% tepox ratings on a-point scale (with 5 being high). g so
will ensure that all core facilitator team members use the feedback they receive through
the aboveeferenced program evaluatiénboth from participants and other
faciltatordt o i mprove their practice; positively

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 feedbadkghr
and (b) the way that feedback is internalized by sdomaenot othermmembers of the
UBCCP team members. Informed through a review of the literature, the experiential
insight provided by the program director, ang assumption$or this study basedn
Lewinds Field Theory, |1 hoped to identify
various core facilitator members (whose experiences are so varied) regarding the factors
they perceivas influencingheir learning in role.

This study aimed to addregese gaps by exploring factors perceived by
facilitators of adult learning as having the ability to influence their learning in role to:
(a) meet the programdébs aspirations to prov
experiences; and (b) scaleetUBCCP program by deploying core team members as
Ailead facilitatorso (working with select p
for customized programming for organizational clients. Tthusughthis study |
intended to explore the gap thditem 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, | hofgedbtaina more profound
understanding of what can be donegrammatically to facilitate the evolution that
performance feedback is intended to ae&id his, in turn, will empower the program
director with researcbased strategies he can implement and execute to capitalize
successfully on the opportunity that &sito scale the UBCCP with the fidelity, integrity,

and commitment to excellence he is determined to uphold
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Research on fAmindsetsodo holds promise fo
adopt more of a Agrowt ho rhatbadicsabilitiesCanbee . , st
developed through dedication and hard wW@Wweck, 2012) , compared to a i
mindset (i.e., a state of mind positing that basic abilities, intelligence, and talents-are non
changing trait§Dweck, 2012). Further, exploration of the role of the learner, and the
|l earner 6s net wor k serspectimes is also neleded sa thatwegcanl e ar n i
establish how feedback can be transferred from one context to another (Whitaker, 2011).
Through this study, lgx]l or ed the interplay between an i
(as measured by the Fixed vs. GroMimdset QuizZ Dweck, 2010) and feedback
orientations (as measured by the Feedback Orientation [Roaderbaum & Levy,
201Q), and the wagthey are experiencing the feedback environment (as measured by
the Feedback Environment ScgBteelmaret al.,2004]), and the learning climate (as
measured by the Learning Climate Sd&l&olovaet al.,2016]), and how that interplay
influences their feedback receptivity in the context of the UBCCP.

Hence, this qualitative case study sought to discover variaioogg 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, | applied Lewi nlesontexbaftheu !l a, i
UBCCP, Feedback Receptivity (B) equals the interplay (f) betweefoseléed factors
(P) and contextfocused factors (E)lhrough this researclh hopedto achieve greater
insights into programmatic ways facilitate the evolution thaterformance feedback is

meantto achieve. Ths,the program directawill be able to implement and execute
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researckbased strategies to capitalizewaysto scale the UBCCP with thegh
standards he determined tanaintain

In summary, the purpose tifis 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 tagmote 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 ogamollment programs to the inclusion of customized
organizational programsnd (b) maintain its reputation of offering a professional

coaching credential with rigor and relevance.

Assumptions of the Study

The study adopted Lewins  ( feBs@eétiye positg that behavior ig function
of a person antis or herenvironment [B=f (P, E)] (p. 12) Thus, oneassumption of this
studywasthat the perspective transformation of the facilitatleaslingto feedback
receptivity (i.e., Behavior) is a function of the interplay between an individual
facil it at mdfeédbackorientdtisngite., sétficused factors) and the feedback
environment and the learning climate (i.e., confextised factors). Based on current
trends identified in the literature, as well as the experiential insight provided by the
program diector, | tested the followingdditionalassumptions.

First, the mindset and feedback orientation of a facilitator of adult learning can, in
fact, affect the facilitation/teaching of this hifimctioning team because mindset and

feedback orientationingpct a faci |l i tatordéds ability to

S
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feedback. A second assumption of the study was that an interplay exists between an
individual 6s mindset and feedback orientat
feedback enviroment 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

perspectie transformation.

These assumptions are supported by Cutt
(2010), who found that performance outcomes were positively impacted for individuals
who were taught mindset and received mindset messages during feédlthak 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 wereledrol
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 problestsdy he
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 givenateiyiedter the
6-week intervention and on the enflyear exam.

Further, the mindset of a facilitator of adult learndag,in fact, change, as
supported by Heslin, Vandewalle, and Latham (2006), who found that, using principles of
selfpersuasion, eity 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 facilita
comparativehi f i xedo (or performance mindset) to
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, th@lbwing central research questions and-sub
guestions were addressed:
1. What factors do facilitators of adult learning perceive influence the interplay
between their individual mindsets and their ability to be feedbacéptive?
a. Howdoadul earning facilitatorsd assumpt.i
vs. growth) impact their ability to internalize and act on feedback
received?
b. How do adult |l earning facilitatorsbo
orientations impact their ability to internalize aant 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 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 pagxperiences (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) mreted below irFigure 1served
as a guiding model for describing the main elements st@dmatnely key factors,
constructs, or variabl&sandthe relationships between them (Miles & Huberman, 1994,
p. 18). | constructed the PCF for this study using a coatibim 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 bodiesratiite reviewed in Chapter Il 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 role. Therefore, | designed the PCF to aid the
reader in following my logic based on the related theories on which iBdspecifically,

how an individual 6s mindset and feedback

o
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learning climate impactamidi vi dual 060s feedback receptivit
Toward that end, | designed the PCF to align with the following research questions:

1. What selffocused factors do facilitators of adult learning perceive
promote/hinder shifts in their mindgétt 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 ifigure 1below, was based on my assumptions at the onset of
the study and reflected my belief that the raadreater 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
characteristicge.g., ability angersonality that affect human behavior) (Dweck &

Elliot, 1983) and Feedback Orientation (London, 20088}h ofwhich are related to
mindset. Next, the PCF illustrates the environmental factors perceived by facilitators of
adult learning to influence febdck receptivity (i.e., the feedback environm@&teelman
etal., 2004 and the learning climaf{@&ikolova etal., 2016], which arekey components

of the UBCCR. Thefigure then shows how the interplay of those factors leads to
perspective transformatiowhich ultimately promotes the shifts in mindset from fixed to
growth (i.e., perspective transformation) that can lead to greater feedback re@ptivity

whichthis study aimed to understambre deeply
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Figure 1

Preliminary Conceptual Framework

( Implicit Person
Theory

Perspective
Transformation
Feedback
Environment
Learnina Climate

After conducting the analysis of the data, however, | revised the Preliminary

.

Conceptual Framework to refl ect(seeFigure2, nt er pr

Revised Conceptual Framewoik,Chapter VI).

Research Design Overview

The design angarticipant sample of this qualitative case study are briefly
summarized in this section; Chapter Il presents a more comprehensive explanation of
both. | explored the experiences of a core team of adult learning facilitators of a
University-Based Coachin@ertification Program (UBCCP) by analyzing data gathered
through four assessmentwo selfrelated assessmedétsheii Mi nds et Qui z0o ( Dw
2006) and the fAFeedback &bevy, 80i0;antdtvoon Scal eo
contextrelated assessmeétshei Feadbk Envi ronment alS2084) edo ( St
and the ALear ni nopva€Etlali,2016)tlreaddBional lgathered(ddta k

from oneto-one interviews | conducted with each study participant. Merriam (1991)
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stipulated that when determining wheth® use the case study approactesearcher
should consider the nature of the research questions, the amount of control the researcher
will have, and the desired eqpdoduct.

Merriam also included a fourth consideration, i.e., whetl®Eneded 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 rathdryjhatiesis
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 endroduct was linked to the nature of the questi@ked; and (d) a
bounded system exists, as | 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 sepéeahe phenomenon variables from their context. Because
this study explored factors and interventions perceived to support the transformation of
mi ndsets and feedback receptivity in the b
core facilitator teaml, chose the qualitative case study approach. My decision to use the
case study approach was further supported by Ying2@ho posited that case studies
are the ideal strategy when fAhowo question
and 2 above).

As this study was conducted by a resear
explains the data, rather than finding dat

p. 4), | considered the qualitative case study approach appropriate because | assumed that
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multiple realities existed among the various participants in this bounded system. Thus, |

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 consistadt@ntinual 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 direcéoi.e., the five scres 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 referriig tUBCCP in the futufe 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 ef@cive
demorstrated 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.
Therefae, 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 onéo-one interviews, | 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 efficach@feixisting 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 meedrketplace demands without compromising
quality. In addition, the insights gleaned from this study could be used to inform other
programs (includingbut not limited tg other coaching programs) where team facilitation
may be required or an attractive @pti Specifically, it is my hope, as a facilitator of
adult learning in complex, evwehanging K12 education settings, that the information
and insight gathered from this qualitative case study will inform the way teachers
internalize feedback. Thus, thision 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 his 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, | hope thiendings will provide a researebased 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 research

based strategies Inequires to make informed decisions about how future program core



28

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 &xcellence. 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
skillsd the skills needed to drive change, managepiexity, build topperforming
teams, and maintain a strong personal foundation to thrive under the most challenging
conditions(parrishpartners.biz/services/executbaaching/whats-executivecoaching).

Feedback:A tool for shaping behaviors affidstering learning that will drive
better performance (Poehl, 2009). More specifically, feedback is the process of
relayingd or feeding baclt information to individuals or groups about their performance
to inform current and future behaviors in alignmentwparticular goals or desired
results (http://businessdictionary.com/definition/feedback/html).

Feedback Orientation:Ani ndi vi dual 6s overall recepti
comfort with feedback, the tendency to seek feedback and process it miratiditye
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 etioddgy sypervisorsubordinate
and coworkeicoworker feedback processes rather than the formal performance appraisal

feedback session (Steelmainal.,2004).
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Fixed Mindset: A state of mind positing that basic abilities, intelligence, and
talents are nohanging taits (Dweck, 2012).

Growth Mindset: A state of mind positing that basic abilities can be developed
through dedication and hardwéri br ai ns and talent are just
2012 p. 7).

Implicit Person Theory: A theory based on the impliee@lief in the malleability
of personal characteristics (e.g., ability and personality) that affect human behavior
(Dweck, 1999).

Learning Climate: Ani ndi vi dual 6s perception of 't he
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 thei 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 actionrésalt from a world view
changing learning experience (Mezirow, 1991, 2003).

Transformative Learning: A broad metaheory developed by Jack Mezirow
(1978, 2003) regarding how people filter, categorize, and assign meatiegeteents of

their ownlives.
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Chapter II

LITERATURE REVIEW

Chapter | presented an outline of the guiding questions, the conceptual
framework, and the rationale for this qualitative case stlioyupport the efforts of the
program director of the Tier | university in which this study took place, | conducted an
extensive review of the literatunethree main areas. The objective of this literature
review was to provide a clear synopsis of curtbaory and research relevant to the
research questions guiding this studyf or med by (¥86)Fteld Theoyi n 6 s
(i.e., Behavior= f (Personx Environmenj, Section 1 exploepersonrelated factorgi.e.,
mindset and feedbadkientation$, Section 2 exploreenvironmentrelated factorgi.e.,
feedback environment and learning climatand Section 3 exploséransformative
learning perspectivaransformatior(i.e., feedback receptivity

Specifically,Section 1 covers Implicit Person Thed@lyT) (Dweck & Elliott,

1983; Dweck & Leggett, 198&)nd Feedback Orientation (London & Smither, 2082)

the basis for: (a) exploring the evolution of the concept of mindisetsfixed vs. growth,

learner vs. juder, expanding, and performance vs. prevejitorand oneds over al
receptivity to feedbacglkand (b) informing how, in the context of tbaiversity-Based
CoachingCertification Program (UBCCP), mindsetand feedback orientatiommpact

the ability of faciltators of adult learning to process and act on the feedback they receive.
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Section 2nextreviews select literature on feedback receptivity (llgen, Fisher, &
Taylor, 1979) and relevant subcomponénspecifically, performance feedback, the
feedbackenvironment, and the learning climadtasa 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 3henreviews select literature dransformativdearning specifically,
its subsetperspectivaransformation (Mezirow, 1978, 2000) as a means of exploring:

(a) the evolutiorof 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 lderature were informed by and subsequently chosen as the
result of discussionshadover a yeatong periodwiththeUBCCP6s di rect or .
di scussions were based on the hunch that
feedback orientations, aseWas 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 assytions through a more informed lens, | 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 underst@vderto
fill this gap effecively.

To provide focus and clarity of purpose for the reader, | 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 desighedréad from left

to right for each research question and is referred to in Sect®hebw.

Table 3

Rationale for Topics

Research Question

Area of Literature
Review

Rationale

1. What factors do
facilitators of adult
learning perceive
influence the
interplay between
their individual
mindsets and their
ability to be feedback
receptive?

Implicit Person
Theory

(fixed vs. growth
mindsets;

learner vs. judger
mindsets; and

performance vs.
prevention mindsets)

and

feedback orientation;

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

2. What
environmental factory
and interventions do
facilitators of adult
learning perceive

Feedback

(specifically, the
feedback environment
and the learning

Based on cuent trends identified in the
literature, as well as the experiential
insight provided by the program directo
there exists a need to explore potential
connections between the feedback

promote/hinder shifts climate) environment and the learning climate, g

in their mindsets that the ability of the facilitadrs of adult

lead to feedback learning to act on feedback received in

receptivity? the context of the UBCCP.

3. When, if ever, do | Transformative Based orcurrent trends identified in the

adult learning Learning literature, as well as the experiential

facilitators perceive . insight provided by the program directo

shifts in their (speuﬂcqlly, there exists a need to explore perspect

mindsets occur? perspective transformation theory in service of bettg
transformation)

understanding how shifts in mindsets th
will promotefeedback receptivity can bg
promoted among the facilitators of adul
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 | and informs therésearch question of this
qualitative case studyVhat factors do facilitators of adult learning perceive influence
the interplay between their individual mindsets and their ability to be feedback
receptive? (see Table 3, Research Questionatihve).

First,| definelPT (Dweck, 1986). Nexi, investigaterelevant evolutions of the
original theory, including mindsets, e.qg., fixed mindsets vs. growth mindsets (Dweck &
Leggett, 1988); learner vs. judger mindsets (Goldberg, 1998); and promation vs
preventiormindsetgHiggins, 1997)Then,| definefeedback receptivity and feedback
orientation. Finally, Bpply what was learned in the first section to my understanding of
the participantsd perceptions odceptiviywn t hei r
the UBCCP.

Section 2 of this review, Feedbadteedback Environment, and the Learning
Climate also builds on Chapter | and informs the second research question of this
gualitative case studyVhat environmental factors and interventiondallitators of
adult learning perceive promote/hinder shifts in their mindsets that lead to feedback
receptivity?First, | explore the construct and meaning of feedpaext, | explore the
related subcomponents | deemed most relevant to this qualitative case saundgly,
performance feedback, feedback environment, and learning climate. | then integrate what
| learned in Section 1 of this literature review into what | leaine®ection 2 to deepen
my understanding of the participantsd perc
identified as promoting/hindering their feedback receptivity. Specifically, | use what

these two sections reveal to interpret and analyze the mtgrplb et ween an i ndi
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mindsetand feedback orientatioand the feedback environment and learning climate,
and thus the impact | assume this interplay may have on the facilitators of adult learning
in the UBCCP (see Tab® Research Question #2, alepv

Section 3 of this literature reviewansformativdearning and specifically,
perspectivdtransformation (Mezirow, 1978, 20@)lso builds on Chapter | and
informs the third research question of this qualitative case siMdgn, if ever, do adult
learning facilitators perceive shifts in their mindsets occuitfen apply what | learned
from this section to my wunderstanding of t
their mindsets occur (see TaldleResearch Question #3, above).

Lastly, | appied what | learned in Sections 1 and 2 to Section 3 to inform the
overall aim of this qualitative case studjindset and Feedback Receptivity in a Team
Facilitation Setting: Exploring Factors Perceived by Facilitators of Adult Learning That
Influence The Learning in Rolel hope that by integrating what | learned in each of the
three sections of this literature revievgan gaina deeper understanding of the interplay
amonghow an individual 6s mindset and feedbac
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 Orientabn

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 | believe

mindsets and feedback orientations had for informing and advancing the goal of this
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gualitative case study. They are linked to the first research quedtiaat:factors do
facilitators of adult learning perceive influence the interplay between their individual
mindsets and their ability to be feedbaekeptive?The discussion begins with

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 | earning challenges. These
regponse (characterized by the avoidance of challenge and deteriorating performance in
the face of obstacles)praprdtede mespoadeaept
by a pattern that involves seeking challenging tasks and maintaining effectiregstri
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 fAthose who avo
face of difficulty are initially gual in ability to those who seek challenge and show
persistence. In fact, some of the brightest, most skilled individuals exhibited the
mal adaptive patterno (p. 256). As a result

why individuals of equal ability would sk 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 2G56)

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 favordglaémts 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 ef i ned I mpl i cit Person Theory (I
about the malleability of the personal characteristics (e.g., ability and personality) that
affect human behavioro (p. 1040). Dweck cl
attributes aressentially 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 despanific, such that
people sometims hold different IPTs about the malleability of ability, personality, and
morality (Chiu, Dweck, Tong, & Fu, 1997) .
implicit assumptions about the stability of the collection of personal attributes that
determinethe ver al |l ki nd of person that someone |
(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
guestion of thigjualitative case study\(hat factors do facilitators of adult learning
perceive influence the interplay between their individual mindsets and their ability to be
feedbackeceptive? , I reviewed three different cons
fixed mindset theory; (b) Marilee Adamso | ear

Hi gginsd 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 naturew. ritnis
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 rdlagchan
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. nurturergoesomes
increasingly multifaceted and complex.

I n addition, current Aresearch suggests
intelligence or talent is born or can be developed, dramatically impacts the success or
failure of a whole performancemaa g e ment systemo6 (Rock et al
believed in a potential connection between the nature vs. nurture debate and the concept
of mindsets, | was excited to explore the interplay between what a person believes and
how that belief might be infenced to help promote his or her ability to change.

Therefore, as related to the first research question, | explored the ideas of three prominent
thought leaders in the fields of mindset and motivationgi@yth vs.fixed (Dweck);
(b) learner vsjudger (Adams); and (@erformance vsprevention (Higgins).

Growth vs. fixed mindsets Dweck (2006) defined mindsets as how individuals

perceive their abilities.
Individuals with fixed mindsets believe that their talents and abilitees ar

simply fixed. They have a certain amoun

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 lave a growth mindset. People with growth mindsets on the other hand
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think of talents and abilities as things they can deelap potentials that come
to fruition through effort, practice, and instruction. (p. 4)

Dweck further posited that the mindsets pleadopt for themselves profoundly affect

the way they | ead their | ives: Al't can det

to be and whether you accomplish the thi
mindsets highlights several implications featning. 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 achieviraiwegis

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 mmndsets 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 aistelligent, 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 feedkaibkerse. 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-fixiediset 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
gualities or endowments with effort. People with growth mindsets believe that everyone

can change and grow and, most importantly, no oogkrwhat they are truly capable of

until they have worked industriously to overcome obstacles and achieve goals. An ability

ng
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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 chglsrand pursue dreams that seem

unreasonable or unrealistic. People with growth mindsets are open to feedback and accept
informatiord even if negativé about their abilities because they believe they can

change behaviors by learning new ways of being. Iddads 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. Growtmindset individuals view effb as a necessary and essential part of the
learning process for future understanding and success (Cultts et al., 2010).

In 2006, Dweck developed the Growth Mindset Quiz, which consists of 10
guestions that individuals answer with a degree of flexibiligy,(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 wa 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 throughautities by adopting a growth
mindset.

This body of work has clear implications for this qualitative case study. Thus, |
used the Growth Mindset Quiz to gather dat
because | saw possible connections between
the overall aim of this study, which is to expléaetors 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 edtioaal organization, developed the concept bdaaner
vs.judger mindset. Adams posited that individuals can use questions to set them on a
path toward approaching situations from two distinctly different mindsetsrner or
judger. She defined individisawith learner mindsets as those who make thoughtful
choices, focus on solutions, and approach situations from-wiviperspective; those
with judger mindsets succumb to automatic reactions, focus on blame, and approach
situations from a witlose perspetive. During a review of the literature, | 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 glitative case study, Adams, like Dweck, posited that
orientations can be influenced. These connections were relevant to this qualitative case
study and | explored them whéanalyzedhe datg Adams,2015).

Promotion vs. prevention mindsetsTory Higgins is a prominent thought leader
in the fields of motivation, c¢coga2005 on, ju
Regulatory Focus TheoRFT) posited that individuals have two different ways of
approacing desired results: promotigocus orientation (more concerned with higher
level gains such as advancement and accomplishment), and preseatisrorientation
(more concerned with safety and responsi bi
earierRFT, whi ch fAsuggests that a match bet we:«
used to approach that goal produces a state of regulatory fit that creates a feeling of

rightness about the goal pursuit and incre
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RFT views motiation 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.
Duringareviewofthé i t er ature, | found stsRFAl,g connec
D w e c d¢radvih vs.fixedmindsetth e o r vy,  asiedrneA$jadgesndndsettheory.
Just like Dweck and Adams, Higgins positedta per sonédés regul atory
necessarily fixedMost 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 | explore them further in the Analysis

chapter.

Expanding or Changing Mindsets
The three mindset perspectives identified aBogeowth vs. fixed, learner vs.
judger, and promotion vs. preventinvere helpful for shedding light on this qualitative
case elaaign®fsfat or s t hat i nf bahaviorcThetlrae i ndi vi
perspectives provided insight into motivation and, most importantly, theorized the ability
of an individual 6s mindset to expand and c
had that by applying what | learned in this study, | camderstand more deeply what
can be done to develop thbility of theUBCCP 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 conceptofichangeabi |l i tyo was n
but rather an idea supported by recent developments in the field of neuroscience.
Neuroplasticity, or brain plasticity, i

throughout life Recent developments in the field &uroscience have upended leng
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held truths about the brainds ability to c
research has shown that exercising our brain makes it stronger; when we learn new
things, our brains become denser and heavier. Exammglesethe following
1. The neuroscientist David Eaglem@®15) author ofThe Brain: The Story of
Yoy 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 sothatherhalb r ai n wor ked | i ke a whole one
indi stinguishabl;amd from her cl assmates
2. Carol Dweck (2016) reported that the hippocampi (the part of the brain
responsible for memory) of London cab drivers grew as theyariezed over
25,000 city streets to pass the cityods
braindés ability to expand or change i s
Further, these examples validated my assumptions that by exploring and better
undersanding 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 isthatdataearof t en col |l ected vi a
reports. This is problematic because these types of research design generally contain a
commonmethod bias that tends to inflate observed relationships between constructs
(Crampton & Wagner, 1994). Another recurrgrgique 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). Hawer, it is important to note that although
initially, Dweckos resear ch sl2degingsdshs wer e
has collaborated with other research&wéck & 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, particuéaithey relate to the implementation
of figrowth mindseto initiatives in childre
astoclaimthatthespal | ed Arevolutionod is mostly a m
the effect of teaching children toldaa 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 1 tdés more | ikely | ike a-ahanyginmnug gpea n anc €
(Beall, 2018)

Critics have also questioned the value of implementing programs that have shown
Il i mited benefits. However, in Beall 6s Marc
Yaeger, a prominent researcher in the field, argued that the conclusion is surprising.

This clam is unwarranted since the obtained mindset effects often improve the
academic performance of vulnerable populations. Res@limzation decisions

should be based on cesfectiveness calculations and mindset programs are
among the most cost effect edtioaal 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

Aut hor 6 s Re s pomPsyholbgrca inquiaypvipeekd1995)dvrote:



44

We found these commentaries to be deeply thoughtful and thpumidking.
Not only were we led down new paths, but we were also leddgpiere the
old ones. In addition, it was gratifying to see that many of the most common
guestions were onesahwe 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 re
room for improvement, to which Dweecke pl i ed, A Growth mindset i
their infancy and m@.8)hSubseyumentlinthe articeiwWbhae | ear n
Can be Learned From Growth Mindset Controversi&sgerandDweck (2020sharel

their insights regarding current critigs of the theory:

Three of the questions we have addressed s@&as growth mindset predict
outcomes? Do growth mindset intervention effects replicate? Are the effect sizes
meaningful?) have strong evidence in the affirmative. In each case wbdwve
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
heterogeneyt 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 thosetbiéasiore we can improve
mindset measures and intention programs.

Feedback receptivity.For the purposes of this qualitative case studgfined
the termfeedback receptivitg s an i ndi vidual 6s ability to :
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 abouttheam nect i ons exi sting between oneos

internalize feedback. The definition evolved from past research on feedback acceptance

beginning in 1979, wherein Il gen et al. de
beliefthatthd eedback i s an accurate portrayal o f
considered Il gen et al.ds findings that po

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. | then made connections to
the work previously explored infix&esxtion 1,
ggowth mindsets, lecardeavsie dger emendsbt en and Hi
research ompromotion vsprevention mindsets.

I n support of these connections, | <cite
which found a significant, positive relationship between goal orientation and feedback
receptivity. Acc ovidial displayinga p¥viarmaneesapprodica n i nd i
orientation was found to be motivated to demonstrate success, and generally receptive to
feedbacko (p. 50). Wapl es posioit @idntatiohsat fi n
demonstrated no particular motivatbro war d i mpr ovi ng perf or manc

Feedback orientation In 1983, Ashford and Cummings suggested that feedback
recipients play an active role in the feedback process. Understahdingyyseedback
recipients differ in how they respotaland use fedback later was addressed in the
research of London and Smither (2002), who proposed a feedpacKic individual
difference variable called feedback orientationJdarnal of ManagemenBeth
Linderbaum and Paul Levy (2010) referred to Londonand 8mittb s pr oposal of
feedbackspecific individual difference variable called feedback orientation. Feedback
orientationsian i ndi vi dual 6s overall receptivity
and Smither posited that feedback orientationiscompoded ia number of dir
including: (1) liking feedback; (2) behavioral propensity to seek feedback; (3) cognitive
propensity to process feedback mindfully a
oneself; (5) belief in the value of feedback; &yfeeling accountable to act on

feedbacko (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 hrelgearchers 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: (ajility, def iamed nals vii dual 6s tendency to
useful in achieving goals or feetbackselii ng des
eficacy defined as fAan individual 6s perceived
feedback appr oprsocaltasarepe§gs (de.f i h3H8 )a;s (fima)n i nd
tendency to use feedback so as to be aware
to these vi ews daccéuptabilitgdde’f7i)ne da nads (fdadn i ndi vi d
feel a sense of obligation to react to and
As the FOS is meant to be used as a diagnostic tool providing valuable insight
into thedegree to which an individual is open or receptive to feedback, | believe this also
had implications for this qualitative case study. Therefore, | used the FOS to gather data
from the programbés core team faci kenthat or s
constructs of an individual 6s mindset and

of this qualitative case study.

Summary Thoughts on Implicit Person Theory, Mindsets,
and Feedback Orientation

Research on mindsets holds promise fordniinvi dual 6s abil ity to
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 ditties 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, inThe New Psychology of SucceBweck (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, AThatds okay, may b#gxedmadsédt), Yi@ger not on
(2014) suggested the following at the Mome
6l 6m not a math person, 6 just add the word
on the language, the feedback teachers give to students will inflaeda@k=termine the
mindsets students adopt for themselves.

Second, inThe Art of the Questiofi998), Adams provided a Choice Map
graphic intended to help individuals identify and ultimately choose one of two pathways,
learnemindset ojudgermindset. h 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 prales a framework using questions individuals askto 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, andrelaite

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 wh 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

guestions are asked from the viewpoint of ependedness, of trying to leadn

then the resulting answers can hilproduce 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, | identified connections between
the work of Dweck and Adams whichag in fact, substantiated by a stasmhAdams
(2013) made in her bookeaching That Changes LiveassDwec k 6 s f or mi dabl e
on the distinctions between what she calls
conceptually aligned with the Learner and Judger mindsets describgdinbm ok s 6 ( p .

Third, inBeyond Pleasure and Pain Hi ggins (1997) illustra
Psychological Variables with Distinct Relations to Promotion Focus and Prevention
Focuso and showed the different sets of ps
relai ons to how an individual approaches a t
shows that Nurturance Needs, Strong Ideals, and GairgllionSituations induce a
Promotion Focus, while Security Needs, Strong Oughts, andd$sfiLoss Situations
induce aPrevention 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
approachksas strategic means, whereas a prevention focus yields sensitivity to the
absence opresence of negative outcomes and avoidance as strategic means.

While reviewing the literature for this section, | identified connections among the
work of Dweck, Adams, and Higgins, which were, in fact, substantiated by a statement
Higgins (1997) madeniBeyond Pleasureand Pamher e ar e fApotenti al
considering both promotion and prevention when studying phenomena that have been
considered mainly in terms of either promotion (e.g.,\welhg) or prevention (e.g.,
cognitive d2).dappieddhe depth ad undepstanding gathered from this

|l iterature review to inform my data coll ec
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Research Question 1. Section 2 next discusses feedback in relation to feedback

environment and learningiciate.

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 perterara,
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
implicationsthatthe feedback environment and the learning climate far informing
and advancing the goal of this qualitative case study (i.e., exploring a problem of practice
by examining the factors that influence an
setting[Lewin, 1936). This area of literature review ligked to the second research
guestion of this qualitative case stutlyhat environmental factors and interventions do
facilitators of adult learning perceive promote/hinder shifts in their mindsets that lead to
feedback receptivityPbegin with a histodal perspective of the origins of the concept of
feedback and how it entered the interpersonal communication literature as a social
science variable. | then examine subcomponents | deemed relevant to this qualitative case

studyd namely, performance feedbad&edback environment, and the learning climate.

Origins of Interpersonal Feedback
The origin of interpersonal feedback has its roots in the fields of science,
mat hematics, and technology. The verb phra

an ealier 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 thderdifthclas a specific term.

During World War Il, MIT Professor Norbert Weiner was employed by the U.S.

government to make ardircraft machine guns mounted on bombers more effective

against the speed of enemy jet fighter planes. These machine guns (refesredfiofai r e
control systemso) had the capacity to cons
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, gineéective

against Nazi jets which were using a new technology at the time.

To address the problem, Weiner devised

to the existing Afire control systems. o0 Th
andmoe ment of the Nazi jets into account. Es
of plane speed and movement into the fire

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 writee Human Use of Human Beings
subtitled Cybernetics and Societyn 1950. This book, considered an important and
influential work on the place of humans in an increasingly automated and technologically
advanced world, introduced the tefeedbacko the general population and moved it
from the lexicon of the technician to the language of human behavior (Ba2tQ\3,

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 conslerably and today includes many more dimensions. To inform this
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gualitative case study more deeply, particularly in relation to the second research
guestion, | explored multiple expansions of the term that seemed most relevant to this
gualitative case stlyo specifically, performance feedback, feedback environment, and

the learning climate.

Original Feedback Construct, Expansion, and Subcomponents Defined

Il n 1979, |l 1l gen, Fisher, and Tayl or def.
general communicationpsr ocess i n which some sender con
(p. 350). It is important to note that the construct of feedback evolved dramatically in the
decades following Il gen et al.o6s definitio
considetin 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, | adopte
of f e e dboanaton mavided bymrf agent (e.g., teacher, peer, book, parent, self,
experience) regarding aspects of oneds per
adopted Ramaprasadodés (1983) application of
Ai nf or ma the gambetaderothetactual level and the reference level of a system
parameter that is used to alter the gap in
UBCCP, therefore, feedback is defined as the process by which information regarding the
output of tke 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 irgerformance gaps. However, feedback is not simplistic.

Building on the work of HannafirHannafin,and Dalton (1993), Hattie and Timperley
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(2007) identified four types of feedback (task, processyeglilation, and self). Task
feedback focuses on infortnan 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; sedgulation feedback focuses on metacognitive
elements, including howstudent can monitor and evaluate the strategies he or she uses;
and selfeedback 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 neadeeply the construct of feedback in the complex UBCCP
environment, | discuss important feedback subcomponents in more detail below.
Performance feedbackThe current emphasis on employee-seivelopment,
continuous learning, and the need for employeesspond successfully to a constantly
changing work environment has led to an increase in the use of performance
managemedt an ongoing process that involves employee assessment, feedback, and
coaching for development (London & Smither, 2002). One impbstaategy 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 aggems 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 enga@syo improve future

performance. Idournal of Management DevelopmeRyan, Brutus, Greguras, and

Hakel (2000) stated that APerformance feed
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certain workrelated objectives and the manner by whichthosea at t ai nedo ( p.
Further, inAcademy of Management Revidardan 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 todioth th
past performance and pietarn, §@gerfopmancd falls ma n c e
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 tHaerature on performance feedback, | 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 connecttothewk expl ored i n Section 1,
research ofixedvs.gr owt h mi nds et s, leArdeavsiadges mindsetsse ar c h
and Hi ggi n sposotionesspeegentiontmindsets.
The ways in which individuals procesdormation, 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 with the context of the UBCCP because this study aimed
to uncover the connections between an indi
Feedback environmentlin the 1980sHerold and Parsons (1985) defirtbe
termfeedback environmeas the type ofidr mat i on regarding oneds
perceive as being available to them. For d
environment was commonly understood to mean the amount and availability of positive
and negative feedback from different smes. However, the growing emphasis on
i mproving job performance bghangingoworkpldceng f ee

environments led to the expansion of the construct.
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In 2004, Steelmaat al.referred tdfeedback environmeats At he contextu
aspets of day to day supervissubordinate and coworkeoworker feedback processes
rather than to the formal performance appr
developing the Feedback Environment Scale (FES) to help managers in the area of
feedbak and coaching, Steelman et al. identified and operationalized characteristics of
the workplace context that encourage the transmission and receipt of accurate
performanceelated information and referred to these characteristics collectively as the
Af dbad k environment. 0 These authors operat.i
terms of two major sourcésthe supervisor and the coworBewhich are manifested in
seven major dimensions:

1. Source credibiltyc onceptual i zed as thedfeedback
trustworthiness (Giffin, 1967). Credibility includes knowledge of the feedback
recipientdos job requirements, knowl edg
performance, and the ability to judge that job performance accurately.

2. Feedback qualitycharacterized bgonsistency and usefulness. Higtality
feedback is consistent across time, specific, and perceived as more useful than
low-qual ity feedback, which varies with
or observational opportunity (London, 1997).

3. Feedbackdeliery a feedback recipientds perce)|
intentions in giving feedback that will affect reactions and responses to the

feedback (Fedor, Eder, & Buckley, 1989).
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4. Source availabilitythe 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 feedbaclkconceptualized as the perceived frequency of positive
feedback such as compliments from supervisors and/or peer facilitators when
warrantedfroon t he receiveroés point of view (

6. Unfavorable feedbagkonceptualized as the perceived frequency of negative
feedback such as expressions of dissatisfaction and criticism from supervisors
and/or peer facilitators when, frome f eedback reci pientds
performance warrants such feedback (Steelman et al., 2004, p. 168).

7. Promotion of feedback seekirige extent to which the environment is
supportive or unsupportive of feedback seeking. It is the extent to which
enployees 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, Handl ey, Mill ar, and O&6Donovan
feedback environment must include the component of peer feedback, defined here as a
met hod in which coll eagues engage in refle

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 anddselélopment. Moreover, an
individual 6s own tendency to seek, appreci
determinirg whether the feedback environment and-deifelopment are tied together.

Further, because the value of the feedback environment as a catalystdevstpment
has been relatively ignored, it should be explored (Cavanaugh, 2016).

As the FES is meamd 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
core team fadilators because | saw possible connections between the constructs of an
individual 6s mindset, oneod6s feedback orien
overall aim of this qualitative case study.

Learning climate. Learning climate refersto anindivida | 6 s per cepti on
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, Nikoloveet al. (2016)onducted an extensiVigerature review with the
Aprimary goals of developing and providing
climate scale that can be applied in diffe
stressed the fAneed f or acak tithgdod psychoretrid at e d,
properties that taps into the core aspects

The researchers then proposed a tlieeensional conceptualization of learning
climate. The first dimension, facilitation learning climatescribed 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 behaverthird dimension, error

avoidance learning climate, addressed the extent to which a company focuses on avoiding
mistakes. The researchers subsequently developed althreresional measure, the
Learning Climate Scal e ( of@#3%anddarhba appliecs es i a
regardless of occupational context. The items generated for the LCS were inspired by

several learning climate and eravoidance studies (e.g., Coetzer, 2007, Edmondson,

199; Tracey & Tews, 2005, Van Dyck et al., 2063 herebre, | used the LCS to gather

data from the programdés core team facilita
bet ween the constructs of an individual 0s
feedback environment, the learning climate, and theatham of this qualitative case

study.

Critiques of Feedback

Di ssatisfaction with feedback has been
perspective, most complaints focused on the technicalities of feedback, including content,
organization of activitiedjming, and lack of clarity (Higgins, Hartley, & Skelton, 2001,
Husham, 2007). From the providerds perspec
making use of or acting on feedback.

It is important to note that despite claims about the powereabfzck to produce
positive learning effects (Hattie & Timperley, 2007), and research supporting significant
progress with student feedback becoming an increasiegtyat 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 zes (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 stdeeé¢lop researeh

based 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 s#dhestugy
(i.e., the feedback environment and learning climate) hold promise for how they can be
designed to promote greater individual feedb@&deptivity. Researchers have posited
that the complex constructs of the feedback environment as well as the leéimatg c
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 inntisdor the
UBCCP context.

First, my assumptions about the interplay existing between the feedback
environment and an individual 6s feedback r
categories that comprise the feedback environment, as positeceby@ieet al. (2004)
helped me better understand the complex construct of the feedback environment. They
also helped inform the related responses obtained during rap-@me interviews, as |
asked the facilitators to reflect on how each category infegetieeir 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 6s f eedb6ahelgedmebeteept i vi ty (
understand the complex constructloé learning climate. They also helped inform the
related responses obtained during the-tor@ne interviews, when the facilitators were
asked to reflect on how each dimension influences their mindset and feedback receptivity
in the UBCCP. The three dim&ons that comprise the learning climate helped to inform
the oneto-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) perceptionsoofanizational support were related to

higher levels of subordinate job involvement and (c) job involvement was

positively related to increased levels of superviemorted feedbackeeking

behavior. (p. 394)

The depth of understanding | gleaned from filnst two sections of the literature
review informed my analysis of participant
study,What environmental factors and interventions do facilitators of adult learning

perceive promote/hinder shifts in their mietsthat lead to feedback receptivity@xt,

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 leaning
specifically, perspective transformatéras the means through which enhanced
performance of the programbés facilitator t
participants in th& BCCP on their journeys toward becoming professional executive and
organization coaches. This section was linked to the third research question of this

qualitative case studyyhen, if ever, do adult learning facilitators perceive shifts in their
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mindsetccur?It was intended to validate the implications that | believe transformative
learning and its subset, perspective transformatidrave for informing and advancing
the goal of this qualitative case study. | begin with a historical perspective ofgimes or

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 thebyehaviors can be found throughout history. In 1978, however, Jack
Mezirow articulated the termansformative learningnd claimed it as a fundamental
dynamic of adult learning and adult development. Mezirow introduced ‘sgeptheory
based on intervigs with women who had returned to college after an extended break (his
interest had been piqued by his wifebds exp
adult). In his research, Mezirow revealed insights into how we understand learning in
adulthood andhe role of prior learning.

Mezirow (1991) recognized that not al/l
simply by adding knowledge to our meaning schemes or learning new meaning
schemeséand it can be a cruci qp223). i mport an
Learning, according to Mezirow (2000), was
interpretation to construe a new oOr revise
experience in order to guide f thdwevere acti on
occurs when there is a transformation in a

scheme), or a transformation of an individ
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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-&tep procesmitiated by a disorienting dilemma

that causes reflections on an individual 6s
Mezirowds original wor k, researchers, scho
critigued his theory. One major critique is thataMer owds t heory i s too

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 critiqgue of MesiOstepopmwdess (Nold, 2K5).cTdhal | eng
promote depth of wunderstanding for why Mez
(specifically, perspective transformation) is the vehicle through which connections to
mindsets, feedback orientation, feedback environnteantying climate, and perspective
transformation were explored in this qualitative case study, | 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 Crantoexpanded and deepened our understanding of
transformative | earning theory by explorin
research in transformative learning with a view of moving toward a more unified theory,
one in which the current perspective be brought together under one theoretical
umbrellao (p. 3). Taylor and Cranton posit
theorists and researchers can coexist. flt

transformative learning is a rational eader; for that same person in another context, it
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could be emotional and intuitiveo (p. 3).
publicati on of URlersgsanding and Fadlidasng AdLItA 8aéniyas the
beginning of wihedtothdisadalcentext of adult learaihgland to
|l earning that goes beyond cognitive proces
Tayl or and Crantonds perspectives are i
their extensive research shed light on common critiques of MeZiow t heor y as be
rational. The researchers pointed to the o
t heory (as pr es e nTransformative MeensionsowAdust Leprdiy9 1 |
which fAdr ew o0 n d acludiegrdevelopmentalra cogrlitiverpg/chology,
psychotherapy, sociology, and philosophy come to an understanding of how adults
|l earn, transform, and developo (p. 5). The
explanation that transf orivmadniagystematcar ni ng t
extension of an existing intellectual theo
reminded readers that ATransformative | ear
assumptions, and the roots of theory lie in humanism and critcal sol t heory o (T
& Cranton, 2012, p. 5).
In 2015, ArndMi ¢c h a el No hil c h a istepeprogessdénd dreppsed o wo s
a different fivestep approach based on the idea that a disorienting dilemma does not
al ways trigger an i fordhation ldstead] Nold popitedithetp e ct i v e
perspective transformation can be the result of a life event that someone may not even
realize has transformed him or her wuntil a
process begins with (a) a ndietermining std 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, lehdsdal
consolidation and the reinterpretation addpiaphy. Although Nohl challenged the notion
of a disorienting dilemma initiating perspective transformation, | see strong connections
bet ween Mesztierpo wbdrso cleOs sstep coastrusto hl 6s f i ve
Defining transformative learning. In 1978, Mezirow dehed 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, thusforan their assumptions and
frames of reference to make them more incl

work drew on the constructivist perspective of how humans make meaning of their

experiences, as well as oreaddmdne200Blasodos t heo
Mezirow further identified habits of mind
orienting predispositions that act as fil:¢t
(p- 17).

Mezirow posited four main components of the tfarmeative learning process:
experience, critical reflection, reflective discourse, and action. The process begins with
anexperienceaf di sori enting dil emmafagpartioutailich Mezi r
event or life experience such as the death ofedmne or an iliness that a person
experiences as a crisiso ( MxpprlB4a3s), Caf fare
Mezirow theorized that since these crises cannot be resolved through the application of
previous problensolving strategies, learners mastically selfexamine 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., pecsive transformation.
Perspective transformation.As noted above, Mezirow (1978) defined
perspective transformation as adgt@p process through which adult learners develop
different frames of understanding and action as the result of a transforteativieg
experience. This 16tep process includes:
1. adisorienting dilemma;
2. sellfex ami nati on of oneds reactions to th
3. critical assessment of habits of mind,;
4. recognition of a shift in assumptions;
5. exploration of new ideas;
6. planring 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
10using new competencies to impact oneods
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
psychocultiral assumptions (Mezirow, 1978). Individuals then engage in discourse with
others to test assumptions and beliefs critically. Mezirow (2000) defined discourse as
Adi al ogue devoted to searching for a commo

justificatonof an i nter pr et d41).iAoNezirow (19663 dtated, f 0 ( p p .
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ADi scourse is not a war or a debate; it 1is
a new understandingo (p. 170). By engaging
toward the fourth component of the learning proéeastion The individual may take
Ai mmedi ate action, delayed action or reaso
actiono (Mezirow, 2000, p. 24). The action
and knowledge, trying out new roles, renegotiating relationships, and building

competence and satbnfidence in the new roles and relationships.

Critiques of Transformative Learning Theory and Perspective Transformation

Since it was first introduced, 81z i r owds t heory has inspire
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 changi ng t h aitablOdtepmproceds. CMieshave challénged
Mezirowdbs emphasis on cognition as being t
personb6s cognitive competency, an individu
competencies must be considergerriam et al. (2007) wrote:

The growing prominence of transformative learning theory has generated
closer scrutiny of several -atkcglects of t
perspective has been critiqued for its inattention to context and itelaece 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 educatordés role in fostering transf
It is impottant to note that Mezirow continued to expand on his own work

throughout his life. In fact, the first comprehensive presentation of transformative

l earning theory TwaasormdteeDimeosiorts of Aduit 1S2&riing

which was followed by a copanion volume of more practical strategies for fostering
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transformative learning;ostering Critical Reflection in Adulthod@aylor, Cranton, &

Associates, 2012, p. 5). Both books addres

drew on diverse disciplirsaincluding development and cognitive psychology,
psychotherapy, sociology, and philosophy to come to an understanding of how adults

|l earn, transform, and developo (Mezirow

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 informihg &dult learning camp. They have

19

facilitated the integration of contemporar

groundbreaking work of 1978 and have continued to validate his original work as
applicable to the evaerthanging landscape of tRést centuy.

While reviewing the literature for this section, | identified connections between
transformative learning/perspective transformation and the constructs explored earlier in
Section 1 (Implicit Person Theory) and Section 2 (Feedback) of this literatuesv. |
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 facilitatorsd response

| believethat what | learned through this literature review and the exploration of
the connections among the three sections helped me (a) more deeply understand the
facilitatorsd responses to the research

(b) bette inform the overall aim of this qualitative case study, Mendset and Feedback

qu
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Receptivity in a Team Facilitation Setting: Exploring Factors Perceived by Facilitators

of Adult LearningThat Influence Their Learning in Role.

Summary

As patterns acrasthe 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 reaso Although program core facilitator team members receive
feedback, not all core facilitators use the feedback to inform their pra¢tidces same
degree By using the qualitative case study method, conducting individual interviews
with current program core facilitator team members, and analyzing the data collected, |
obtained greater understanding of the i mpa
feedback orientation, the feedback environment, and the learning climate can have on
oneds ability to experience the perspectiyv
to become more feedbac&ceptive. Specifically, | explored interventions perceilg
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 anindavid 6 s mi nd s €
and feedback orientation, as well as the feedback environment and the learning climate in
which one exists, iIimpact oneds ability to
study aimed to use my insights derived from an extensiveweni the literature ofPT

and mindset, feedback, andrisformativdearningtheory ancperspectivaransformation
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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 | 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 graw in
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. |
also hope this study will contribute to the current research literature by identfyihg
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 I

METHODOLOGY

This dissertation sought to explore factors mnterventions 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 ofr@mier coaching certification program offered at
a Tier | university located in the northeast United States to examine how mindsets can be
influenced to promote feedback receptivity. The following research questions and sub
guestions guided this study:

1. Wha 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 | earning facilitatorsb?éd

vs. growth) impact their altty to internalize and act upon feedback

received?

b. How do adult | earning facilitators?o

orientations impact their ability to internalize and act upon feedback

received?
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2. What environmental factors and interventions do faadrabf 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 #iglity 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 learningdentify 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 arshift i
mindset that leads to feedback receptivity?

This chapter is organized in three sections as follows. In Section 1: Research
Design, | provide an overview of the case study approach and discuss the rationale for
selecting this methodology. Bection 2: Methods of Data Collection, | summarize the
information and sources of data | obtained to answer the research questions and
accomplish the purpose. In Section 3: Analysis and Interpretation, | discuss how |

analyzed and interpreted the data.
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This research is a qualitative case study design with a participant sampie of
core facilitator members. Specifically, | explored the practices of individual core
facilitator members as they reldt® the internalization/adoption of the targeted
feedbak 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 considen#tare of the research questions, the amount of
control exerted by the researcher, and the desiregeatdict. Merriam further included
a fourth consideratior€Can abounded systeigtmith, 1978) be identified as a focus of
the investigation? As Yin2008 observed, the case study design is suited to situations
where it is impossible to separate the phenomenon variables from their context. As |
sought to explore factors and interventions perceived to support mindset transformation
and feedback receptivimyi t he bounded system of a specif
core facilitators, | selected the case study approach. The decision to do so was further
supported by Yin, who posited that case st
Si nce t hisdofisdtathdoyy that@xpleans the data, rather than finding data to
match a theoryo (Goetz & LeCompt e, 1984, »p
approach as the optimum way to understand the process and meaning of the multiple

realities that exishmong the various facilitators in this unique bounded system.



72

Overview of Information Needed

| approached the studyodos central resear
various case study data sources including: (ajrgeeview individual participnt
responses to a demographic sur{ey;semistructured participant interviews;
(c) individual participant results of the Fixed vs. Growth Mind3eiz; (d) individual
participant results of the Feedback Orientation &aatlindividual participant radts of
the Feedback Environment Scale; and (f) individual results of the Learning Climate
Scale. The primary form of data includes satnuctured participant interviews, for
which an interview protocol was created under the guidance of my advisor.g8leedT
below for a presentation of information needed according to data source.)

It is important to note thahe facilitators of adult learning who participated in this
study werdully awarethat the director of the UBCCP was my dissertasidwisor |
took the following steps to maintain confidentialifyrst, | assured the facilitators that no
personal identification information would be linked to the giataenassigned
pseudonyms tthefacilitators Second) obtained thd a c i | cohsantThey sgbed
thelnformed Consent and Participadights forns. | also red text from a recruitment
script regarding consent and video/audio recorbefgre beginning the interviews
Third, as the interviews were conducted via Zgartranscripof the interview was
providedin addition to a video recoiay; thereforean external transcription service was
notneeded. Fourth, all coding and data material was stored on my securedaptaf
papers were stored in a locked file cabinet in my home. Fifth, | clearly commurticated
thefacilitators multiple times throughout the procehbsat their participation as entirely

voluntary Sixth, duringthe interviews, | regularly checkéa with the facilitatorsduring
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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 intervidvalso asked the facilitators if they hany
guestions andeminded thenthat they interrupt me if they wasdto inform me of any
concernsFinally, | advised the facilitators that they could choose to skip a question or an
answer and were free to stop tkeording at any point and promptly terminate the
interview ifthey so desired.

As Table 4 indicates, data collected and analyzed for the sample of core
facilitators included i ndiinteiviewudanhographic t i ci p a
survey;indivd ual par ti ci p a nstrgtaredringes/ipws;ringliedsial t o s e mi
participantsod results fQugmntdhei Gualwt pbavsic
results from the Feedback Orientation Scal
Feedback Bmi r onment Scale; and individual part.
Climate Scale. | also maintained a record of field notes, reflections, assumptions,
worldviews, and thought processes | deemed significant to the study.

Demographic information. Demographianformation for each participant was
collected through a praterview survey. Basic demographic information including
gender, age, race, ethnicity, and completed education was collected for all core facilitator
participants of this qualitativease study.

Perceptual information. The core research questions of this dissertation and the
programbés conceptual framework guided the
study. All data sources shed light on the following categories of peatépiiormation:

1. What is the rationale behind receiving feedback from clients, peers, and the

program director?
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Semi Growth vs. Feedback | Feedback | Learnirg
Information | Survey| structured| FixedMindset | Orientation| Environmen | Climate
Interview Quiz Scale Scale Scale
Demographic
Gender X
Age Range X
Race X
Ethnicity X
Education X
Perceptual
Information X X X X X
RQ 1: mindset X X X X X
RQ2: f_e_edback X X
receptivity
RQ3:
transformative
learning
2. What are the core facilitatorso

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 (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?

Vi
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Table 5 below indicates how | captured specific indicators identifezble
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 i ngwhichwasaal 6s mi nd
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, | describe in more detail the
sampling procedure; the sestructured interview protocol and process; and individual
results of (a) the Growth vs. Fixed Mind€aiiz; (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 adliection 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 pratecanonymity 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
Core facilitator team. The participants in this quaditive case study represent
nine of10 core facilitator members of an elite university coaching program (the UBCCP)
at the time of this study. | was introduced to the facilitators through an email from the
program director. | provided an overview of my stutthen informed the facilitators
that participation would require (apmpleting a demographic questionnaire;téing
four assessments (two sédicused, i.e., th€ixed vs. GrowttMindset Quiz and the
Feedback Orientation Scale; and wemtextfocused, i.e., the Feedback Environment
Scale and the Learning Climate Scade)d €) participating in a onéo-one seni
structured interview with me. All the facilitators agreed to be a part of the study.
Once | obtained agreement to particgoet the study, | confirmed contact
information (i.e., email addresses); sent the participants thatergiew demographic
survey and the four assessments | had uploaded to Qualtrics (the software program | used
to house the instruments and store thaltgs and agreed to schedule a date and time to

conduct the onéo-one interviews via Zoom, once their assessments were finalized.

Data Collection

| used the following five data sources to promote the validation of this research by
employing different dat 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)eedback, and Transformative Learning



77

Theory and Perspective Transformat(etry., Jack Mezirow)l then visited the
UBCCP to observe the facilitators in their work setting on two separate occasions.
The experiences provided riiee opportunity to gain a more-@epth 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 UBCGQ#Rteract with and support one another in this team facilitation
setting. | maintained a researcher journal to capture my observations, thoughts, reactions,
and insights.

Next, | collected demographic data and the results of the four assessments
from eachacilitator. Finally, | conducted kdepth, semstructured ondo-one
interviews. Table 6 below summarizes the data sources and the specific information |
hoped to glean. These data sources are further explained in Chapteebéription 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 | explored this phenomenon in the context of the
UBCCP. Ithen 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 methodlogical input to the design and analysis of this study (Merriam, 1998).
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Data Source

Information Gleaned

Literature Review

Used to gather information on mindset, feedback, 4
transformative learning.

UBCCP External Coach
Intensive (ECI) and Internal
Coach Intensive (ICl) osite
visits

Observation of the facilitators in their professional

setting provided me with a more-depth and nuance
appreciation for the work; what feedback looks and
sounds like in th program; and how the facilitators (
adult learning interact in this team facilitation settin

Preinterview survey

Demographic information including gender, agee,
ethnicity,and completed education was collected fg
all core facilitator participats 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 Sca

Measure of contextual characteristics of the feedba
environment

Learning Climate Sale

Measure of individual C
the extent to which the UBCCP facilitates learning
opportunities and regards and supports their learni
in role.

Semtstructured interviews

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

Field Notes andDocument Management

Before conducting the orte-interviews, | 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 dthied:xternal Coach

Intensive (ECI). On both occasigh®bserved the teaim-personduring a working
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lunch,while facilitating lessonsindworking with clients in whole group and small group
settings, and during eraf-day team debrief meetingduring the working lunch
observedn-the-spot facilitatorto-facilitator feedback, directeto-facilitator feedback,

and peeito-director feedbdcbeing provided pertaining to what had transpired during the
morning session. Then, in the afternoon, | observed more substacilitator-to-

facilitator feedback, directeto-facilitator feedback, and pets-director feedbackeing
provided pertainig tothe afternoon session as well as to how the overall program was
going.l captured my observations, thoughts, and ideas in my researcher journal which |

finalized immediately after each day.

Pre-interview Data Inventory
| developed th@re-interview data inventor¢PIDI) under the guidance of my
advisor. Prior to the or®-one interviews, | reviewed the tool with my academic advisor.

| also pilottested the PIDI with him to determine its utility.

Growth vs. Fixed Mindset Quiz
Mindset isa 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 mindsstbelieve that intelligence and skills are something you are born
with, while those with growth mindsets believe that it is possible to learn and enhance
abilites,As t he aim of this study was to expl or e
mindsetandd e d b ac k r e c e p tquestiort quiz askihg macidipanss aldo

their views on intelligence and talent was administered to all case study participants.
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The Mindset Quizs comprised ofL0 questions that individuals answer with a
degree oflexibility (i.e., respondents are provided choices to help them best answer the
guestion: strongly agree, agree, disagoestrongly disagree). The goal of the Mindset
Quiz is to help people understand where their mindsets lie along the continuunmbetwee
growth and fixedAfter conducting a comprehensive search for psychometric data related
to Dweckods Mi n cdteatthe Qaiavereprivate and aopfiolentzl:
Therefore, as a frame of reference, | prodidalidity and reliability data for argwth
mindset scale created by researchers Chen,@mti. i u (2021), based on
growth mindset theory. Specifically, Chehal. reported hat Cr onbachoés alp
their questionnaire was detected to be 0,9diich wasgreater than 0,8ndicating high
reliability. In additionthe KaiserMeyer-Olkio (KMO) measure result &s0.929, close
to 1.0, indicating the overall variableasadequate for further analysis. At the same time,
thep value was significant (¥ 0.001) indicatinga correlationbetween the variables.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (€A) was then conducted to evalu#tereliability and
validity of the questionnaire. The CFA shedthatgoodness of fit in the measurement
model reacheéthe standard. It also indicatéhatthe relationships between factors and
itemswere consistent with the expected moaeid hadyood convergent validity
discriminant validity andconstruct validity.

MINDSET QUIZ

1. Circle the number for each questishich 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

Strongly

Agree Disagree Disagree

Your intelligence is somethin
very basicabout you that you
candbét change
No matter how much
intelligence you have, you ca
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

| often get angry when | get
feedback about my
performance

| appreciate when people,
parents, coaches, or teacherg
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 | dg
my schoolwork is that | enjoy
learning new things

FeedbackOrientation 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 individualo v er a | |
receptivity to feedback (Linderbaum & Levy, 2010). Therefore, all participarlss
qualitative case study completed a Feedback Orientation Scale (FOS) to help inform the
study.The participants were asked to answer the questions basedramaitkeas

facilitators of adult education in the UBCCP.
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The FOSwhich is comprised of four dimensiofis., utility, accountability,
social awareness, and feedback-sé#fitacy) was substantiated by LinderbaamdLevy
(2010). AAcross two pilot studies and two
the reliability and validity of the four dimensions of feedback orientation as well as the
overal |l cX899%xSpecitically, the dinpensionality andliability of the FOS
were examined. EA wasdone in Mplus, using maximum likelihood estimation to
compare three different factor structures. The secoddr factor modeb@ = 429.2,
df = 166, standardized root mean square residual = .08, root meaa squa of
approximation = .08, comparative fit index = .89, Tuekewis 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 weeetlhédypical .70
cutoff (Nunnally, 1979). The utility, accountability, social awareness, an@ieihcy
dimensions had alphas of .88, .73, .85, andre&pectively. The overall alpha of the
scale was .91. (p 13951396).

Li nder baum a rskk pdrtieipagtdte answer $he fallowing questions
using a 5point scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree. (In the context of the
UBCCP, t he réfaradmée pragramn diréctgr

Utility:

1. Feedback contributes to my success at work.

2. To develop my skills at work, | rely on feedback.

3. Feedback is critical for improving performance.

4. Feedback from supervisors can help me advance in a company.

5. | find that feedback is critical feeaching my goals.
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Accountability:

1. It is my responsibility to apply feedback to improve my performance.

2. 1 hold myself accountable to respond to feedback appropriately.

3. I donodot feel a sense of closure unt:i
4. If my sipervisor gives me feedback, it is my responsibility to respond to it.
5. | 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, | am more aware of what peoplé thimme.

3. Feedback helps me manage the impression | make on others.

4. Feedback lets me know how | am perceived by others.

5. I rely on feedback to help me make a good impression.

Feedback Selfficacy:

1. | feel selfassured when dealing with fdsstk.

2. Compared to others, | am more competent at handling feedback.

3. | believe that | have the ability to deal with feedback effectively.

4. | feel confident when responding to both positive and negative feedback.

5. 1 know that | can handle thecf@back that | 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 environmentcanstruct proposed by Steelmetral.(2004) is the

contextual or situational characteristics of the feedback process. Therefore, all
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participants of this qualitative case study completed the Feedback Environment Scale
(FES) to help inform the study.

TheFES, 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 andwuelars)
was substntiated 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 theale. Results also show
evidence for the internal consistency, tesest reliability, and discriminant
validity of the facet scores of the Feedback Environment ScalE6%p.
Specifically,the hypothesized sevdacet structure for both the supervisor aneharker
source factors of the FESasassessed witBFA, using a maximum likelihood
estimation procedure. Separate models were estimated for the supervisomandero
source factorsThe a prior FES model fit the data within acceptable parameters for both
the supervisor and eworker source factorgor the supervisor factor, the scores in the
study had a range of internal consistency reliability of .82 to .92. For theer
factas, 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 tlom-w 0 r k faatoswiere .95Classical theory stretest reliability
for the scores in the study ranged from .61 to .77 for the supervisor factor and .26 to .63
for the coworker factofpp. 172175).

Steelmaretald s FES asks participants to answe

for two factors (i.e., Supervisor Source and Coworker Source) uskppimt/scale from

strongly disagree to strongly agr&articipants responded to items measuring the seven
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FES facets foboth their supervisor and their peer facilitatghs.the context of the
UBCCRt he fisupervisoro referred to the progr:
to peer facilitators of adult learnindtems that required reverse scoring are indicated
with an (R).
SourceCredibility:
1. My UBCCP director/cdacilitators is/are generally familiar with my
performance on the job.
2.1ln gener al, | r espefcacimyi tUBtCdCrPs & i a peicrtio
job performance.
3. With respect to jolperformance feedback, | usually do not trust my UBCCP
director/cofacilitators. (R)
4. My UBCCP director/ceacilitators is/are fair when evaluating my job
performance.
5. | have confidence in the feedback my UBCCP directeidcditatorsgive/s
me.
FeedbaclQuality:
1. My UBCCP director/ceacilitators give(s) me useful feedback about my job
performance.
2. The performance feedback | receive from my UBCCP directdacititators
is helpful.
3. lvalue the feedback | receive from my UBCG@iRector/cofacilitators.
4. The feedback | receive from my UBCCP directotfacilitators helps me do

my job.
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5. The performance information | receive from my UBCCP directer/co
facilitators is/are generally not vemyeanngful. (R).

FeedbaclDelivery:

1. My UBCCPdirector/cofacilitators is/are supportive when giving me
feedbackabout my job performance.

2. When my UBCCP director/etacilitators give(s) me performance feedback,
heor she is considerate of my feelings.

3. My UBCCP director/cefacilitators generally provie(s) feedback in a
thoughtless mannefR).

4. My UBCCP director/ceacilitators do(es) not treat people very well when
providing perbrmance feedbackR).

5. My UBCCP director/cefacilitators is/are generally tactful giving me
performance feedback.

FavorableFeedback:

1. When | do a good job at work, my UBCCP directotfacilitators praise(s)
my performance.

2. | seldom receive praise from my UBCCP directoif@ailitators.

3. My UBCCP director/cefacilitators generally let(s) me know when | do a
good job at work.

4. | frequently receive positive feedback from my UBCCP directer/co

facilitators.



87

UnfavorableFeedback:

1. When | dondét meet de adfadlitatersletsy mg UBCCP
know.

2. My UBCCPdirector/cofacilitators tell(s) me when my work performance
doesnot meet organizational standards.

3. On the occasions when my job performance falls below what is expected, my
UBCCP director/cdacilitators let(s) me know.

4. On those occasions when | makeigtake at work, my UBCCP director/
co-facilitators tell(s) me.

SourceAvailability:

1. My UBCCP director/ceacilitators is/are usually available when | want
performance information.

2. My UBCCP director/cefacilitators is/are too budp give me feedbackR)

3. I have little contact with my UBCC#irectorco-facilitators (R)

4. | interact with my UBCCP director/efacilitators on a daily basis.

5. The only time | receive performance feedback from my direcidurigig my
performance reviewR)

Promoteg~eedbackseekng:

1. My UBCCP director/cefacilitators is/are often annoyed when | directbsk
for performance feedbaciR)

2. When | ask for performance feedback, my UBCCP directdeciitators

generally do(es) not give the information right aw@).
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3. | feel comfortable asking my UBCCP director/taxilitators for feedback
about my work performance.
4. My UBCCP director/cdacilitators encourage(s) me to ask for feedback

whenever | am uncertain about my job performance.

Learning Climate Scale

Given the impactfathe 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 Niko|d¥ayssevelt, Hans De WittandVan
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 thrdamensiongi.e., facilitation, appreciation,
and error avoidangevas substantiated by Nikoloes al.

Confirmatory factor analysis and analysis of measurement invariance were
conducted to establish the factorial structure of the measure. Als@rgeny,
divergent, and construct validity of the LS were investigated. The findings
showed that the newly developed instrument for learning climate has good
psychometric properties: thiereefactor structure was supported and the-sub
scales were reliabl&urthermore, the LCS showed good convergent and
divergent validity. (p258)

Specifically,three nested models were investigated. The #fa&er model showed good

fit (+ 2(df =24) =142.67, RMSEA = .07, NFI = .97, CFl = .7, TLI = .96. This mddel

the data significantly better than the tfamwtor model. Factor loadings ranged from .82 to
.88 for facilitation, .75 to .83 for appreciation, and .63 to .78 for error avoidance.
Togetherthese results demonstrated that the theoretically derivedfduo®ee structure

of the LCS was empirically supported by the data. The scales showed good reliability:
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Cronbachodés al pha values wer,end.7B@&ror( facilita
avoidancg, respectively.

Nikolovae t s &CS.agks participants to answer nine questions in three
dimensions using apoint 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 UBCCPprovides appealing education facilities (resources).

2. The UBCCPprovides sufficient resources to develop my competences.

3. Inthe UBCCP, one receives the trainings s/he needs.

AppreciationLearningClimate:

1. In theUBCCP, 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. Inthe UBCCP, employees who make an effort to learn new tlegs

appreciation and respect.

Error AvoidancelLearningClimate:

1. Inthe UBCCP, one is afraid to admit mistakes

2. In the UBCCP, employees do not dare to discuss mistakes.

3. Inthe UBCCP, employees are anxious to openly discussnetated

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

Scak , I provided each facilitator an indivVvi
account housed the PIDI, the four assessments, their responses, and their individual

resul ts. Il n addition, the Qualtrics progra
data which facilitated the process of identifying similarities and differences across

facilitators and assessments.

Semistructured Interviews

The primary data collection tool used in this study was the-seogtured ondo-
one interviews. Under thguidance of my advisor, | created a Power Point Presentation
interview instrument to use during the etioeone interviews (see Appendi¥. After
pilot-testing it with my advisor (the program director), we decided to use it as a
framework to create ninedividualized protocold onefor each facilitator. Each
protocol consisted of four parts (describe
individual assessment results. Compiling the assessment results in this manner helped me
manage the tremendoamount of data | shared with and gathered from each facilitator
throughout the iIinterview. Using this instr
interview responses to the related assessments.

The interview was structured as follows (described @atpr detail below):
(2) 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 th€2ptra facilitators
were shavn 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 Scalé 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 eachytlzew asked
to provide their working definition of the thegr) the facilitators were asked to
considerthe fiveabove and to reflect on their own higind lowpoint experiences on
the UBCCP team(7) through the lens of their higlhow-point experienes the
facilitators were aske@h) whenthey fdt theywere mostlikely to experience a shift in
mindset that leads to feedback receptiatyd (b)whenthey fdt theywere leastlikely to
experience a shift in mindset that leads to feedbaoéptivity.
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 mehtherteamand
(c) what they find challenging about being a member of the team. These introductory
guestions were designed to help me | earn a
journeys so that | could hopefully gain insightb their values, their@ammitment to the
work and the team, aritle forces thadrive them.
In Part I, we explored the two sefbcused assessments (i.e., the Mindaer
and the Feedback Orientation Scale). | begarebynding thefacilitators whathe quiz
looked like,asledthem what it felt like taking the quiz, atitenaskedthemto predict
their scores on the Minds@uiz. Next, | shared an information slide about the theory that
alignedwith the assessment, i.e., Implicit Person Theang aked them to give me their
working definition of thetheory Then, | shared the facilital

MindsetQuiz. Finally, | asked the facilitators to reflect on their predictions vs. their
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results through the lens of (a) a higbint experience as a UBCCP team member, and (b)
a low-point experience as a UBCCP team member. | then followed the same procedure
for the second sefbcused assessment, the Feedback Orientation Scale. This time
providedan information slide on Feedback Otieat i on Theory as wel |
results on the FOS.
In Partlll, we explored the two contekbcused assessments, i.e., the Feedback
Environment Scal@~ES)and the Learning Climate ScdleCS). (Recall the FES is a
two-part assessmerRart Aasked about the DirectandPart B asked about the Co
facilitators.)l followed the same process as before. | remiridedacilitators what the
quiz looked like, asked them what it felt like taking the quiz, and then asked them to
predict their scores ahe FES. | began by asking tfaeilitatorsto predict their scores
for the Director (Part ANext, | shared an information slide with them that aligwet
the assessment, i.e., Feedback Environment Thawodyasked for their working
definition of thetheory Then, | shared t hefoftedirettart at or s
(PartA). Finally, | asked the facilitators to reflect on their results through the lens of (a) a
high-point experience as a UBCCP team member, and (b)-pdaw experience as a
UBCCP team member. | then followed the same process for the FERiltators (Part
B). Finally, | followed the same process for the second coffitexised assessment, the
LCS, this time providing an information slide on Learning Climate Theory (see#gp
G) as well as the facilitatorsd results on
In Part 1V, | asked the facilitators toonsider all the assessments we had
discussed, reflean the high and lowpoint experiences they shared eaylgrd to think

about: (a)whenthey feel they arenostlikely to experience a shift in mindset that leads
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to feedback receptivity; and (lhenthey feel they arieastlikely to experience a shift
in mindset that leads to feedback receptivity.

Table 7 belar presents the guiding questions of the sstmictured interview.
Questions 1, 2, and 3, and the folloyy subquestions are related to the research
guestions guiding this qualitative case study. The questions served as a springboard for
the conversationishad 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 Quesbnnaire

Analytic Research Questions

1) What factors do you perceive influence the interplay between your mindset and
ability to be feedback receptive in your role as a facilitator of adult learning in the
UBCCP?

a. How do you perceivassumptions about your mindset impact your ability to
internalize feedback received?

b. How do you perceive assumptions about your feedback orientation impact
ability to internalize feedback received?

2) What environmental factors and interventions do 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 interna
feedback you recead?

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
beenmostlikely to have experienced a shift in your mindset that led to great
feedback receptivity?

b) Based on past experiences (high points/low points), when do you thirilayeu
beenleastlikely to have experienced a shift in your mindset that led to great
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 interviewsowatkicted facéo-face
using Zoom. (I used Zoom with the travelling facilitator as wathoughthat interview
was not facdo-face.) The interviews were recorded and transcribed (Marshall &
Rossman, 1995; Patton, 1990he interviews lasted betweemamge of 1 hour and 10

minutes (for the shortest) and 2 hours and 35 minutes (for the langest)

Section 3: Analysis and Interpretation

This study explored the potential interplay between each faciftatondset,
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 Il to guide the interpretation of the analysis section includes an
overview of how the analysis and interpretation of the data gatheredieveloped over

the course of the study.

Initial Coding
After the interviews| needed to make sense of the vast amount of data collected.
My advisor suggsted | take the Qualitative Methods course in the fall of 2019. The
course helped me understadata managemenandcoding in a more thoughtful,
comprehensive, and scholarly manner. It also provided me opportunities to collaborate
with other doctoral studhs to engage in multiple coding exercises with my case study
data Thisensurednter-rater reliability.i Di scussi on provides oppor
articulate your internal thinking processes, but also to clarify your emergent ideas and

possibly make new i négd206tps38about the dat ao
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Beforesharing examples of interview transcripts with my classmatgsdvisor
suggested create a template | could usenb@anage the vast amount of information in the
transcripts. After mangliscussiongndpreliminaryattempts wi t h my advi sor 0
guidance, | designedtamplate that aligned with the interview protocol | had used to
facilitate the interview procegsee Appendi). The template helped connect the
interview responses to the related assessment data and the research questions.

| then superimposed the template onto thetranscripts. Théemplateprovided
clarity to myclassmates and helped structure our{geeing conversation3.he
template also proved instrumental to me as | continued to sift through the hundreds of
transcript pageds his alignment promoted valuable insighhd depth of understanding.

Coding labels that emerge using the exact words of the interviewees ard calii i n
vivo codeso ( Cr dhlisvindial toding2dheimg made sehsded 6n)the
research questionk is supported by Saldai{2016) who wiote:

Ontological questiona d dr ess t he nat ur eThesdtypgsar t i ci
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 Wivo, Proces, Emotion, Values, Dramaturgical,
and/or Focused Coding, plus Themeing the Data(]p.

Next, | began to label the interviews and case documents so | could review the
various data sources more efficiently. Coding involves aggregating the data into smal
categories of information so they can be labeled (Creswell, 2ZD4{3)process allowed
themes to emerge from individual transcripts and enabled me to identify categories of

information that aided in the analysis and aggregation of dalsomaintainel summary

notes from the data organized by keywords/concepts that related to the research
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guestions, salierguestionsand issues to consider, implications, and the like (Miles &
Huberman, 1994).

In the second round of coding, | revisited all initial findings and identified
emerging themes thatarose. used pattern coding as a seco
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 cad@Miles, Huberman, & Saldafa, 2014. 86).

As the interview questions were alignedht he f aci |l i tatorsd ass
looking for similarities and differences was facilitated. | 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
sajuential coding process, emerging themes and insights positively informed the study

and led to greater insight.

Findings

At this point, my advisor suggested | begin to disaggregate the total assessment
scores for each facilitator by the components thatprsed each assessment. He also
suggested | create colooded data tables to display the remarkable amount of
information generated by each assessment (I used three shades.dftgraénfjention
was to capture the data in a manner that would facibtaddysis. It was also intended to
aid the readers of this study.

The colorcoded tables allowed me to spot similarities and differences among the
facilitators in an efficient manner and enabled acdzga and acrodscilitator analysis

of the data. Thiged to pattern codingvhich helped answer the research questions in
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greater detail. The process proved to be valuableasna result, continued to evolve
throughout the study. (Ultimately, | created 53 data tables to support the study.)

Once the dataveredisaggregated, | was able to expltremfurther in Chapter
V, Findings. Specifically, | interpreted the assessment data by total scores as well as by
each component that comprised each assessment and by the related interview responses. |
present theesults in three sections. First, | present the findings from the twéoseled
assessment results and related interview data. These findings aligned with Research
Question 1What factors do facilitators of adult learning perceive influence the ilagrp
between their individual mindsets and their ability to be feedback rece@ecshd, |
present the findings from the two contéatused assessments and related interview data.
These findings aligned with Research QuestidwwBat environmental factors do
facilitators of adult learning perceive influence the interplay between their individual
mindsets and their ability to be feedback receptiMai?d, | present the findings based on
the facilitator s toResearchQuestionBfhenslpfaciitatagss r el a
of adult learning perceive that shifts in their mindset are most likely to o¢siar?
assessments were used to inform this question.)

In addition, the data for each componeet@presented in each section by
facilitators with similar scores. In Sectionl Tirst present the Mindset Quiz and related
interview datdfort he faci litators with a AGrowth wit
present the data for the f ac8edondipaeseatr s wi t h
the data for each di mension of ,tohe Feedbac
A Ac coun tdbShicli iatly Awame nié B sk fdbia clkanpan f

dimension (i.e., Feedback Sélfficacy)didt he f aci | iatimtivoorange® s cor es
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Therefore, |l analyzed those data for the f
range first after which I lookedat he f aci |l i tators who fel/ i n
In Section 2] first presenthe disaggregated results of the FeedbackrBnment
Scale(FES)by t he seven categories that compri se
Credibility, D Fe e d b a c,kd FQeueadlbiatcyk D PaV ovabl,ed0 Feedback
AUNf avor ab,|deS oFuerecdeb aAckanid| & Pir loimtoy es Feedback
initially for the Director, then for the Clacilitators. In addition, in the categories where
the facilitatorsodé results fell within more

responses are presented and anaetdpaled by r a

Qualityodo category, | first present the dat
ASomewhat Conduciveo range. Then, | presen
Director in the fAMore Condu dorthegetnaimingn g e . I

FES categories (both for the Director and thef&ulitators).
Second, | present the disaggregated results of the Learning Climate Scale (LCS)

by the three di mensions that comprise the

AAppreci anhd-AivEerirdamceo). I n addition, in th
facilitatorsdé results fell within more tha
by ranges. For example, in the LCS AFacil
facii t at ors who scored it in the fiSomewhat Cc¢
facilitatoswh o scored it in the AMore Conduciveo

the remaining dimensions of the LCS.
In Section 3, | present the findings based ontheifd i t at or sdé 1 nter vi

related to Research Question/@hen do facilitators of adult learning perceive that shifts



99

in their mindset are most likely to occudhce again, | present the findings for the
facilitators with a indsétrfirstwhermforhe faciitat@owitrea Fi x e

AStrong Growtho mindset.

Analysis and Interpretation
The granular analysis of tleessessment and related intervigava helped further
the study by shedding light on the complexity of the data sourcdsaatidg to findings
that might otherwise have been overlooked. Specifically, based on the disaggregated
assessment results and related interview responses in Chaptedivigs, three natural
clusters emerged from the data
1 Cluster 1 representhreefacilitatorswho scored in the high range for all
5 data points
1 Cluster 2 representw/o facilitatorswho scored in the high range for 4 of
5 data points
9 Cluster 3 representhreefacilitatorswho scored in the high range for 3 of
5 data points and one facilitator who scored in the high reomgeof 5 data
points.
As described in detail in Chapter V, five data points were generated from the four
assessment$his important finding led me to adper exploration of the data.
Specifically, in Chapter VI, | analyze and interpret the data by the three natural clusters
described above. Further, | support the interpretations based on what was learned in the
literature review.
First, | begn with thedata from théwo self-focused assessments (the Mindset

Quiz and the Feedback Orientation Scale) and related interview responses for the
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facilitators in Cl us-ClesterAdalysislandtintegretatipnrob vi d e
Fi ndi ngs aithtRasaarch Qulestian livhat factors do facilitators of adult
learning perceive influence the interplay between their individual mindsets and their
ability to be feedback receptive?

Second, | analyze and interpret the data fromwloecontextfocused asessments
(the Feedback Environment Scale and the Learning Climate Scale) and related interview
responses for the facilit atQusterAnalgsis@ildust er 1
Interpretation of Findings bfollow the same procedure for the féteitors in Cluster 2
thenf or the facilitators i n GllusterAmalysisd8nd Fi nal
|l nterpretation of Findingso supported by t
alignwith Research Question /hat environmental faors do facilitators of adult
learning perceive promote/hinder shifts in their mindsets that lead to feedback
receptivity?

Third, | analyze the data from the interview questions .&Vhen have you
mostlikely to Experience a shift in your mindsei? | | owed by fAWhen have

leastl i kel y t o exper i enclegawiththe dnswers proviged loyr mi n

the facilitators i1 n CliCluger Analysidand Ihtergretaton pr ov
of Findingso | f ol | o prvacedure for ¢he facditaters in ClustertBenfor the
facilitators in CIl| ust eClustér Anallysisara Inferpretation pr o v
of Findingso supported by the | iwiterature.

Research Question ®/hen do facilitators of adult learning perceive shifts in their

mindsets are likely to occur?
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This study assumed an interplay exists
feedback orientation; the feedback environment and the learning climate; and perspecti
transformation. Specifically, this study sought to explore factors perceived by adult
educators that influence feedback receptivity. In Chapt&indings, | look closely at
the data for obvious similarities and differences that might exist betweemant 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. |
subsequentlanalyzed and interpreted the findings for each cluster based on what was
learned in the literature review conducted for this qualitative case study. Specifically, |
supported the analysis and interpretation of the data by cluster by referencing selected
literature on mindsde.g., DweckAdams),feedback orientation, feedback environment
(e.g., ligeret al), learning climate, and perspective transformafemg, Mezirow).

The syntheses of this studyds findings
reearch questions in Section 1 of Chapter VII. In Section 2, | present conclusions and

recommendations.

Summary

This chapter provided a description and explanation of the methodology used to
conduct this study. It included three sectioaafioverview of information needed
(b) data collection methodand €) analysis and interpretation. Chaptern¥xtprovides

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 UniveBated Coaching
Certification Program [UBCCP]). This qualitative case study consisted of adu#teciic
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
facilitators by summarizing demographic information collected from therffeeview
Data Inventory (PIDI). Section 2 provides a description and the results of the four
assessments utilized in the following sequence: (apdifdocused assessments: the
Mindset Quiz and the Feedback Orientation SF&S) and (b) twacontextrelated
assessments: the Feedback Environment $€BI8)and the Learning Climate Scale
(LCS). Section 3 provides more detailed information about the UBCCP setting that was
not pregnted in Chapter |. Gathering these data provideditiean opportunity to:

(a) observefrshand what the UBCCP program fil ooks &
facilitators interacting with the director, one another, and the program participants;

(c) witness firsthand 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 Direcor and Description of Facilitators

In this section, I provida s hort bi ogr a dregoranddescribpe UBCC
the facilitators by summarizing demographic information collected from the Pre

Interview Data Inventory (PIDI).

Biography of the Director of the UBCCP

This biography of théirector 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 Administrationttfie@hio State
University, and both a Master of Aih 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 exter 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
Effectivenes 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, Sal&lanager, 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 wittr@aven ability to design, develop, and
implement organizational change and resaitented learning processes to support the
effective execution of business strategy in his consulting engagement. He is skilled at
facilitating individual, group, and orgemational 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 | university located in the
northestern 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 lead@tshighrector
joined the university after 2 years of running his own consulting practice, where he
provided researchased solutions to clients in strategy formulation, organization and
leadership development, and workplace diversity.

The di r e crlyiotergsts inchudelstoategic 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 facilitatos 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 certdation program in the world.
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Description of the Facilitators of the Study

In this section, | provide demographic data for the nine facilitators of this study
(see Table). 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 werdaseiSed: (1) thélindset
Quiz (see Tabl®), and (2) the Feedback Orientation S¢&@®S)(see Table Q). The
othertwo assessments were conteattated: (3) the Feedback Environment S¢RIES)
(see Table 1), and (4) the Learning Climate Sc@leCS) (see Table 2).

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. | chose this approach to ensure that the
anonymity of the facilitators as not compromised.

As Table8 reveals, the gender composition of the facilitators, based on self
reports, was 7 (78%) female and 2 (22%) male. In terms of age, 1 (11%) facilitator was
between the ages of 39 years; 2 (22%) were between the ages efHiQears; 2 (22%)
were between the ages of-50 years; and 4 (44%) were between the ages-6060
years. The final demographic information collected by the PIDI related to education level
attained. Results revealed that 1 (11%) facilitator (11%) earned@aBe | or 6 s degr e
3 (33%) earned Bachelords and Masterodos deg
Masterods, and Doctorat e desgdatzparsllelddtatfori s i mp
the greater coaching field. Specifically, demographic data obt&imedthe 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 th&&@ge range, and a little

more than half of coaches are between 45 and 59 (approxima¥)yygars of age.
Similarly, UBCCP demographics revealedf® facilitators (approximately 22%\yere
between 5659 years of age, and approximately 44&6e between 439 years of age. In
addition, the ICF GCS revealed that females aceulfot approximatey 67% of coach
practitioners andegionally, the female share of coach practitiomeshighest in North
America and lower in emerging markessi(ilarly, UBCCP demographic data reaked
that 78% of the UBCCP facilitatovgere female)| was unable to secure datathe
education levels of executive coach trainers outside of the UBSI@PBughthelCF

(the largest coachingrganizationn the worlg did not includerace and ethnicity dain
their GCS | chose to include that data about the UBCCP facilitatotisetablebelow. |
felt it was importahasthe Black Lives Matter movemergarticularly with the racial
unrest demonstrated throughout 2028 heightened awareness around race in this
country and the worldandrecent critiques regarding the lack of diversity in the
profession have recently increasétbreover the directorof the UBCCHSs an African
American malevho brings his unique persgtive and experiences to the program which

exists in a field that is predominantBaucasian anfémak.
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Female Male
Gender #/% #/%
#%
7 (78%) 2 (22%)
30-39 years 40-49 years 50-59 years 60-69years
Age (years)
#1% 1 Facilitator 2 Facilitators | 2 Facilitators | 4 Facilitators
(11%) (22%) (22%) (44%)
Race 9 (100%) Facilitators included in this study are Caucasian
Note: The director (who did not participate in the study) is Africa
American)
Ethnicity 8 (89%) Facilitators are American; 1 (11%) is German
Education Bachel or 6 Bachel or o BMaacShteelroﬁr 0
#/% and Master ?

and Doctorate

1 Facilitator
(11%)

3 Facilitators
(33%)

5 Facilitators
(55%)

Section 2: Description and Results of the Four Assessments Utilized

In this section, | provide a description and the results of the assessments utilized.

Thefacilitators were asked to take four assessments, two that wefeceléd (the

Mindset Quiz and the®S) and two that were contekicused (the ESand the ICS).

Each pair is discussed in turn.
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Description and Results of the Tw&elkfocused Assessments

The two sekfocused assessments were the Mindset Quiz andaBe F

The Mindset Quiz. The Mindset Quiz was included to explore Research
Question 1What factors do facilitators of adult learning perceive influence the interplay
between their individual mindsets and their ability to be feedvackptiveDweck
(2006) defined mindset as

how individuals perceive their abilities. Individuals with fixed mindsets believe

that their talents and abilities are simply fixed. They hasertain amount and

thatodos that. People with growth mindset

abilities as things they can devefops potentials that come to fruition through

effort, practice, and instruction. (p. 4)

This assessment asked eight goest 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 betvi®en O
were identified ad Mianwvd gt @a;, FSéo @ F iFa xde evi
Some Growth |l deas Mi€2dsat dGrowdohesvi béat Be eme
Mindseto (i.e., medium grey -8Bhadi i)roagd
Growth Mindseto (dakrktgreyséhbMidndgéeét Qhiezf
displayed in Tabl®.

AsTable9i ndi cates, 7 (78%) of the 9 facilit
(dark grey shading), while 2 (22%) had AiGr
grey shading). No facilitators scoredn ei t her t he AStrong Fi xed

Some Growth Mindset o c ad Mehodology,pseudongresc al | i

were presented for the facilitators. Those pseudonyms were used in this table and
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with t
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he facilita

linked to the studyods research questions,
Table9

Mindset Quiz

Facilitators Stlr\(/ljirrll%slzzei:)t(ed Sglr);zde\,\rlg\t\]'th CS;:)Or;véhF\?)/(I;Z Str(li/rl}gdc;reﬁwm
(Scale: 010) Mmglset Mln.dset (Scale: 2230)
(Scale: 1116) | (Scale: 1721)

Jordan Riley X (21)

Catherine Johnson

Nancy Nunez

Brenda Vander

Stephanie Donovatr

Sophie Grant

BethanyQuigley

Deena Franklin X (18)

Taylor Quentin

Feedback Orientation ScaleThe FOSwas included to further explore Research
Question 1What factors do facilitators of adult learning perceive influence the interplay
betweertheir individual mindsets and their ability to be feedbaegeptive1.ondon and

Smither (2010) defined feedback orientatio

feedbacko (p. 1375). They further posited

fi nmber 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 othersdé view of oneself
feei ng accountable to act on feedbackodo (p. 8
The FOSasked 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
receival); (2) Accountability (i.e., the leel of responsibility an individual feels toward
attending to feedback recet)e(3) Social Awareness (i.e., how an individual uses
feedback received to understand others; and (4) Feedbadkffs=dty (i.e., how an
individual feels abouhis or herability to handle feedback recet)e Responses to the
guestions followed a Likert Scale format: Strongly Disagree, Somewhat Disagree,
Neither Agree nor Disagree, Somewhat Agree, Strongly Ageeslitators scored
between &nd30 in each of the four diemsions.

Scores between 83 (columns 5 in Table D, for the Utility, Accountability,
Social Awareness, and Feedback E#ficacy dimensions, respectively) indicated a
facilitator is fAless adeptodo at remeiving a
between1€2 2 i ndi cate fAsomewhat adepto (medium
2330 indicate fAmore adepto (dark grey shadi
facilitator was derived by adding the scores in each of the four dimension®tdlhe
score (column6inTableDl i ndi cates a facilitatords ove
follows: facilitators with scores between-345 ar e Al ess adept o at r e
feedback (light grey shading); scores betwee8® r ef |l ect @dsbomedwham a
grey shading); and scores betweerl82 0 r ef | ect fAmore adepto (d

horizontal axis of Tabledls hows each facilitatorés scor e
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measured by the®S, while the vertical axis shows the range of scoresaoh
dimension.
As shown in Table@, the results of the®Sfor 3 of the 4 dimensions, i.e.,
Utility, Accountability, and Social Awareness (columng)2 showed that all 9 (100%)
facilitators scoredsi mor e adept o at recei v.e,dgkgepd usin

shading). In the Feedback Sé&ffficacy dimension (column 5), 3 (33%) scored in the

Asomewhat adepto range (i .e., medium grey
adepto range (i .e., dark grey shading).
Table D

Feedback Orientatioscale

Utilit Account Social Feedback Overall
Facilitator y ability Awareness | Self-Efficacy
Score # Score # Score # Score # Score #
Jordan Riley

Catherine Johnson

Nancy Nunez

Brenda Vander

Stephanie Donovan

Sophie Grant

Bethany Quigley

Deena Franklin

Taylor Quentin
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Lastly, although all 9 (100%) facilitators received an Overall score (column 6)
indicating they were fAmore adepto at recei
i s important to note that 3 (33%) fthecilita
Feedback SelEfficacy dimension (medium grey shading). These data, combined with
the facilitatorsdéd interview data |inked to

more detail in Chapter V.

Description and Results of the Two ContextocusedAssessments
As noted above, two of the four assessments weréoseifed (the Mindset Quiz
and the BS), while the other two were contefdcused (the ESand the ICS).
The Feedback Environment ScaleThe FESwas included to explore Research
Question 2What environmental factors do facilitators of adult learning perceive
promote/hinder shifts in their mindsets that lead to feedback recepfinith@ 1980s,
Herold and Parsons (1985) defined the tegedbaclenvironmengs the type of
information regarding onedés job that empl o
decades thereafter, an organizationods feed
amount and availability of positive and negative fessdofrom different sources.
However, the growing emphasis on improving job performance by providing feedback in
t o d ay @wangmgyvernkplace environments led to an expansion of the construct. In
2004, Steelmasnt al.referred to the feedback environrmens fit he cont ext ual
day-to-day supervisesubordinate and eworkerco-worker feedback processes rather
than to the formal performance appraisal f
The FES ask®$4 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 prayi@® 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 duefabilitators feel
about seeking feedback in this setting).

Each of the following four categories (Source Credibility, Feedback Quality,
Feedback Delivery, and Source Availabilitgtludedfive questions about ttairector
and the same f i ve qu eosfaciitatonrssEach bftheremaininge f a c i
three categories (Favorable Feedback, Unfavorable Feedback, and Promotes Feedback
Seeking)ncludedthe same four questions about tivector as wellastheaci | i t at or s
co-facilitators. Each question was worth betweendoints (32 questions related to the
d rector and 32 que st icofacibtatorsg Resporeseas totthe t he f a
guestions followed a Likert Scale format: Strongly Disagresaddee, Somewhat
Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Somewhat Agree, Agree, Strongly Agree.

In each of the four categories asking five questions (see Talibe director and
Table P for co-facilitators; columns 2, 3, 4, and 7 for Source Credibifgedback
Quality, Feedback Delivery, and Source Availability, respectively), the following score
ranges applied. Scoresbetweeh 8 i ndi cated the feedback en\y
conducivedo to providing useful f&2ldback (I
indicated a fisomewhat conduciveo environme

between28 5 i ndicated a Amore conduciveo envir.
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In each of the three categories that asked four questions (see Tabig Table
12, columns 56, and 8 for Favorable Feedback, Unfavorable Feedback, and Promotes
Feedback Seeking, respectively), the following score ranges applied. Scores between
7-13 indicated the feedback environmentWiiase ss conduci ved to provi
feedback (light grey shading); scoresbetwee@™ i ndi cated a fAsomewh
environment (medium grey shading); and scores betweén®2 i ndi cat ed a @ mo
conduciveodo environment (dark grey shading)

In addition,thedirector and theo-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 éolumn 9 fordirector; Table 2, column 9 for the
facilitatorgdco-facilitators). Overall scores between32 indicated the overall feedback
environment was Al ess conduciveo to provid
scores between 966 0 i ndi cated fisomewhat conduci veo
grey shadig); and scores between 1812 4 i ndi cat ed fAmore conduc]
environment (dark grey shadin§)Yhen appropriate, | reverseored the items (as noted
in the Feedback Environment section in Chaptér Ill

The horizontal axis of Tablelkhowsthei r ect or 6 s scores i n es
FESfrom each facilitator. The vertical axis showsther e ct or 6s range of s
category of the ES.

As shown in Table 11, the results of the FES indicated that in the Source
Credibility categoy (column 2), 9 (100%) of the facilitators scoreddher e ct or as fAm
conduciveo than most to providing useful f

Feedback Quality category (column 3), 1 (11%) facilitator scoreditéetor in the
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Aisomewhwdi weodhdr ange (medium grey shading);
Aimore conduciveodo range (dark grey shading)
4), 2 (22%) facilitators scored tie r ect or i n the Asomewhat con

grey shading),whl e 7 (78%) scored him in the fAmore

shading)
Table .
Feedback Environment Scal e: Directords Res
Source| Feed Feed Favor Un- Source Promote
. X able |favorable . Feed
Facilitator | Credk back back Avail- Total
bility | Quality | Delivery| "€8¢ | Feed | iy | back
back back Seeking
Score #| Score #| Score #| Score #| Score #| Score #| Score #| Score #
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Jordan 160 of 224
Riley (71%)
Catherine
Johnson
Nancy
Nunez
Brenda
Vander

Stephanie 12 of 35
Donovan (34%)
Sophie 13 of 28

Grant (46%)

Bethany

Quigley

Deena
Franklin

Taylor 13 of 28 15 of 35
Quentin (46%) (43%)




116

Further, in the Favorable Feedback category (column 5), 2 (22%) facilitators
(22%) scoredthdi r ect or i n the Al ess conduciveo rar
scored him in the Asomewhat conduciveo ran
scoredhimin he fimore conduciveo range (dark gr e\
Feedback category (column 6), all 9 (100%) facilitators scoreditree ct or i n t he
conduciveodo than most range (dark grey shad
(column 7), 2 22%) facilitators scoredthd# r ect or i n the Al ess conit
grey shading), and 7 (78%) scoredther ect or i n the fisomewhat ¢

(medium grey shading). In the Promotes Feedback Seeking category (column 8), 4 (44%)

facilitators soredthedi r ect or in the Asomewhat conduci v
shading), and 5 (56%) scored tier ect or i n t he f@Amore conduci
shading).

Finally, the Total Feedback Environment scores foidthextor (column 9)
showed that 2 (22%) of the facilitators feltther ect or 6 s i mpact on t he
environment was fAsomewhat conduciveo than

~

(medium grey shadingyyhile 7 (78%) felttheli r ect or 6s | mpact was fnm

(dark grey shading). These data, combined
witht he studyds research questions, are pres

The horizontal axis of Tdé 12 showstheeo-f aci | i t at or s6 scores
of the FESfrom each facilitator. The vertical axis showsthd aci | i t at or s6 r ar

scores in each category of thE¥
As shown in Table 2, the results of theESindicated that in the Source

Credibility category (column 2), 9 (100%) facilitators scored tbaifacilitators in the
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Amore conduciveodo than most range (dark gre
(column 3), 1 (11%) facilitators scoredthesrf aci | it ators in the fAso
range (medium grey shading), while 8 (89%)
(dark grey shading). In the Feedback Delivery category (column 4), 1 (11%) facilitator
scoredtheico-f aci | i t at orhaati  otnldau cii syeemew ange ( medi
while 8 (89%) scored them in the fAmore con
Further, in the Favorable Feedback category (column 5), 3 (33%) facilitators

scored theico-f aci | i t ators i n trange (mesiomyeewshading)c onduc
and 6 (67%) scored them in the fimore condu
Unfavorable Feedback category (column 6), 5 (56%) scoredctiréacilitators in the

Al ess conduciveo range (Iltihgmmt iagqr ¢y es liaadimegv

conduciveo range (medium grey shading), an
conduciveo range (dark grey shading). I n t
6 (67%) facilitators scoredthaio-f aci | i t at or s idmuctlve 0l s @amaegwh a

(medium grey shading), while 3 (33%) score

grey shading). In the Promotes Feedback Seeking category (column 8), 4 (44%)

facilitators scoredthego-f aci | i tators in the ndsmgreywhat c

shading), and 5 (56%) scored them in the 0
Finally, the Total Feedback Environment Scores for thfaciitators show

that 3 (33%) facilitators felttheacof aci | i t at or s6 I mpacettwasn t he

Asomewhat conduciveodo than most to providin

while 6 (67%) felt their i mpact on the fee
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most (dark grey shading). These dawmt a, comb

l inked with the studyds research questions

Table

Feedback EnvironmentScale:€ocaci | i t at or s®6 Resul t s
Source Feedback Feed F:k\)llcé F Un- Source| Promotes

Facilitator| Credk Quality back Feed favorable| Avail- | Feedback Total
bility Delivery back Feedback ability | Seeking
Score # Score #| Score #| Score #| Score #|Score# Score # | Score #

Jordan

Riley

Catherine

Johnson

Nancy 10 of 28
Nunez (36%)
Brenda

Vander

Stephanie

Donovan

Sophie 8 of 28
Grant (29%)
Bethany 8 of 28
Quigley (29%)
Deena 8 of 28
Franklin (29%)
Taylor 11of 28

Quentin (39%)
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The Learning Climate Scale.This second contexbcused assessmettie LCS,
was included to further explore Research Questiditiat environmental factors do
facilitators of adult learning perceive promote/hinder shifts in their mindsets that lead to
feedback receptivityRear ni ng cl i mat e means axtentiondi vi d
which the workplace facilitates learning opportunities and regards and supports their
learning behavior. Researchers Nikol@tal.(2016) proposed a thredimensional
conceptualization of learning climate. The first dimension, FacilitationniegiClimate,
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 behBwothird
dimension, ErroiAvoidance Learning Climate, describes the level to which the
organization focuses on avoiding mistakes.

The LCSasked the facilitators eight questions in three dimensions:

(1) Facilitation Learning Climate, (2) Appreciationdraing Climate, and (3) Error
Avoidance Learning Climate. Two dimensions, (a) Facilitation Learning Climate and
(b) ErrorAvoidance Learning Climate, asked three questions, with a range fic&mn 3
The third dimension, (c) Appreciation Learning Climatdsealstwo questions, with a
range from 210.

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 thateskhree questions, facilitators who
scored between8 i ndi cated the climate was fl ess ¢

shading); scores betweefl7l] i ndi cated the climate was fis
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learning (medium grey shading); and scores betweelblfdicated the climate was

Amore conduciveo to |l earning (dark grey sh
In the Appreciation Learning Climate dimension which asked two questions,

facilitators who scored betweerdl2 i ndi cated the climate was i

learning (light grg shading); scores betweev5 i ndi cated the cli mate

conduciveodo to learning ( medi-thindigateéthe s hadi n

climate was fAimore conduciveo to | earning (
In addition, an Overall score for each facilitator was derived by adding their

scores in each of the three dimensions. Total scores betwk®ma8icated the climate

was Al ess conduciveo to learning9(light gr
indcaed the climate was fAsomewhat conduci veo
scores between300 i ndi cated the climate was fimor e
shading).

The horizontal axis in Table3shows individual facilitator scores for each
dimension of the CS. The vertical axis shows the range of scores for the facilitators in
each dimension of the@S.

As shown in Table 3, the results of theCSindicated that in the Facilitation
Learning Clmate dimension (column 2), 8 (89%) facilitators scored the climate in the
Asomewhat conduciveo to | earning range ( me
climate in the Amore conduciveo to | earnin
Appreciation Learmg Climate dimension (column 3), 2 (22%) facilitators scored the
climate i n t he oOfange(mediumartey shadimgll whilei 7(78%)

scored the climate in the more ficonduci ve
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Error-Avoidance dimensin (column 4), 4 (44%) facilitators scored the learning climate

in the Asomewhat conduciveo range (medium

|l earning climate in the fAmore conduciveo r
Overall scores indicated that only 4 (44%ifitators felt the climate was

Asomewhat conduciveo to |l earning than most

the climate was fAimore conduciveo to | earni

combined with the f akceid ittoattohres 6s tiundt yedrsv ireenws €

presented in more detail in Chapter V.

Table B

Learning Climate Scale

Facilitation Learningl  Appreciation | Error-Avoidance

Climate Learning Climate| Climate Overall

Facilitators
Score # Score # Score # Score #

Jordan Riley

Catherine Johnson

Nancy Nunez

Brenda Vander

Stephanie Donovan

Sophie Grant

Bethany Quigley

Deena Franklin

Taylor Quentin




122

Section 3: Context of the UBCCP Setting

To gain greater insight, and at the suggestion odlitieetor of the UBCCP, |
observed the UBCCP team facilitating adult learning during two components of the
program, the Internal Coach Intensive (ICl) and theeiel Coach Intensive (ECI). On
both occasions, | observed the UBCdifector 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 ipgrénts 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 QuestMn&n do facilitators of adult

learning perceive that shifts in their mset 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 cente@onveniently 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
sophisticatd quarters among several buildingse estate houses a hotel, restaurants,
largestateof-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 meal® breakfast, lunch, andinner. (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 facilitats discuss the morning session and plan for the afternoon. In
addition, the director and the facilitator
debrief the day. The facilitators have three roles: as coaches, as clients, and as observers.
Lunch meeting. During my first visit as an observer, | joined the director and the
facilitators at lunch. | was impressed with how efficiently they used their time together.
They quickly engaged in deep reflection on how they and the program participants were
performng, 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.
Thefacilitators shared specific observations about the challenges they were
facing. For example, ,onhésf harldetrator gehaee
process because of the experiences the facilitators bring. | want to check off the

experience and get back to work. Different mindsets to be considered because they want

to |l eave having solved a problem.d A secon
good, paying attention to hopes and concer
shaed his thoughts: fARemember youbre not doi
facilitator added, AYou do that well , dire

donot . o
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The facilitators then reviewed -1t1d me exp
prep; 1:13 in room ready to start; 6 or 5 rounds efrii@ute rounds, 60 minutes total. At

2: 20 debrief.o Once the session schedul e w

for feedback on | istening: ALéesdBrecarbout cap
added, fnNFeedback is now more consistent, s
i mportance, outcome helped to focus some ¢

about how ot her facets of t he effecbwaas ons wer

softer and more relaxed than in the past,
conditioner makes it difficult to hear.o T
alignment this afternoon on toheAssilgunnpcohst s ?

continued, the director capitalized on opportunities to promote learning and growth
among the facilit at dridentityiréputatian.nrgeseharegha d | i mi
ones that need to be addressed with feedback. Situation adajysistionsdata,
sources. o

The facilitators were observed taking notes and asking fallp\guestions.
ARegar di ng v a pessenal canmectionb. §vbuid & beshelpful to say during

the prep this is what they shoullld dme igawihre

| get in the room. This i s 0wtrergths/limitatonsgoi ng
This is how you tee it up. That way theyov
facilitator responded, fAWe dogeéethicl doiufri ¢ at

The director noted, Altodés necessary to foc
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End-of-day debrief meetingsl then observed a team meeting after the daily
training session. At 4:45, the facilitators joined the directoramall conference room
for a debrief of the day. The director beg
catal ogue component and task. I f you need
were observed going over the data; once all had checkdéden,tdi r ect or began,
starting witheéo One oSwrangframings2i0,®243 debedbogneemt, @ Cl
frames/ entering and contracting. o0 The faci
program participants one by one. As individual challengea®ed, the director provided
gui dance: fAWhoever h a-engdgespaskthimtoget outccames. wh e n
| mportant for tomorrow because that wil/l k
shared holistic gui da ngeethem folkamplétd ac@mponenn s f o
before moving on to the next component bec
Three cohorts ago, | loeklat how they had trouble with exercises, yet they could do it

on the exam which means the oral eRaamyone who goa 1.5 was scattered. The

coaching session | acked coherence. Compl et
facilitator said, Altdés good to challenge
sooner we can identify that, the more we ¢

During this debrief session, the facilitators solicited and provided continuous
feedback. In addition, the director and the facilitators provided unsolicited feedback. For
exampl e, fADevelopmental frames were cl ear,
map, | dondét go there. Part of it is 1itos
sit in the coach chair and feel alarmed. | think one thing that might be helpful is to use the

signpost slide because what | findlis don o6t coacthot®i gmap&kst I oco
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The facilitators also engaged in deep reflection on how things were going. One
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After lunch, I had the opportunity to observe the facilitators in various settings.
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The session began with whole group instruction facilitated exclusively by the director. He

rang the chime anithe room instantly responded with undivided attention. The director
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practices

by

explicitly

stati

ng
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hopefully with a topic you will be preppin
t hat 0ysouwdlalt wor k on. Join me on page 23. Y
independently. o While the director |l ed the

back tables and circulating around the room watching the program participants work
independetly. 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
instructian 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
e v e r g aommitthent was a vital component of success.

| was invited to observe the directoros
fishbowl coaching) at the back of the larger conference room, while other facilitators
joined the program participants in adjoinsimall conference rooms across the hall. The
directoré6és small group consisted of five p
the group by saying, Al magine the joy youb
coach) rejoi n yaafferedtHe pregram pabticipamse(as daachesc t
language for addressing their clients, provided a framework for conversation with their
clients, and clarified the client relationship with self and othera me | y, A What va
and beliefs are being triggefe by t hi s chall enge?0 Once the
coach practice conversation sessions began.

As each coacklient pair concluded its session, the director offered a range of

feedback, including:



128

1 providing supports and challenges by synthegitie sessign

f sharing his observations (e.g., AFrami
contexto ;)
f making suggestions (e.g., Al nvite your

exampledrell me what you (as a coach) want to work on in the next five
minutesOThis gives your client an opportunity to take charge of the
sessjandn . 0)
1 asking questiongtat prompted their thinking (e.
think about the rest of the week to gain a better understanding and get more
connected to the topic?0)
Small group sessions (i.e., fishbowl coaching) ended on time, as evidenced by
ever yon dr@tarntp theolarge 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 devel opmental framing by saying,
asking more about their strengths. o She the
group to revisit prep work Aand focus on w
room remained quiet for several minutes. As they read, one facilitator warsexdhs
talking with a program participant.

A short break was provided and when all returned, the chime was once again used
to get everyoneds attention. Two facilitat
the front of the room (i.egnefacilitator 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 <cl i entd stewardship lefietaging hggiftsinl k ab
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service of othe® responsibili y . 6 The coach made a request
comment : ASay more about that as it relate
The client continuedgrdo@kayg, i sebf abt admeese
coach then aysokue d,hifinWkh ats dkoeeping you from t
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 theyéelainom watching the coach during the
demonstration: AYou can hold t hatclenthought é
pain;tot he participants, AWhat did you notice
client?06 One part iwliepdagnnie nsth aorfe dt,i nfieT.hoe Tahcek nd
coaching demonstration) said, fAYes, del ay
into the relationship between the camach an
one anot her 0s mteatheyg meld band? todeihet, thgyanade eye
contact? Also, did you notice the questions? Powerful coaching asks clients questions
they dondt have answer & sakeeghedidnethinkingdoy n does
not givingthec I i ent answers. 0
After a second round of the coaching demonstration, the director completed the
debrief with the participants and facilitator coatent pair. The session included a
discussion about ethics (not giving a client an assessment one has not taken), the
challeng of sloppy language in the coaching field, and a discussion around feedback.
The director (in his debriefing rolde) shar
past tense/already happened. Observational feedldagking clients to think about the

feedback. When you |l ook at the feedback, wha
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feedback means. People are more receptive about things they think than things you tell

them. The feedback says this, 6What do you
The director (as lead fad#itor of the next module) then discussed teetNling

Brain Instrument (NBlp s sessment and worl d views: fAWe ¢

we see things as we are. o0 The program part

determine into which NBI quadnt 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 awlarifying 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.

Researcler Reflections

My observations of the facilitators in the various settihgscribed above
provided mewith a more indepth and nuanced appreciation for how the facilitators of
adult learningpf the UBCCP function. It was evident that the facilitators were
accustomed to giving and receiving continual, individualized, specifichalistic
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 practicé supporting one
anotherodés growth and devel opment showed up
testament to their core values and belief that all people can grow and learn throughout
their lifetimes. In addition, | gained valuable insight into hbe facilitators participated

in formal reflection exercises by maintaining journals and personal accounts of their
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experiences. These data, combined with the

studydés research quesailiimOhapterVar e presented
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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 UniversiBased Coaching Certification Program
(UBCCP) that influence their learning in role. Informed through a review of the
literature, | present the results of two delfused assessments (the Mindset Quiz and the
Feedback Orientation ScdOS]) and two contet-focused assessments (the Feedback
Environment ScalfFES] and the Learning Climate Sc4leCS]). The results of these
four assessments were introduced in Chapter IV and are used in this chapter to align with
the oneto-one interview data from each pragn facilitator. In addition, | present the
related interview responses of the facilitators as they made sense of their assessment
results and reflected on their experience as members of théntpglet adult learning
team context of the UBCCP.

This chapteis organized in three sections as follows. Section 1 presents the
findings from the two selfocused assessments results (the Mindset Quiz arkX8e
introduced in Chapter IV and related interview data. These findings are aligned with
Research Questiadh What factors do facilitators of adult learning perceive influence the
interplay between their individual mindsets and their ability to be feedtzadptive?

(RQLlis shortened for easy reference throughout the chaphMinidset and Feedback
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Receptiviy. &gction 2 presents the findings from the two contestised assessments

results (the ES and the LCBntroduced in Chapter IV and related interview data. These
findings are aligned with Research QuestioWvBat environmental factors do

facilitators of adult learning perceive influence the interplay between their individual

mindsets and their ability to be feedback recept{i®Q2is shortened for easy reference
throughout the chapter Environment and Feedback Receptiyiginally, Section 3
presents findings based on the facilitator
Question 3When do facilitators of adult learning perceive that shifts in their mindset are

most likely to occurPRQ3is shortened for easy reference throughout thetehap

When Shifts in Mindset OccuNo assessments were used to inform this question.

Section 1: Findings Emerging from the Two Selfocused Assessment Results
and Related Interview Data

This study explored potent imamdsetconnecti o
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 feedbaekeptiveln this section, | present the findings
of the two seHfocused assessments and related interview responses. The results from the
two selffocused assessments were used to invite each facilitator to make meaning of
their results and make connections tartegperience as members of the UBCCP team. |
begin with the Mindset Quiz, followed by tR®©S Relevant interview responses are

presented after each assessment table.
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Self-focused Assessment #1: Mindset QuizResults and Related InterviewData

As noted in Chapter 1V, 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 th
continuum, i.e., two facilitators scored i
and seven scored i n tNore offhsfadlitatorgscoB®dio wt h o mi
either the AStrong Fixedo mindset or the 0

Inthissubsection t he facilitatorsd Mindset Qui z
ranges. The data presentedinTaflle n f or med t h e-toforecelated t at or s 0
interview responses. They are aligned with Research QuegtMimdset and Feedback
Receptivit). Col umn 1 provides the individual f aci
listed by the scores they received on the Mindset Quiz (from lowest to highest). Column
2 provides the individual resul t sthiitbor each
Some Fixedo mindset range (medium grey sha
(#/%) for those facilitators (medium grey shading). Column 3 provides the individual
results for each facilitator who (dackor ed wi
grey shading). Column 3 also provides subtotals (#/%) for those facilitators (dark grey
shading).

AsshowninTabled, 2 of 9 facilitators (22%) sc
Fixedo mindset range (medi um gtrheey fsShtarda mgy )
Growt ho mindset r aDbuimgthé dneoroke ingerviews, | showaed i n g ) .
each facilitator their individual results and asked them to share their reactions to and

perceptions of how their mindset influences their receptivity tab@eldin the
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progran® from the director, cdacilitators, and program participants. Below are

illustrative excerpts taken from the interviews. First, | present excerpts from facilitators

who scored in the AGrowth wit hseBt@exoaptsFi xedo
from facilitators who scored in the AStron
Table 4

Mindset Quiz

ifGr owt h wi
Some Fi xed?o
(17-21)

Strong Growth Mindset
(22-30)

Facilitator

Deena Franklin

Jordan Riley

Subtotal
#/% Mixed

Bethany Quigley

Stephanie Donovan

Taylor Quentin

Catherine Johnson

Nancy Nunez

Sophie Grant

Brenda Vander

Subtotal #/% Strong
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AGrowt h with So nmaadrdlated intehdew fimdimgs. ¥/ieen
asked to comment on their Mindset Quiz results during theaoee interviews,
facilitators who scored within the AGrowth
following:

Deena Fraoklin: | think what | recall, as far as my reaction, was that | was

seeking to be as honest as | could be, you know, and not being careful not to just
answer what | thought would be a good answer, you know? | think | have a strong
sense of who lam as arps o n , but 1itds not necessaril
rather be a person with a really strong growth mindset. | would prefer that. But

|l 6m not surprised at all

JordanRileyl t j i ves. |l t6s good to have convi
convictonsar pen t o being questioned. |l 6ve | e
grain of salt. Meani ng, sometimes a fee
feel right. So wultimately, I 6m my own |
have said t hauddlbave abaut itkAi phildsopbyftowardst i

|l earning. | couldnodét be doing this work

Now that said, we all have varying wide ranges in the ability to change.

ASt r@mnmgvt ho mindset and r aMhemtishkaditoi nt er vi e
comment on the results of their Mindset Quiz during thetorane interviews,
facilitators who scored within the AStrong

Bethany QuigleyMy mi ndset is that | dondét focus
mindset is one person said that, or this is their projection on me. | mean, my
mindsetisliké! dondét even | ook at a |l ot of th
me, and if therebds something about me,

i f igatigesl thimkesome of our systems really are not good feedback systems.
My mindset is a |lot of stuff in the pr
car e. | dondét stay stuck very |l ong and
what keptmethee i s that 1 t6s my commitment to
learning community. | 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. |
dondt know wheecadbdbmenbt meanowkenbyouobre
you better be. |l guess I dm in a growth

0]

Taylor Quentinl 6 m comfortable with the results.
Being in the high range is a positive for me.
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Nancy NunezCa r o | Dweckds work gave me words
When 1 6m at my best, the growth mindset

Brenda VanderBecause | studied mindset and the learner/judger and the fixed

and growth, I think | have an upperhand at, gont i al |y a bias. So,
chance that my results are accurate. Th
survey, | was answering it the way I really would hope myself to be because |

know whatdéds more of a growtkmownhendset . S
material so that | could know for sure that it was. So, | was giving myself the
benefit of the doubt, thereds a chance

categories or the somewhat growth instead of completely growth.

One theme that emgped 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 otheir 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
highest mindset score shared that she worried her results might be skewed because she
had depth of knowledge about the theory. | now present the summary findings of the
Mindset Quiz and related interview data.

Summary of findings: Mindset Quiz and related inerview data. The
assessment results showed a wide variance between the two facilitators who scored
within the AGrowth with Some Fixedd mindse
end of the range (18) and the other scoring at the higher end of tlee(2angThe results
of the seven facilitators who scored withi
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 higliege (2930).
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During the onéo-one interviews, the facilitators made similar comments and
observations, i.e., all the facilitators referenced-aefireness and a desire to keep

learning and growing. One important difference that emefyagever, was that

facilitators with a AGrowth with Some Fi xe
Forexamplefil 6d r at her be a person with a really
that. But | &d&m not sur pr i s eabntrastto thelfdlloving De e n a
comments that facilitators iwidvhe aa lfivsa yrso nhga c
strong growth mindset. Love |l earning. Love
my best, the growth mindsdtiAitdémesombasrt pbl
the results. Makes sense. | |like the balan

(Taylor Quentin).

As part of my analysis in Chapter VI, | build on these findings with a focus on
responding to Research QuestiofMindsd and Feedback Receptivifyspecifically, 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, | present the

findings for the second seibcused assessment, the FOS, and related interview data.

Self-focused Assessment #Eeedback Orientation Scalé
Resultsand Related Interview Findings

As noted in Chapter IV, the@Sasked 25 questions in four dimensions: Utility,
Accountability, Social Awareness, and Feedback-E#i€acy. Although the results of
the FOS revealed that in three of four dim

scores fell Anietphtion atth er eficMoirvei ng and using f
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Feedback SelEf f i cacy di mension, 3 of 9 facilitat
range.

Here, the FOS results are presented by dimension. In addition, the Feedback Self
Efficacy dimension results @apresented by ranges, as this was the only dimension in
which facilitators scored in two ranges. The data presented in TdblkXiiformed the
facilitatorsdé related interview responses.
(Mindset and Feedback Beptivity).l begin with the first FOS dimension, Utility.

Feedback Orientation Scalé Utility and related interview findings. The first
dimension of the FOS is Utility (i.e., the importance facilitators place on feedback
received)ln Table 5,Columnlpovi des the indiviTkkual facil:i
facilitators are listed by the scores they received in the Utility dimension (from lowest to
highest). Column 2 provides each individua

30). Column 3 provides ¢hpercentages.

Table B

Feedback Orientation ScaeJtility

Facilitator Utility Score %

Bethany Quigley
Catherine Johnson
Deena Franklin
Stephanie Donovan
Sophie Grant
NancyNunez
Taylor Quentin
Jordan Riley
Brenda Vander
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As shown in Table 3, in the FOS Utility dimension, 9 of 9 facilitators (100%)
scored within t h(darkiyrdyoshading) Aise gidtwith thre éirst get
focused assessment (the Mindset Quiz), during thémoae interviews, | showed each
facilitator their individual results and asked them to share their reactions to and
perceptions of how their feedbagkentation in this dimension influences their
receptivity to feedback in the progrénfrom the director, cdacilitators, and program
participants. (Note: This process was repeated for each dimension.) Below are illustrative
excerpts taken from the inteews. The excerpts are presented by facilitator scores (from
lowest to highest).

Bethany Quigleyt 6 m a bi g believer that feedback

not i nterpreted. It candt be a projecti
isjustbul shit. | think in a | ot of people i1
thing. I like the kind of feedback we do in adult learning, like Brookfield and

critical thinking. A |l ot of our feedbac

Catherine Johnson:have a behavioral propen t y t o seek feedbacl
built. I used to be less assertive about seeking it. | 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 perforenana function of you

and your environment. So, when | think about what caused me to succeed or what

was the fit, you know.

Deena Franklin: know | di dnot want to show t
receiving it or how to receive it, bu
confidence at times.

ha
t

Stephanie Donovan:really believe that feedback is essential to growth and |
thinkyicosneeted, obviously itds a grow
effective in helping people learn this process. That value of wanting to help

people to do great work. | know that feedback is going to help me meet that goal.

So, itbés just sort of wutilitarian.

Taylor Quentin:Overall, | developed a huge passion for it and a better contextual
variation of that. Il dm becoming | ess re
assumptions and get behind some of the comments. Initially, when | started the
program, | was a lot less open to it. We can get more defensive about hearing

negative feedback.
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Jordan Riley:So usefull 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 languageughH
like the language.

BrendaVanderl 6 m t he type where | want to
So, | have a desire to change. And so, | have a desire to receive feedback. And
then 1 édm open to what peopl e hidtale t o
think if 1tdéds constructive. I al ways
want to better understand it. | believe | find feedback very useful. | take it and |
use it.

While all the facilitators scored in the high range, there was variaithin the
range, with scores ranging from-36 or 87%100% (i.e., 4 points or 13%). Next, |
present the findings for the second dimension, Accountability.

Feedback Orientation Scalé Accountability and related interview findings.
The second dimension tfe FOS isAccountability (i.e., the level of responsibility
facilitators feel toward attending to feedback they receiva)le 6 follows the same
format as Table3above.

Table B

Feedback Orientation ScdeAccountability

Facilitator Accountability Score %

Deena Franklin
Bethany Quigley
Jordan Riley
Catherine Johnson
Stephanie Donovan
Nancy Nunez
Sophie Grant
Taylor Quentin

Brenda Vander
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As shown in Table@above, 9 of 9 facilitators (100%) scored in the high range
(dark grey shading). The results were shared with the facilitators. lllustrative excerpts
taken from the interviews are presented below by facilitator scores (from lowest to
highest).

Deena Frankh: | think because | value it, that promotes my ability to get the

feedback. I think because of my sensitivity sometimes to how others might view
med that could hinder it.

Bethany Quigleyt dondét ruminate about it if 1 g
things about me. | used to in the beginning of the program. | mean, | consider the
source.

Jordan RileyiIt makes sense only because what | just told you. | was kind of

guestioning the value of feedback, but
thefeeda ck t hatdos really valuable to me, wt
no surprise, | 6m gl ad to see it, maybe
Catherine Johnsori: 't hi nk | have a high bar for a

not doi n geabkvays wogkéed.in alsuper feedbaidh environment, so |
think it probably almost gives me security to have more feedback because then

you know what you dondét know, Il tos i ke
bef ore because i tthes Iljiuwd bmo.r el i did rod tmah a \
around | i ke blocking out stuff that you
helpful.

Stephanie Donovan:think that believing that | could change, growth mindset,
then | sort of took the feedback from these partidipaports and did something
differently. So, | think that because | believe that feedback is useful, then I did

something. | do feel I|ike once youodre a
woul dndét | do something differently?o0

Taylor Quentini think over tme |l 6ve grown more recept.i
criticism or what can keep me from this
desi gned. So ;desigriee@and coreafed or ogort o cceos s e d I 6 m
as receptive to it wheuwmknawfodjsstkoheovnl| oaded

transmitted without duty of care.

Brenda Vanderl want to take it. | want to know what | did well and be held
accountable to continue using that goin
to change, | would want to know that.
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Like the previous dimension (Utility), all the facilitators scorethim high range;
however, there was greater variance within the Accountability dimension with scores
ranging from 2830 or 83%100% (i.e., 5 points or 17%). One thing | noticed was that
two of three facilitators who scored lower in this range had scortechie /A Gr owt h wi t
Fixedo mindset range, and although the thi
Growt ho mindset range, that score fell i n
present the findings for the third dimension, Social Awareness.

Feedbak Orientation Scaled SocialAwareness and related interview
findings. The third dimension of the FOS$®cial Awareness (i.e., how facilitators use
feedback received to understand othéraple I follows the same format as Tables

15-16 above.

Table 7

Feedback Orientation Sca@eSocial Awareness

Facilitator Social Awareness Score %

BethanyQuigley
Jordan Riley
Catherine Johnson
Stephanie Donovan
Deena Franklin
Nancy Nunez
Brenda Vander
Sophie Grant

Taylor Quentin
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As shown in Table 7, 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 el
facilitator scores (from lowest to highest).

Bethany QuigleyMy group i s crazy about me. | so
around the room and try to become you know the favorite person, right? | mean |

really have people tell me something | wamkhow, and then | decide what |

think about it or | get a second opini

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, | had to give him full credit for all the good

stuff that was happening, because of hi
somet hi ndun.lhopedysu héne en@ say that | think it probably hinders

my being around so much feedbabkit probably my style is my mindset is

curious enough that | know feedback is a good source of information and that it

can be turned into knowledge and wisdand all that.

Stephanie Donoval. her e i s a reality outside of w
worth paying attention to and giving validity to while at the same time, you know,
honoring and respecting yoursedff that vy
interesting data, but you use it to actually do something differently. And that
youbre a somewhat accurate assessor of

BrendaVanderl 6 m definitely attuned ®domy how ar ¢
facilitatiord and t hereds so much to read | i ke s
backgrounds and experiences and expect a
people are bringing to the table when tipegvide feedback, and so sometimes |
have to give myself time to really think about where people are coming from

when theydre sharing that feedback, and
are they aiming for. Like with the director, for instance,the 6s a | ot mor e
just words that are given in the feedba
expression, and so that additional data | also have to be really sensitive and try to
read. And so thereds a | ot dogfeedbach,vy | i f
and so that social awareness, that sensitivity piece, is | think always a work in

progress.

Taylor Quentini try to be aware of what other people think of me using
feedback. | 6m more aware of what peopl e
manage. So, I guess I 6m very awar e. I d
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scanning peopl e dev ernally.and] ybudksow,mayipdless n t e

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-30 or 90%100% (i.e., 3 points or 10%).

Interestingly, in this dimension, all the facilitators scored high within the range. Next, |
present the findings for the fourth dimension, FeedbackESkdtacy.

Feedback Orientaion Scalé® FeedbackSelf-Efficacy and related interview
findings. The fourth dimension of the FOS is Feedback-&éitacy (i.e., how
facilitators feel about their ability to handle feedback they recdivd)jable B, Column
1 provides the individual facii t a t o The facilita@rmare listed by the scores they
received in the Feedback Sélfficacy dimension (from lowest score to highest score).

Column 2 provides the individual facilitatorscores (i.e., # out of a possible 30). Column
2alsoprovies a subtot al (#/ %) for facilitators
range and a subtotal for facilitators who
provides the percentages.

As shown in Table 18, in the FOS Feedback-&#itacy dimension, 3 09
(33%) facilitators scored within the ASome
6 of 9 (67%) scored within the fAMore Adept
shared with the facilitators. lllustrative excerpts taken from the intervieysrasented
bel ow. First, |l present excerpts from faci
range (from lowest to highest). Second, | present excerpts from facilitators who scored in

t he AMore Adepto range (from | owest to hig
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Table B

Feedback Orientation Scdld-eedback SelEfficacy

Facilitator Feedback SelEfficacy %

Deena Franklin

Taylor Quentin

Nancy Nunez

Subtotal
nSomewhat 3 of 9 facilitators 33% of the sample
#1%

BethanyQuigley

Jordan Riley

Stephanie Donovan

Catherine Johnson

Brenda Vander

Sophie Grant

Subtotal
AMor e Ad 6 of 9 facilitators 67% of the sample
#1%

Feedback SelEfficacyd i So mewhat Adepto and rel ated
When asked to comment on the results of their FOS Feedbadkffiedicy scores
duringtheondo-one i nterviews, facilitators who sc
range shared thelfowing:

Deena FranklinY ou know, l 6m still amid figurin
would be positive.
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Taylor Quentin:So | think the way it is, if | had to think about the program the
way itds handl ed, | t hi nkdoestnétsonthbatev t h e
to my high confidence level of support.

Nancy NunezSuch 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 thesomeone else gave me notes and it was a completely different
way. And | have my own note¥eah, that was a tough one.

Feedback Sefefficacyd A Mor e Adept 06 and reWhkehed i nt e
asked to comment on the results of their FOS FeedbackBiefcy scores during the
onetoone interviews, facilitators who scored
following:

JordanRileyThe directorés feedback was accur ¢
so analytically oriented. And so, for me to not hewagmth is almost like not

having feedback. The director is warm in other ways, but not around feedback.
Doesndét mean | dondt appreciate the acc
the number s. Eventually f eedbtabcsk wvbheyc alme
appreciate the director diving into numbers because he has a different feel about
you. | 6m sure thereds value there, but
doesndt mean | ignore the interpersonal
T h athedway | like to receive it. | love feedback, but | like it, | like it live,

current, and nonverbal.

Catherine Johnsor- i ke how this is going to go be
di fferent people every week, dibdgcduse j ust
it was not at all what | expected. It
more about like their learning styles and what they needed. Like, because | have
this learning style, | find the lengthy cheitls boring and hard to sit through.

Hearing that made me able to adapt the experience to what they needed, which is
good because | wouldndét have known. So,

\W

A

BrendaVanderl t hink | someti mes wonder, itods
on my level of security in my identity and who | 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 | think what agpt of that is being in an Ivy League university in like a top
coach training program is that wedre am
best, and | would never want to assume
to be room for growth and withdeback selefficacy.
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Sophie GrantWhen it 0s shared a day before I

thereds something very negative in it
know, | am confident. | know what | can do, but | also doubt myskit. So, it
feeds into that way. |l just get wvery do

enough for this or these things and | have to talk myself out of it.
It is important to note that Feedback Sgfficacy was the only FOS dimension
where thefaciti at or s scored within two ranges, 1. e
Adept 0 ( as s8amoveh In additiod, thérd weas variance within each of
those ranges with scores from25 or 50%70% (i.e., 6 points or 20%) in the medium
range and scores froB#-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@didence.
Specifically, the facilitators were asked the following six questions about their abilities:
| feel sdf-assured when dealing with feedback; compared to others, | am more competent
at handling feedback, | believe that | have the ability to deal with feedback effectively; |
feel confident when responding to both positive and negative feedback; | knovednat |
handle the feedback that | receive; and | often feel insecure when receiving feedback. |
was curious to explore how this dimension might influence the other three FOS
di mensions as well as how it i mpadts a fac
mindset.
These explorations were essential to the aim of this study as they aligned with
Research Question(Mindset and Feedback Receptivigyd what was learned from the
literature review specifically, that connections do in fact exist betweendniinv i dual 6 s
beliefs aboub n eabilgy (e.g., confidence and sadteem) and n endndsets; most
importantly, orientations and mindsets can be developed. For examdiedset, The

New Psychology of Success Dweck (2006) wr ot ehetadightive gr ow



149

managers. We need to train |l eaders, manage
Indeed, a growth mindset workshop might be a good first step in any major training
programo (p. 141). Thus, as al |langehoftheUBCCP
mi ndset continuum (i.e., 2 of 9 scored in
scored in the AStrong Growtho range), the
which was to explore factotbatthe facilitators of the UBCCRperhaps feedback self
efficacy) perceived werafluencing the interplay between their mindsets and feedback
receptivity. Next, | present the findings for the overall FOS scores.

Feedback Orientation Scalé Overall score.The Overall score indicates a
facilitatordos overall feedback orientation
four dimensions of the FO$able 19 follows the same format as Tables 16, and I

above.

Table19

Feedback Orientation Sca@eOverall Scores

Facilitator Overall Score %

Deena Franklin
Bethany Quigley
Jordan Riley
Nancy Nunez
Taylor Quentin
Catherine Johnson
Stephanie Donovan
Brenda Vander
Sophie Grant

As shown in Tabld9, 9 of 9 (100%) facilitators likan overall feedback

orientation thatvasi Mor e Adept 06 at receiving and usin
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shading). The results were shared with the facilitators. Illustrative excerpts taken from the
interviews are presented below.

Deena Franklin:l have a situation right now where | think somepodd i dndét gi v
me the feedback directly, but | was listening in on a call and | inadvertently heard
some feedback about the session | was r
what change | 6m going to make.

Jordan Riley:l think the feedback disciplineals been useful for all of us as a

team, for me included. | 6d say the dire
data, | would say sometimes the data was not shared in a timelidelagd my

mindset appreciate all these things that | would have niewaght of or never

experienced before.

NancyNunezt t 6s a supportive environment and
pretty feedbackeady and part of that comes from trusting each other. One thing

the director has done is asked us when we get feedbatkimit 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. | also look for

feedback. 10l ask for feedbachkgby Openin
repeating 1it, but webre in a program th
four times a year. Thatodéds not enough to
without much prep dodt and prep is not my strength. So, because | have to focus

somuth on it, itdés easy to do it well onc:

feedback and | also ask for help. | ask people who | know will be specific about it.

Taylor Quentinl t 6s more of a system of feedbaclt
processing and maybe we use that word 0

almost | ike itdéds a I|little organization
to know kind of in a broaderway | t 6s not just ome thing,
systemic.

Stephanie Donovar¥ouknow;our f eedback is so publ i c.
moment and then 1tdés also very public o
happy on the team because itwoulddber y pai nful , to be hone
like feedback. | mean, | think | must. You know the director is very perceptive.

And he cares about, |l mean you know, he
good, in a positive way. Like he wants us to excel amd Awnd so, his insights

are right on. |l think ités basically sa

attending to that is worth paying attention to and giving validity to. While at the
same time, you know, honoring and respecting yourself thatyd on 6t j ust t
feedback as sort of interesting data, but you use it to do something differently.
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Brenda Vanderl f e el |l i ke 1 6m under pressure t
mi ndset and that can actwually pud me in
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, | can take that as feedback. And their reactivity and
defensivenes i ndi cate to me that | 6m not cr e:
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 | change to maybe help

bring down theirlevelol e f ensi veness. So, itos funny
mul tiple |l oops. Thereds so many feedbac
levels that we need to attend to, in order to be effective facilitators, that these are
constantly at play, and so talg even their defensiveness as useful of being
sensitive to where theydédre coming from
then believing in myself that | can actually take that defensiveness and use it in a
productive way and somehow use it asazléng/learning moment for myself and

for them.

Sophie GrantOv er al | , |l 6m very receptive to fe
want It because itdéos really my, itds ju
better. | want to make improvements, youd& w , and | dondét know

i mprove so thatodés where the feedback co
what | can do, | take it, andhink about how | can apply it.

Similar to three of the four FOS dimensions (the exception being Feedback Self
Efficacy), all the facilitatorsd FOS overa
variance with scores from 9BL8 or 82%98% (i.e., 20 points or 18%). | noticed thaif2
3 facilitators with the lowest FOS overall scores were facilitators with the lowest mindset
scores. | also noticed that 2 of 3 facilitators with the highest FOS scores were facilitators
with the highest mindset scores. These findings were alignedheithissumptions of this
study, Research Questior{Mlindset and Feedback Receptivjtgihd 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, combuitedhe related interview
responses data, are further examined in the Analysis chapter. | 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 t
receiving and using feedbacko in 3 of 4 di
dimension, however (i.e., Feedback gefficacy), there was variance, with 3 of 9 (33%)
facl i t ators scoring ASomewhat Adepto and 6 o
dimension also had the greatest score variance within ranges.

During the oneo-one interviews, the facilitators made connections between their
feedback orientations and theiindsets. 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 posititlean 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 facilitatorgtiv higher mindset scores.

A second theme that emerged regarding the Feedbackf8eHcy dimension
was that even though three facilitators had scored within the same lower range, their
mindsets appeared to influence their perceptions about their E€ba&ck SelEfficacy
scores. Specifically, the facilitator with

negative comments about herself and did no

change 1 6m going to makeo raftBith¢hatwodtherank | i n)
facilitators with AStrong Growtho mindsets
feedback delivery as well as solutions to

handled in the program. If it were handled diffehg, | think that score would be



153

di fferentodo (Tayl or Quentin). Finally, mu | t
observations, e.g., awareness about how much they have grown as members of the
UBCCP team, how much they value feedback, and how dtbeththey are to continuous
growing and learning.
The major finding of this assessment and related interview responses was that
Feedback SelEfficacy matters, which is why [ further explore the potential role
Feedback SelEfficacy might play inthefacl i t at or sé overall feedb
mindsets, as well as the potential role it might ptethe way facilitators experience the
feedback environment and learning climate, i.e., the environmental factors that are
presented in the next section. $héndings are further examined in the Analysis
chapter. Next, | present the summary findings emerging from the twinsafed

assessments and related interview data.

Overall Summary of Findings Emerging from the
Two Self-focusedAssessments anBelated | nterview Findings

The results from both assessments were
to the related interview questions aligned WRiassearch Question What factors do
facilitators of adult learning perceive inflaee the interplay between their individual
mindsets and their ability to be feedbaekeptive?As previously mentioned, while all
the facilitators scored in the high mindset ranges, there was variance, with 2 of 9
facilitators scoBbmg Fnxetebde mGndweh wahbe
the AStrong Growtho mindset range. Similar

range in 3 of 4 feedback orientation dimensions, there was variance in the Feedback Self
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Efficacy dimension,with® f 9 f aci |l i tators scoring in th
6 of 9 scoring in the fAMore Adepto range.
When | compared the results of the mindset quiz to the Overall results of the FOS,
| noticed that the facilitator with the lowest mindset scorethadowest overall FOS
score as well as the lowest Feedback-E#itacy score; facilitators who had the highest
mindset scores had the highest overall FOS scores; and facilitators witangéel
mindset scores had mrdnge FOS scores. These findinggrdid with the assumptions
of the study and Research QuestigiMindset and Feedback Receptiyitss well as
with what was | earned in the I|iterature re
feedback orientations are interrelated. Specificallgzroup and Organization
ManagementBraddy, 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
bdieve 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 sefbcused assessments and the eellat
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 feedbadkparticularly if they did not agree with it; appeared to

take feedback more personally; and appeared to believe they should decide how to

respond tdeedback.
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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 santeppeared
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
|l iterature review. Specif rausethéypelievBthan ddy et
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]ikely to resist feedback
and are unli kel y t &5)ursadditiont Braddy atsaltcited Wdod v el y o
and Bandurads (1989) findings that posited
incremental IPT tend to have higher self f i ¢ a tngividuais wlb bdiieve that
change is possible and who have higherstitacy demonstrated decreased
vulnerability to negative feedback because
(p. 695).

Lastly, the findings appeared to indicate that theifatars had similar ideas
regarding Research QuestiofMindset and Feedback Receptiyitgpecifically,
(a) feedback delivery (e.g., valid, specific, timely, warm, nurturing, public, etc.),
relationships, and a commitment to continue learning and ggoavanfactors that they
perceive influence the interplay between their individual mindsets, feedback orientations,
andfeedback receptivity; and (b) potential connections may exist between the
facilitatorsd mindset andyfespendbback orient a

environmental factors, i.e., the feedback environment and learning clirhatse
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summary findings were used to inform the findings in Section 2 below and are further
examined in the Analysis chapter. | now present the two ceftexsed asssments and

related interview responses in Section 2.

Section 2: Findings Emerging from Results of Two Contexfocused 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 feedbackptiveln this secin, |
present the findings of the two contdgtused assessments and related interview
responses. The results from the two conteldted assessments were used to invite each
facilitator to make meaning of their results and make connections to thelregxqeeas
members of the UBCCP team. | begin with the Feedback Environment Scale (FES), first
for the director and then for the-€acilitators, followed by the Learning Climate Scale
(LCS). Relevant interview responses are presented after each asséaklaent
Context-focused Assessment #Eeedback Environment Scalé
Results and Related Interview Findings
As described in Chapter IV, thé&eBasked 64 questions in seven categories:
Source Credibility, Feedback Quality, Feedback Delivery, Favorablé&eled
Unfavorable Feedback, Source Availability, and Promotes Feedback Seeking
(32 questions about the director and the s
cof acilitators). The results of the g©irecto

(Source Credibility and Unfavorabl thanFeedba
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most to providing useful feedback rangath variance within the range. In 3 of 7
categories (Feedback Quality, Feedback Delivery, and Promotes Feedback Seeking), he
scored in the following two ranges, fAHSomew
variance in each range. In 1 of 7 categor&sufce Availability), he scored in the
foll owing two ranges, fALess Conduciveo and
each range. Moreover, in 1 of 7 categories (Favorable Feedback), he scored in three
ranges, fiLess ConduciveidMomSohewdhadi Cona uwi
variance in each range. Lastly, the direct
t wo ranges, ASomewhat Conduciveo and AMore

Theresultsoftheebaci | i t at oreveafed tRaEils1 of Zccategeriss
(Source Credibility), t hthanp mestttoproeiding usefult he
feedback rangeyith variance in the range. In 5 of 7 categories (Feedback Quality,
Feedback Delivery, Favorable Feedback, Sourcel#hibty, and Promotes Feedback
Seeking), they scored in two ranges, 0Some
with variance in each range. Moreover, in 1 of 7 categories (Unfavorable Feedback),
theysc ored in three ranges, ofmMdass veégmmd anidv 6 ,Ma
Conducive, 0 with var i anfcaeciilni teaatcohr srda nogvee.r aLl
revealed they scored in two ranges, fASomew
variance in each range.

In thissubsectionthe FES resultare presented by categdryirst for the director
and then for the céacilitators. 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

20-35informed the facii a t o r-tg-ane relateel interview responses. They are aligned
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with Research Question Eifvironment and Feedback Receptivigirst, | present the
results in each category for the director. Second, | present the results for the co
facilitators. | begirwith the first category, Source Credibility.
Feedback Environment Scald SourceCredibility ( Director). The first
category of the FES Source Credibility (i.e., how reliable the facilitator feels the source
of feedback is In Table »,Col umn 1 provides the Thendi vi dua
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 peentages.

Table D

Feedback Environment Scal&ource Credibility (Director)

Facilitator Source Credibility Score %

Taylor Quentin

Sophie Grant

Bethany Quigley

Nancy Nunez

Deena Franklin

Jordan Riley

Stephanie Donovan

Catherine Johnson

Brenda Vander
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As shown in Table@ in the FES Source Credibility category, 9 of 9 (100%)
facilitators scored the director within
As | did with the two selfocused assessments presented in Section 1 above, during the
oneto-one interviews, showed each facilitatdris or herindividual results and asked
eachto share reactiorts and perceptionsf how the feedback environment in the Source
Credibility category (for the director) influerttéheir feedback receptivity in the
progran® from thedirector, cefacilitators, 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).

t h

Taylor Quentinl r espect his views and his feedt

about it.

Sophie GrantHe mentioned all the things that | thought were important to look
at. He sees the strengths, and where | could really improve.

Bethany Quigleyt t h i ntky crediblé, exceptrfoe that promoter and some of
those things he writes on. | mean if, when he talks to me directly, he has really
helped me a lot. | would not give it a high because of that other stuff. I think it
gets in the way, but he must do it besa that is what the Business School does or

whatever. | just do not | ike him interp

think that is like a big projection on what he thinks they are.

Deena Franklinl t hi nk the direct oridandsbmee®ofdb ac k
it i s really super helpful So specific
Stephanie DonovarThe director has changed a great deal over the course of the
time that heds |l ed the program. | think
preaches, and he has grown and changed. Right now, | would give the director a

high, in the past, give him a low

BrendaVanderThe director knows the program cc

directly observable feedback that canot

such a thing as an expert. Putting him in that state of being and@xpertd s
incredibly credible.



160

All the facilitators scored the director in the high range, with variance within the
rangeandscores from 265 or 74%100% (i.e., 9 points or 26%). In addition, the
facilitators shared similar interview responses that aligned with the scores. Specifically,
thefacilitda or s all spoke highly about the direct
| was curious to explore connections that might exist between these scores and the
facilitatorsd mindset and feedback orienta
the Analysis chapter. Next, | present the findings for the second category, Feedback
Quality.

Feedback Environment Scald FeedbackQuality (Director). The second FES
category is Feedback Quality (i.eqw useful the facilitator feels the feedback is). In
Table2,Col umn 1 provides t he Thefacilitatorsdaredisted f ac i |
by how they scored the director in this category (from lowest to highest). Column 2

provides the scores (i.e., # out of a possiblea35)ell as subtotal (#/%)dr facilitators

who scored the director in the ASomewhat C
facilitators who scored him in the AMore C
percentages.

As shown in Table 21, in the FES Feedback Quality category, {14°9)
facilitators scored the director in the 0AS
shading), and 8 of 9 (89%) scored him in t
shading).The results were shared with the facilitators. lllustrative excerpts takenieom t
interviews are presented below. First, | present excerpts from the facilitator who scored
the director in the ASomewhat Conduciveo r

facilitators who scored him in the AMore C
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Feedback Environment Scal&eedback Quality (Director)
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Facilitator

Feedback Quality Score

Jordan Riley

Subtotal
i Somewhat
#1%

C

1 of 9 facilitators

Deena Franklin

Nancy Nunez

Taylor Quentin

Sophie Grant

Bethany Quigley

Stephanie Donovan

Catherine Johnson

Brenda Vander

Subtotal
iMor e
#1%

Cond

8 of 9 facilitators

%

11% of the sample

89% of thesample

Feedback Quality A

When asked to comment on the results of the FES Feedback Quality score during the

onetoone i

Conduciveo r

Jordan Riley:There was an oveeliance on numbers, it seemed to me, and there

could have been mo

nterviews, t

Somewhat

he

ange shared

re interpersonal.

Conduci vebo

faci l

t

and

i tator

he foll owi

rel at e

wh o

ng:

S CO|
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Feedback Quality A Mor e Conduci veo and Weeehated i n
asked to comment on the results of the FES Feedback Quality scores duringtthe one
one interviews, facilitators who scored th
shared the following:

Deena Franklinl t 6s ki nd of difficult to be hon

because | think | wvacill adigenteitsout how I

sometimes.

Taylor Quentinl dondét al ways agree with how he
differently than my peers. His feedback is higher quality.

Stephanie Donova et me say | i ke there was no en

one thing | wouldeally say, as | think there could be more attention to empathy

in feedback. Not to lessen the reality of it. | think there is something missing in

the directordés picture because | think

more effective becauseppo pl e arendt going to have to

somebody feel like their confidence is threatened, then you must manage that for

them to hear it.

Il n this category, 1 of 9 facilitators s
Conduciveo ranegde hanmd i8 ofhe9 fisMoorre Conduci ve
variance within t hewihiskboes feom ERbrord/de100%¢i.6., r an g e
8 points or 23%). In addition, the facilitators shared similar interview responses that
aligned with the scores. Specdid | vy, they reiterated the hig
feedback and shared similar trepidations about havasprovided. In particular, |
noticed that the facilitator with the second lowest mindset score gave the director the
lowest score in thisategory. These data are further examined in the Analysis chapter.

Next, | present the findings for the third category, Feedback Delivery.
Feedback Environment Scald FeedbackDelivery (Director). The third FES

category id-eedback Delivery (i.ehow a facilitator feels about the way feedback is

provided). Table 2follows the same format as Tabl& @&ove.
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As shown in Table 2 in the Feedback Delivery category, 2 of 9 (22%)
facilitators scored the directumgreyin the AS
shading), and 7 of 9 (78%) scored him in t
shading).The results were shared with the facilitators. lllustrative excerpts taken from the

interviews are presented below. First, | present excerpts from theatacditvho scored

the director in the ASomewhat Conduciveo r
facilitators who scored him in the AMore C
Table 2

Feedback Environment Scal&eedback Delivery (Director)

Facilitator Feedback Delivery Scoreg %

Taylor Quentin

Jordan Riley

Subtotal
ASomewhat C 2 of 9 facilitators 22% of the sample
#1%

Bethany Quigley

Stephanie Donovan

Brenda Vander

Sophie Grant

Nancy Nunez

Deena Franklin

Catherine Johnson

Subtotal
inMore Cond 7 of 9 facilitators 78% of the sample
#1%
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FeedbackDeliveryd  So mewhat Conduci vedindiagp.d r el at ¢
When asked to comment on the results of the FES Feedback Delivery scores during the
onetooone interviews, the facilitators who sc
Conduciveodo range shared the foll owing:

Taylor Quentin:\We get the program evaluats 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, | would prefer to receive the report mysaigcess 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 pointanditcanbeadaot i vat or. And the fact that

FeedbackDeliveryd A Mor e Conduci veo andsWkehated ir
asked to comment on the results of the FES Feedback Delivery scores duringttiie one
one interviews, facilitators who scored th
shared the following:

Bethany QuigleySo, | thought of an idea to teacly&bher and it worked out.
And we worked it out through that feedback about our emotions about the
program.

Stephanie Donovar¥ou know, in a lot of ways he does practice what he
preaches, and he has grown and changed. Early on | think he was a ldbless in
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.

BrendaVanderTher eb6s al so cr e dfeedbadkthatpertaans o u nd
to climate. |l would say thatds an area
director. He doesndt seem to value that
doesndt create feedback mechamthesms to e
sociatemotional 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 someti med8l is diff
thh nk someti mes he ddhmenvs miutc hc eerf g otritati tmu al
interested in execution. You know, just in excellence.
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Nancy NuneZThe director has changed a lot and | really admire his vulnerability

and wanting to continue to grow by opemimmself up to this. So, | answered it

the way he is today because | have also seen the other side of it. He kept

someond one or two people on the team too Idnghere he was aggravated and

that wasnodét good. It was notitisgighod f or a

Catherine Johnson: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,

thereds a role modeling factor.

In this category, 2 of 9 facilitators scoredthe@ct or i n the ASomew
Conducivedo range and 7 of 9 scored him in
variance within each of those rangegh scores from 122 or 54%63% (i.e., 3 points
or 9%) in the ASomewhat Co433bu7d%9%% @.e.,r ange,

7 points or 20%) in the AMore Conduciveo r
similar interview responses that aligned with the scores. Specifically, both facilitators

who scored the director i n etabostsimil&o mewhat C
challenges, e.g., time constraints and the focus on numbers. The facilitators who scored
the director in the AMore Conduciveodo range
what he preaches, 0 and repethdeyealsl y referenc
Interestingly, | noticed that one of the facilitators who scored the director in the lower
range had a AGrowth with Some Fixedod minds
this category was from a f acsetl Thesadata,r who h
combined with the related interview responses data, are further examined in the Analysis
chapter. Next, | present the findings for the fourth category, Favorable Feedback.

Feedback Environment Scald Favorable Feedback (Director). Thefourth

FES category ifavorable Feedback (i.&.ow often positive feedback is provided). In

Table 3,Col umn 1 provides t he Thefacilitatorsdareésted f ac i |
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by how they scored the director in this category (from lowest to sigl@olumn 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 B

Feedback Environment Scal€&avorable Feedback (Director)

Facilitator FavorableFeedback Score %
Sophie Grant 13 of 28 46
Taylor Quentin 13 of 28 46

Subtotal
fiLess Cond
#/%

Deena Franklin

Stephanie Donovan

Brenda Vander

BethanyQuigley

Jordan Riley

Subtotal
fSomewhat C
#/%

Catherine Johnson

Nancy Nunez

Subtotal
fiMore Cond
#1%

2 of 9 facilitators

5 of 9 facilitators

2 of 9 facilitators

22% of the sample

56% of the sample

22% of the sample

As shown in Table 2 in the Favorable Feedback category, 2 of 9 (22%)

facilitators

(56%) scored

scored the

him in the

director b5of9t he AL

fSomewhat Conduci v
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9(22%)sored him in the fAMore Conduciveo range

shared with the facilitators. lllustrative excerpts taken from the interviews are presented

bel ow. First, |l present excerpts from faci
Conducived range. Second, | present excerp
ASomewhat Conducivedo range. Third, | prese

the AiMore Conduciveo range.

Favorable FeedbaockiLess Conduci v e iewfmndings.When at ed i
asked to comment on the results of the &EF&vorable Feedback scores for the director
duringtheondoone i nterviews, facilitators who sc
Conduciveodo range shared the foll owing:

Sophie GrantThat one wasricky because at the beginning, when | started, it

woul d have been absolutely | ow. | 6m ass
today. It used to be only negative. Il t O
the positive and the negative, sotthks been more hel pful jus
changed a lot since | joined the team in a positive, only positive way. The director

has changed in terms of being more-s@fire about the impact of his behaviors,

and heds more or i ecdimhaedndllearmrgenvionmert.e | ear

Taylor Quentin:The director did stand up for me in terms of some of the data.

Favorable Feedback i So mewhat Conduciveodo and rel at
When asked to comment on the results of thed~E&vorable Feedback@es for the
directorduring the ondo-one interviews, facilitators who scored him within the
ASomewhat Conduciveo range shared the foll

Brenda VanderAttending to just being sensitive emotionally and socially to the

students and their needs, | viddgay that is an area where you know the

facilitator team may be stronger than the director.

Bethany QuigleyThe director seldom gives praise. He has assumptions. | mean, |

know he thinks I ém doing a good job, bu
know, when heds in a spot. He doesndot e
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Stephanie DonovarHe does not give a lot of positive feedback. | mean, | think
he could. | would like for him to get the message.

Favorable Feedback i Mor e Conduci veodo and Weehat ed i

asked to comment on the results of the & Eavorable Feedback scores the director

duringtheondoone i nterviews, facilitators who sc

Conduciveodo range shared the foll owing:
Catherine Johnson: dondét know if | would say | f
feedback from thefadi rector, but | think

Nancy NunezZT he director just doesndt say.

There was greater variance in this category thdhne previous three FES

categories, . e. , 2 of 9 facilitators scor
7 scored him in the fASomewhat Conduciveo r
Conduciveodo range. | n ad dmo oftheranges withecores was v
from1621or57%7 5% (i .e., 5 points or 18%) in the
scores from2280r82%1 00 % (i . e. , 5 points or 18%) 1in
Interestingly, | noticed that both facilitators whosced t he di rector i n t

Conduciveodo range had higher mindset scores
mindset scoreplaced himint he A Somewhat Conduciveod range.
how this might r el at e,pdrtoculatlyiinghe Sedifficatyi t at or s 6
dimension. These data, combined with the related interview responses data, are further
examined in the Analysis chapter. Next, | present the findings for the fifth category,
Unfavorable Feedback.

Feedback Environment Seled Unfavorable Feedback (Director).The fifth

FES category ifnfavorable Feedback (i.e., how often negative feedback is provided).
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Table2,Col umn 1 provides t he Thefacilitatorsdaredsted f ac i |
by how they scored thairector 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 2

Feedback Environment Scal&nfavorable Feedback (Director)

Facilitator Unfavorable Fednhck %
Score

Nancy Nunez

Deena Franklin

Catherine Johnson

Bethany Quigley

Jordan Riley

Stephanie Donovan

Taylor Quentin

Sophie Grant

BrendaVander

As shown in Table £ in the Unfavorable Feedback category, 9 of 9 (100%)
facilitators scored the director iThe the fAM
results were shared with the facilitators. Illustrative excerpts taken from the interviews

are presented below gcilitator scores (from lowest to highest).
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DeenaFrankinTa ke it or | eave it. My way or t
going to be. It has got to be these really high standards. It is kind of difficult to be

honest. When | can be trusting, youknoveth it i s one set of s
di strustful, 1itdéds another, and thatds m

Bethany Quigleyt 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, | wantto knawelan, 1t 6s ver
that he says anything to me buthewoYldo u k n o w, itéds all rigl
the director writes all over things, |
his feedback about the feaddbmaddk pawhiadh e
to some of it, | dond6ét even |l ook at it
about everyone else on the faculty. The most important feedback to me is what
people write in my practice greofulpe Thos
feedback | get from the I ntensive iIs we
up. They may have liked me because they had a cocktail at the bar, or | knew their
name. |l was just straightening lout i f |

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. | am very devoted to them.

Stephanie DonovarThe director an be very didactic. | 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. | do not see him as a peer, |

see him as amentorandabossinaverygemummgy . So, it is not t
want him to act as a boss. | 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 | do. He wants you to manage learning. Our vadwesligned, and his

pedagogy is excellen®o, | think | would say in a different time my score would

have been very different.

Sophie GrantWhen | get negative feedback on the construct, well, even if it is

very harsh, | dondét take it personally.
| said to you before when | just dismis
as a person, right? Nére many of the other instructors do. | remember one

conversation with a colleague that she was really revved up about it afterwards.

And, you know, she basically said to me
so wrapped up when he gives me the feedbk . | 6ve | earned how
a distance, but I 6m able to extract the

helped me working with the director.

Brenda VanderThe way the director wanted me to do it, and there are like adult

learning theoretical underpinnings behind doing it a certain way, | would say
thabdondét kill delivery and the credibildi
facilitator for studentsodé needs.



171

While 9 of 9 facilitators scrangetherd he di
was variance within the range, with scores ranging fror87228r 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 &a&dithey 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). |
was curious to explore possible connections that nagist between these two categories
and t he f ac i -Efficacg dcares.sTldeserl@Qs codened with the data
obtained from the related interview responses, are further examined in the Analysis
chapter. Next, | present the findings for the spbdkegory, Source Availability.
Feedback Environment Scal® Source Availability (Director). The sixth FES
category is Source Availability (i.e., how often feedback is provided). T&ldial@ws
the same format as Tables@nd 2 above.
As shown in Table2 in the Source Availability category, 2 of 9 (22%)
facilitators scored the directorinh e fALess Conduciveo range (I
7 of 9 (78%) scored him in the ASomewhat C
The results were shared with the facilitators. lllustrative excerpts taken from the
interviews are presented below. Fitgbyesent excerpts from the facilitators who scored
the director in the ALess Conduciveo range

who scored him in the ASomewhat Conduci veo
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Feedback Environment Scal&ource Availability (Director)

Facilitator Source Availability Score %
Stephanie Donovan 12 of 35 34
Taylor Quentin 15 of 35 43

Subtotal
fSomewhat
#1%

C

Jordan Riley

Sophie Grant

Bethany Quigley

Deena Franklin

Nancy Nunez

Catherine Johnson

Brenda Vander

Subtotal
iMor e
#1%

Cond

2 of 9 facilitators

7 of 9 facilitators

22% of the sample

78% of the sample

Source Availabilityp i L e s s

C o0 n drelated mtendew éindidgsWhen

asked to comment on the results of the & E®urce Availability scores for the director

during the ondo-0 n e

Conduci veo

range

nterviews,

shared

facil

t

itators

he foll owi

wh o

ng:

Stephaniddonovan:l used to feel like the way feedback was provided was a
barrier that | had to find a way to overcome, which | did. There was not always
sensitivity. It was like now go out and perform. And | felt like this is not actually
setting me or others up succeed because then you must appear confident when

S

c
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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 QuentinHe is trying to get posite feedback, but | think he is alienating
team members from one another.

Source Availabilityy i So mewhat Conducived and rel at
When asked to comment on the results of thed=BE8urce Availability scores for the
directorduring the ondo-one interviews, facilitators who scored him within the
ASomewhat Conduciveodo range shared the foll
Catherine Johnsorit is almost like | have made peace with like if | really want

feedback from the director, ndampus. | | hav
Because itdés hard to set up time in bet

D

Brenda VanderBecause he had to be in a certain state of mind, and it had to be

in a certain point in time in order for

moments are an@&rn through experience. He is not available when | want him

to be available. | 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

relationshipwithhim t r u s t slimitad interbseed.

Il n this category, 2 of 9 facilitators s
range and 7 of 9 scored him ASomewhat Cond
within each of the rangewith scores from 145 or 34%43% (i.e., 3 points or 9%) in
the ALess Conduci ve o24oraleh¥s (i.eahpointsoc2¥)e s fr o
in the ASomewhat Conduciveo range. Curious
the facilitators did noscore 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., ti

growthimprovement over time. Those data are further examined in the Analysis chapter.

Next, | present the findings for the seventh category, Promotes Feedback Seeking.
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Feedback Environment Scald Promotes Feedback Seeking (Director)lhe

seventh FES category is Promotes Feedback Seeking (i.e., how facilitators feel about

seeking feedback in this setting). Tab&&f@lows the same format as Tablg &ove.

Table B

Feedback Environment Scal®romotes Feedback Seeking (Director)

Facilitator Seeking Score

Stephanie Donovan

Brenda Vander

Deena Franklin

Taylor Quentin

Subtotal
fSomewhat C
#/%

4 of 9 facilitators

Sophie Grant

Catherine Johnson

Bethany Quigley

Jordan Riley

Nancy Nunez

Subtotal
fSomewhat C
#1%

5 of 9 facilitators

Promotes Feedback

%

44% of the sample

56% of the sample

As shown in Table& in the Promotes Feedback Seeking category, 4 of 9 (44%)

facilitators

shading),an® of 9 ( 56 %)

scored the

scored him in the

director in the AS

iMor e
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shading). The results were shared iith facilitators. lllustrative excerpts taken from the

interviews are presented below. First, | present excerpts from the facilitators who scored

the director in the ASomewhat Conduciveo r

facilitators who scored himminhe A More Conduciveo range (fr
Promotes Feedback Seekidagh So mewhat Conduciveo and r e

findings. When asked to comment on the results of thedFB&®motes Feedback

Seeking scores for the directturing theoneto-one interviews, facilitators who scored

him within the ASomewhat Conducived range

Stephanie Donovan:think there was a real fear environment early on. Whereas

now, | think there is a much more positive climate. It is a chgite 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 | felt overwhelmed or intimated by the volume of feedbakck an

the openness of it I feel i ke, AWel I,
| think that just really served me.

Brenda Vanderlf it fits within the frame of what the director wants and needs for

the program, it gvithsnsvhat h8wants and whathe ndedss s n 6 t
even asking for feedback, | remember early on | felt like | 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 becertain point in time in

order for him to say yes.

Promotes Feedback Seekidagi Mor e Conduci veo and rel at e
findings. When asked to comment on the results of thed~B®motes Feedback
Seeking scores for the directturing the ondo-one intervews, facilitators who scored
him within the AMore Conduciveo range shar
Sophie GrantA 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, whogets located in the coaching engagements. And | appreciated him
taking the time to actually just talk about my performance overall, where he sees

your strengths and where | could really improve that was great. | love that. | mean
| 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,4of@aci | i tators scored the direct
Conducivedo range and 5 of 9 scored him in
there was variance within the rangegh scores from 120 or 36%71% (i.e., 5 points
or 35%) in the ArSaonngeewoh28an8a@ddnBAOGEi.Ee. vS5epoints or
18%) in the AMore Conduciveodo range. | noti
mindset score, as well as the facilitator with the lowest mindset score, scored the director
i n the fASome wdngetlwacurialsito exploeedhat further, particularly as
| noticed that these two facilitators had very different FOS Feedbackfetcy
scores, with one facilitator scoring the lowest and the other scoring the second highest in
that dimension. Diing the interviews, the facilitators who scored the director in the
ASomewhat Conduciveo range recalled how ea
how much they felt the environment had improved over time. In contrast, the facilitators
whoscoredhm i n the AMore Conduciveo range shar
as they appeared to appreciate how limited his time was. | was curious to explore
connections that might exist between these
mindset and fesback orientation scores. These findings are further examined in the
Analysis chapter. Next, | present the findings for the &Exerall score.

Feedback Environment Scald Overall score (Director). The Overall score
(i.e., the overall impact the director l@sthe feedback environment) is comprised of the
scores the director received in each of the seven categories of the FES. In/Table 2

Column 1 provides 't he Goludni2yprovlesdhe scores¢i.e.l i t at
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# out of a possible 224). Cohn 2 also provides a subtotal (#/%) for each range. Column

3 provides the percentages.

Table 7

Feedback Environment Scal®©verall Score (Director)

Facilitator Overall Score %

Taylor Quentin

Jordan Riley

Subtotal

ASomewhat C 2 of 9 facilitators 22% of the sample
#/%

Stephanie Donovan

Deena Franklin

Bethany Quigley

Sophie Grant

Brenda Vander

Catherine Johnson

Nancy Nunez

Subtotal

iMore Cond 7 of 9 facilitators 78% of the sample
#/%

As shown in Table 2 the Overall results indicated that 2 of 9 (22%) facilitators
scored the director in the fiSomewhat Condu
9 (78%) scored him i n (darkhgeey shadmglkee reSwtawerec i v e 0
shared with the faliiators. lllustrative excerpts taken from the interviews are presented

below. First, | present excerpts from the facilitators who scored the director in the
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ASomewhat Conducivedo range. Second, |l pres

him inreh€ofmMMaci vedo range (from | owest to
Overallscored i Somewhat Conduciveo anWhenel at ed

asked to comment on the results of the &E3erall scores for the directduring the

oneto-one interviews, facilitators who scoredhimw hi n t he A Somewhat C

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 RileyThe final comment | would make is, as the years have dy, |
think the whole feedback environment has continued to improve.

Overallscored i Mor e Conduci veo and Wkeehasked d i nt e
to comment on the results of the FESverall scores for the directduring the ondo-
onei nterviews, facilitators who scored him \
the following:

Stephanie Donovail8 o met i mes he doesndét post the f
webre going to be going into the new pr
goes against because heds always saying
really going to make adjustments, you need more than a day to make those
adjustments. So, | would love to get feedback in the amount of time necessary. If |

were leading a teamdhl wanted to take in feedback, | would pay attention to

what are the conditions under which people can seek feedback. | do not think

there is a sensitivity to what thatos |
says we should give eachotheefd back but | think thereos
giving feedback.

Bethany Quigleyt have seen a lot of growth. Some things people want is to have
meetings. We do not really train each other. | mean, it is not like | could do a
Zoom and show people howdo things in the breakout room, depending on

what they need help, but we do not do that. We are gg@uked program and we

get lots of good reviews, and | think the director is a miracle worker that he made
this happen. He is like Samson, he did it. NBarpure strength he did something
that could not be done here. Develop this program. | mean that is like definitely
killing Goliathd 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 Vanderlt 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

|l want to stay. So I 6l say that again,
energy, dot of effort, a lot of sekcare, a lot of mindset work just to work with

the director. And in order to be resil:@
on site. And so that means that | eaves

really have aything 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 Johnsonrhings that hinder my receptivlyo ne t hi negusédd ve (g c
to is the director over explains. So sometimes that hinders my ability because |

check out, like | get bored listening to the explanation. Another thing is in my

ideal world, there would be a little bit more féexf there are multiple ways to do

it. And so like do it within your style. So sometimes | feel like its feedback how to

do a particular way of doing it, not |
the best practice, but you could adapt. Might make me more receptive.

Nancy NunezYetin the feedback environment it makes me pay closer attention

so | 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 | noticed to continue to
wor k on. Wh dhatevayi | fwould still walaestire feédback that | 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, | need to pagrenattention and be looking for how

| can support them with what feedback would be helpful.

The FES Overall scores indicated that 2 of 9 facilitators scored the director in the
ASomewhat Conduciveo range and 7 oefIn9 scor

addition, there was variance within the ranges, with scores ranging fred605dr 67%

71% (i .e., 9 points or 5%) i n-2020r&5%A0%0 me wh a
(i .e., 35 points or 15%) in thendgoMioere Cond
t wo | owest overall FES scores the director
with Some Fixedo mindset, the | owest score
Growt ho mindset. These dat a ar apedficalyt her e x

by looking for similarities and differences that exist between facilitators with different



180

mindset range scores, and the scores they gave the director in the each of the FES
categories. | also explore connections that might exist between fa@lt or s6 FOS sc
(particularly in the Feedback Sdifficacy dimension) and the scores they gave the
director in the FES categories. | now presestimmary of findingfor the FESresults
and related interview data for tdeector.

Summary of findings: Feedback Environment Scale (Director) and related
interview data. The assessment results sleolthat in 2 of 7 categories (Source
Credibility and Unfavorable Feedbadhan) , t he
most to providinguseful feedback rangevith variance within the range. In 3 of 7
categories (Feedback Quality, Feedback Delivery, and Promotes Feedback Seeking), he
scored in two ranges, fASomewhat Conduci veo
within each range. In 1 of categories (Source Availability), he scored in two ranges,
ALess Conducivedo and ASomewhat Conducive, O

7 categories (Favorable Feedback), he scor

N

Somewhat Corvibuceci Coo,n@uarnd et 6 Lastly, the d
revealed he scored within two ranges, fASom
with variance within each range.
During the oneo-one interviews, the facilitators made connections between the
feedback environment (for the director) and their mindsets and feedback orientations.
One theme that emerged was howch they felt the feedback environment had
improved over the years and how that has impacted their feedback receptivity.
Specifically, thefai | i t at ors shared how the directord

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 hgbed them be more receptive to this feedback environment (feedback orientation).

A second theme that emerged relates to
constraints, particularly in the Source Availability and Promotes Feedback Seeking
categoris. Interestingly, while the findings showed that 3 of 3 facilitators with lower
FOS SelfEfficacy scores gave the director lower FES Source Availability scores, 2 of 3
scored the director lower in the FES Source Availabdlitgd Promotes Feedback Seeking
categories. In addition, while 6 of 6 facilitators with high FOS-&#fitacy 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 thateeine

regarding the Source Availability category was that even though 9 of 9 facilitators scored

the director in the | ower ranges in this ¢
influence their perceptiordft he di rector o6s availability.
Forexampl e, both facilitators with a AGrc

comments that were general,eghavi ng a mature group of pl e
the environment for §acdlfiecattbaskwotBy AiSon

mindsets sired comments that indicated they understood the issue and had devised ways

to work around it, e.g., Al wused to feel I
that | had to find a wa gcausehe bad® bednoamertain whi ¢
state of mind, and it had to be in a certa

had to | earn when those moments are and | e
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The major finding of the FES assessment and the related interview responses (for
the directoraligned with the assumptions of the study. Specifically, it appeared that
mi ndset and feedback orientations influenc
directorédés i mpact on the UBCCP feedback en
feedbak environment and feedback receptivity. In the Analysis chapter, | explore these
connections more deeply. Specifically, | explore connections that might exist between the
facilitator 6s nafficad sceressandtimdESSC&s theg ¢ate the
director, particularly in the Favorable Feedback, Source Availability, and Promotes
Feedback Seeking categories. Next, | present the results in each category for the co
facilitators. | begin with the first category, Source Credibilltgese explorationare
essential to the study because they address Research QuéBtmr@ment and

Feedback Receptivity

Co-facilitators

Feedback Environment Scald Source Credibility (Co-facilitators). The first
FES category iSource Credibility (i.e., howeliable a facilitator feels the source of
feedback iz In Table B,Col umn 1 provides t he Theydrevi dual
listed by how they scored their-€acilitators in this category (from lowest score to
highest score). Column 2 provideg tbcores (i.e., # out of a possible 35). Column 3

provides the percentages.
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Table B

Feedback Environment Scal&ource Credibility (Cdacilitators)

Facilitator Source Credibility Score %

Taylor Quentin

Sophie Grant

Bethany Quigley

Nancy Nunez

Deena Franklin

Jordan Riley

Catherine Johnson

Brenda Vander

Stephanie Donovan

As shown in Table& in the Source Credibility category, 9 of 9 (100%)
facilitators scored theirebaci | i tators in the AMore Conduc
feedback range (dark grey shadifgiring the ondgo-one interviews, | showed each
facilitator his or heinndividual results and asked thethto share their reactions to and
perceptions of how the feedback environment in the Source Credibility category (co
facilitators) influences their feedback receptivity in the progrdnom 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 Quentinl dondét g e tack &an them io this dndrenchént. So,
I think, I would score the director higher. He sees things differently.
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Bethany QuigleyWe dondét do much. | mean we do i
lunch or after at the end of the day, but you know, thatésllikrite it down
because wedre doing this. Yeah, | start

them, specifically in that room.

Nancy NunezZWe do it as a group. We always ask for feedback at the end of
everything. hdy ares verly gogdhgivingitc a u s e t

Deena Franklinit encourages me to really be receptive to the feedback because
thereds a sense of |ike, you know, youbd
Feedback doesnét mean that we are quest
Brenda\ander:The [ whol e] team doesndt know t he
adult learning and facilitation backgrounds like the director. My colleague X has
the adult | earning background, seems | i
knowledge of the programmd facilitation.
Although in this category 9 of 9 facilitators scored thekfamlitators in the
AMore ConduciveoO range, there was -3barri ance
74%-100% (i.e., 9 points or 26%). | noticed that the two facilimtorwi t h t he #fA Gr ov
with Some Fi xedo Jaciltatbrs e the msiddle of the high targe, just ¢ o
as they had for the director. Another interesting finding was that although all the
facilitators gave one another high scores in this categappieared 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, | present the findings for
the second category, Feedback Quality.
Feedback Envirorment Scal® Feedback Quality (Cafacilitators). The
second FES category is Feedback Quality (i.e., how useful a facilitator feels the feedback
is). InTable29,Col umn 1 provides t he Theydrelsteddoy al f ac
how they scored their efacilitators 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

subiotal (#/%) for facilitators who scored their-€caci | i t at ors i n the AS
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range, and a

range. Col

umn 3

subtot al fo

provides

Feedback Environment Scal&eedbaclQuality (Cofacilitators)
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r facil

the pe

Facilitator

Jordan Riley

Subtotal
i Somewhat
#/%

C 1 of 9 facilitators

Deena Franklin

Nancy Nunez

Taylor Quentin

Sophie Grant

Bethany Quigley

Stephanie Donovan

Catherine Johnson

Brenda Vander

Subtotal
iMor e
#/%

Cond

8 of 9 facilitators

Feedback Quality Score

%

11% of the sample

89% of the sample

As shown in Tabl@9, in the Feedback Quality category, 1 of 9 (11%) facilitators

scored theircd a c i

and 8 of 9

itators in t

(89%) scored

he ASomewhat

them in

Conduc

t iTke A Mor e

resuts were shared with the facilitators. Illustrative excerpts taken from the interviews
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are presented below. First, | present excerpts from the facilitator who scored their co

facilitators in the ASomewhat Conduciveo r

facilitators who scored them in the AMore C
Feedback Qualitd A So mewhat Conduciveodo and rel ate

When asked to comment on the results of the FES Feedback Quality score during the

oneto-oneinterviews, the facilitator who scoredtheirtca c i | i t at or s i n the

Conducivedo range shared the foll owing.
JordanRileyl dondét know, surveyods hel pful, bt
di fferences in that my peregrosddmofee ed b ac k
val uabl e. |l 6m not sure.

Feedback Quality A Mor e Conduci vedo and Weeehated i n
asked to comment on the results of the FES Feedback Quality score during-th®nae
interviews, the facilitators who scored theirfegilitat or s i n t he AMore Co
shared the following:

Sophie Granti was a little uncomfortable answering this question just because
within the team for me, there is a wide range.

BrendaVanderTher ebés definitely dif pregramnt | eve
and facilitation. So, | think some people are more capable in providing feedback.

In this category, 1 of 9 facilitators scored theisfca c i | i t at ors i n the
Conduciveodo range. I n addition, alvédough 8
range, there was variance with scores frorB20r 77%100% (i.e., 8 points or 23%). |
noticed that the one facilitator who scored the#faalitators in the lower range was also
the only facilitator who scored the director in the lower range sdhiegory. The related
interview responses aligned with the scores, as many facilitators referenced appreciation

forthecef aci | itatorsd feedback as wedamongs ¢t he
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the team members. These data are further exanmried Analysis chapter. Next, |
present the findings for the third category, Feedback Delivery.

Feedback Environment Scald Feedback Delivery (Cefacilitators). The third
FES category is Feedback Delivery (i.e., how facilitators feel about the way ¢&asba

provided). Table @follows the same format as Taldl® above.

Table @

Feedback Environment Scal&eedback Delivery (Géacilitators)

Facilitator Feedback Delivery Scoreg %
Subtotal
ASomewhat C 1 of 9facilitators 11% of the sample
#1%

Taylor Quentin

Sophie Grant

Bethany Quigley

Brenda Vander

Nancy Nunez

Deena Franklin

Stephanie Donovan

Catherinelohnson

Subtotal
inMore Cond 8 of 9 facilitators 89% of the sample
#1%
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As shown in Table 30 the Feedback Delivery category, 1 of 9 facilitators (11%)
scoredtheircd aci | itators in the ASomewhat Conduc
and 8 of 9 (89%) scored them in tHbke AMor e
results were shared withe facilitators. lllustrative excerpts taken from the interviews
are presented below. First, | present excerpts from the facilitator who scored their co
facilitators in the ASomewhat Conduciveo r
facilitatorswhoscored hem i n t he fAMore Conduciveodo rang

FeedbackDeliveryd  So mewhat Conduciveodo and rel at ¢
When asked to comment on the results of the FES Feedback Delivery score during the
oneto-one interviews, the facilitator who scorethercof aci | i t ators in the
Conduciveodo range shared the foll owing:

Jordan Riley:My theory would be that feeddacomes from many sources and

that the richer the many souréethe 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.

FeedbackDeliveryd A Mor e Conduciveo and Wkehated ir
asked to comment on the results of the FES Feedback Delivery score duringtifxe one
one interviews, the facilitatewho scoredtheebaci | it ators i n the AM
range shiged the following:

Taylor Quentin:The timing into the breakout sessions is very limited and so |

think it actually is not encouraging a lot. | think the waiting to the end of the

content is out of balance.

Sophie GrantWe made a commitment to each other the firsbdtnat we seek

feedbackt hat we just know that wedre suppor

sort of ongoing and, you know, it was like a fluid process of getting feedback and

giving feedback and in a pos# and constrctive way. | just | love that.

BrendaVanderl woul d say thatdés an area where
team may actually be stronger that the director.
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Nancy Nunezt think the current situation is very supportive. If | get feedback
from one per s®dint tdhemd Hrsd tv arl euaalbllye matt er t

on.

Catherine Johnsor©®n t he peer | evel, everyone i s
the sense that anyonebf6s trying thab | i ke
wedre al/l better when weodre al/l better

have different styles, thata real shared value and | think that we all trust each
ot herdéds feedback.

In this category, 1 of 9 facilitators scored theisfacllit at or s i n t he ASo
Conduciveo range. Il n addition, although 8
range, there was variance with scores fron33@r 86%100% (i.e., 5 points or 14%).
Interestingly, | noticed the same facilitator who scored Hueldirector and their eo
facilitators in the lower range for this category was the same facilitator who scored both
the director and their efacilitators in the lower ranges in the previous related FES
category (Unfavorable Feedback). One theme that stemsly emerged in the interviews
was the camaraderie among the facilitators. The facilitators repeatedly expressed
appreciation for one anotherés support as
success. These data are further examined in the Anahggiser. Next, | present the
findings for the fourth category, Favorable Feedback.

Feedback Environment Scal® Favorable Feedback (Cefacilitators). The
fourth FES category iBavorable Feedback (i.e., how often positive feedback is

provided). Table Bfollows the same format as Tab@3and 3 above.
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Facilitator Favorable Feedback Sco %

Taylor Quentin

Sophie Grant

Bethany Quigley

Subtotal
ASomewhat C 3 of 9 facilitators 33% of the sample
#1%

Brenda Vander

Deena Franklin

Jordan Riley

Stephanie Donovan

Catherine Johnson

Nancy Nunez

Subtotal
inMore Cond 6 of 9 facilitators 67% of the sample
#/%

As shown in Table B in the Favorable Feedback category, 3 of 9 (33%)

facilitators scoredtheirebaci | i t ators in the ASomewhat C¢
feedback range (medium grey shading), and 6 of 9 facilitators (67%) scored their co
facilitators ciinvetoher ainMpoer e( dleerekdlisgvere sharedh a d i n ¢

with the facilitators. lllustrative excerpts taken from the interviews are presented below.

First, | present excerpts from facilitators who scored thefaciitators in the



191

ASomewhat Crga 8acond, vpeegent exaerpts from facilitators who scored

them in the AMore Conduciveo range (from |
Favorable Feedbaok i So mewhat Conduciveo and rel at

When asked to comment on the results of the FES Favorable Feedback score during the

oneto-one interviews, the facilitators who scored theifcaci | i t at or s i n t he

Conduciveodo range shared the foll owing:

Taylor Quentinl t hi nk i t 4 tinkg mighbhave begn niore paditical
in answering at first.

Sophie Granti have more difficulty receiving positive feedback than negative. |

dondét really know what to do, just as a
Bethany Quigleyt hel p peopl e, JImehoevéyodhel p ever
doesndét need hel p. |l 611 just sing their
that you did this, t @&needreallfdedback oue peopl
know, they need to hear it berauSe, thelyl
just tell them, for example 1611 say, |
year with you And here are the ways th
curious about what youdre doing,erswhatos
tell me theyodére glad I 6m here, we | ove

Favorable Feedback i Mor e Conduciveodo and Weehat ed i
asked to comment on the results of the FES Favorable Feedback score duringdhe one
one interviews, th facilitators who scored theirdoa ci | i t at or s i n the 0S¢

Conduciveo range shared the foll owing:

Stephanie Donovan:think my peers are better at giving feedback than the
director. | think that peers give more favorable feedback.

Nancy Nunezt 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 theisfca c i | i t at ors i n the
Conduciveodo range and 6 Cofndlucs veroed athntygem iTrh
variance within each range with scores froml84or 50%64% (i.e., 4 points or 14%) in
the ASomewhat Cond8cowved6Wahgelad®w 24 t he
range. I noticed that t hree fFacxieldiot arti onrd sweitt ha
both the director and their dacilitators in the lower ranges in the previous two
categories also scored hisfailitators higher than the director in this category. The
facilitators shared similar remarks during the in@ms. Specifically, they spoke about
their commitment to one another as well as being deliberate in giving one another
feedbacWe ael.wgay,s fiask for f eedltareskinglgt t he en
although the facilitators were asked to reflectlmnscores they gave their-taxilitators
in this category, they not only referenced the directoalmatshared that they felt their
co-workers were better at providing favorable feedback than the director. These data are
further examined in the Analystchapter. Next, | present the findings for the fifth
category, Unfavorable Feedback.

Feedback Environment Scald Unfavorable Feedback (Cefacilitators). The
fifth FES category i®Jnfavorable Feedback (i.e., how often negative feedback is
provided). In Table3 Col umn 1 provides the Thaadi vi dual
facilitators are listed by how they scored thekfaailitators in this category (from lowest
score to highest score). Column 2 provides the scores (i.e., # out of ag@a83ibl

Column 3 provides the percentages.
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Feedback Environment Scal&nfavorable Feedback (Ciacilitators)

Unfavorable Feedback

Facilitator Score %
Deena Franklin 8 of 28 29
Sophie Grant 8 of 28 29
Bethany Quigley 8 of 28 29
NancyNunez 10 of 28 36
Taylor Quentin 11 of 28 39

Subtotal
ALess
#/%

Cond

Brenda Vander

Subtotal
fiSomewhat C
#/%

Catherine Johnson

Jordan Riley

Stephanie Donovan

Subtotal
iMor e
#1%

Cond

5 of 9 facilitators

1 of 9 facilitators

3 of 9 facilitators

56% of the sample

11% of the sample

33% of the sample

As shown in Table3 in the Unfavorable Feedback category, 5 of 9 (56%)

facilitators scoredtheirebaci | i t at or s

1 of 9 (11%)

and 3 of 9 (33%) scoredtime i n t he

scored

them in the

i Mor e

the ALess

Conduci Vkeo

Conduc

fSomewhat

range
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results were shared with the facilitators. lllustrative excerpts taken from the interviews

are presented below. First, | present excerpts from facilitators who scored their co

facilitatsosr sCoinnd utchievefioLer ange. Second, Il pr e

who scored them in the ASomewhat Conduci ve

facilitators who scored them in the AMore
Unfavorable FeedbaockiLess Conduci veo and rel ated

When asked to comment on the results of the FES Unfavorable Feedback score during

the oneto-one interviews, the facilitators who scored thesfca c i | i t at or s i n t

Conduciveodo range shared the foll owing:
SophieGranti 6 m not al wayes tshwer  eheadv atcck .t aAkn d |
just dondét take it in. I basically say
apply it or not, 0 so thatdéds where | Kkin

comes in a little bit.

Taylor QuentinT h e r e inted 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 facil it aficocosextinthser eds d
program and t her e &sanharormgoftbeuconcepteBaitd e ct  f
think the climate to work with the practice and the concept played out and can be
improved in some ways.

e
o

Unfavorable Feedbaok i So mewhat Conduciveo and rel a
findings. When asked to comment on the resuftthe FES Unfavorable Feedback score
during the ondo-one interviews, the facilitator who scored theiffaailitators in the
ASomewhat Conduciveo range shared the foll
BrendaVanderThe director is able to give o0bsce
agued, pretty much | i ke he can say you
or insane, or not in sync with something, because he knows the program cold.

Unfavorable Feedback i Mor e Conduci veo and rel ated

When asked to comment ¢me results of the FES Unfavorable Feedback score during
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the oneto-one interviews, the facilitators who scored thesfcaci | i t at or s i n

Conduciveo range shared the foll owing:

Catherine Johnsorifhe feedback environment is like a constant thiigink

t

thatds hel pful, part of the conversatio

the end.

Stephanie DonovarT.he director says we should give each other feedback and

with prompting heds given us feedback a

but I think therebs a much better way o

maybe one person is charged with obserand 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 categbantthe previous four FES categories,
i.e., 5 of 9 facilitators scored theirdoac i | i t at ors in the fiLess C
scored them in the ASomewhat Conduciveo r a
Conduci veo r ange. arlamce withirdtwotof tlee mangeditihseoree was v
from8110r29%39 % (i .e., 3 points or 10%) in the
scores from 224 or 82%86% (i.,e,1 poi nt or 4%) in the AMore

Interestingly, the related interview responskesnibt specifically refer to unfavorable

feedback from cdacilitators. However, one facilitator did mention how their mindset

mpacts how they react to unfavorable feed

stubborn, t hat 6 setwhceornee st hhen,foi xwehd | nei machsot her

know the director wants them to provide one another unfavorable feedback. These data

are further examined in the Analysis chapter. Next, | present the findings for the sixth

category, Source Availability.
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Feedback Environment Scald Source Availability (Co-facilitators). The

sixth FES category is Source Availability (i.e., how often feedback is provided). Table 3

follows the same format as Tab8and 3 above.

Table 3

Feedback Environment Scal&ourceAvailability (Cofacilitators)

Facilitator

Sophie Grant

Bethany Quigley

Taylor Quentin

Jordan Riley

Brenda Vander

Nancy Nunez

Subtotal
fSomewhat C
#1%

6 of 9 facilitators

Catherine Johnson

Stephanie Donovan

Deena Franklin

Subtotal
iMor e
#/%

Cond 3 of 9 facilitators

Source Availability Score %

67% of the sample

33% of the sample

As shown in Table 3above, in the Source Availability category, 6 of 9 (67%)

facilitators scoredtheirebaci | i t at or s

in the ASomewhat
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shading), and 3 of 9 (33%) scored them in
shading).The results wershared with the facilitators. Illustrative excerpts taken from the
interviews are presented below. First, | present excerpts from facilitators who scored their
cof acilitators in the fASomewhat Conduci vebo
faciltatorswh o scored them in the fiMore Conduci ve
Source Availabilityy i So mewhat Conducived and rel at
When asked to comment on the results of the FES Source Availability score during the
oneto-one interviews, the facilitators who scored thesfcaci | i t at or s i n t he
Conduciveodo range shared the foll owing:
SophieGrantThat 6 s a wi liiybetweentogy,enediumagh. c a
Source Availabilityy i Mor e Conduci vedo and Wehated i
asked to comment on the results of the FES Source Availability score during ttze one
one interviews, the facilitators who scored theifaalitator s i n t he AMore Co
range shared the following:

Catherine Johnson: dondt think thereds anybody w
range.

Deena Franklin:Things that promote my receptivity are when | hear my peers
receive feedback and how theytaké¢ . So t hat 6és hel pful

In this category, 6 of 9 facilitators scored theisfca c i | i t at ors i n the
Conduciveo range and 3 of 9 scored them in
variance within each rangeith scores from 122 or 49%63% (ie., 5 points or 14%) in
the ASomewhat Con-82wc74%9e€ld% riann ¢ eh ea MdMoZx6e Cond
range. | noticed that there was greater variance in the assessment data in this category for

the cofacilitators than there was for the director. | wasausito explore similarities and
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differences between the comments the facilitators provided the director and their co
facilitators, through the lens of their mindset and feedback orientation scores. These data
are further examined in the Analysis chaptexxt\| present the findings for the seventh
category, Promotes Feedback Seeking.
Feedback Environment Scald Promotes Feedback Seeking (Ctacilitators).
The seventh FES category is Promotes Feedback Sdekingow facilitators feel about
seeking feedback in this setting). Tabfef@lows the same format as Tables&hd 2
above.
As shown in Table4 in the Promotes Feedback Seeking category, 444%)
facilitators scoredtheirebaci | i t ators in the ASomewhat C¢
shading) and 5 of 9 (56%) scored them in t
shading).The results were shared with the facilitators. lllustrative excerigs tmom the
interviews are presented below. First, | present excerpts from facilitators who scored their
cof acilitators in the fASomewhat Conduci vebo
facilitator who scored t he mowmesttohighest).i Mor e C
Promotes Feedback Seekidgh So mewhat Conduciveo and r e
findings. When asked to comment on the results of the FES Promotes Feedback Seeking
score during the or®-one interviews, the facilitators who scored thehfaalitators in
the ASomewhat Conducived range shared the
Deena Franklini 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.
BethanyQuigley:A hi gh point is being at the ACI
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 presentthereduls f or ever y on goarmg, dcreantingfan. j ust tF
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Feedback Environment Scal®romotes Feedback Seeking {facilitators)

Promotes Feedback
Seeking Score

Facilitator

Deena Franklin

Taylor Quentin

Sophie Grant

Bethany Quigley

Subtotal
fnSomewhat
#/%

C

Nancy Nunez

Jordan Riley

Brenda Vander

Stephanie Donovan

Catherine Johnson

Subtotal
ifSomewhat
#1%

C

4 of 9 facilitators

5 of 9 facilitators

%

44% of the sample

56% of the sample

Promotes Feedback Seekiagi Mo r e

Conduci veo

and

rel at e

findings. When asked to comment on the results of the FES Promotes Feedback Seeking

score during the onm®-one interviews, the facilitators who scored thekifaailitators in

t

he AMore Conduci vebo

Stephanie Donovan:was in a growth nmdset of wanting to get feedback. |

range shared t

h e

foll

believe that feedback would be helpful. | sought feedback, then you know the

environment , t her e

wa s space t o,

that | knew that my seeking feedback would be valuedartiimate.

di dn
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Catherine Johnson: n s ome o

t he communities
giving feedback tha

r | 6m p
tos a |ittle Iike

Wi
In this category, 4 of 9 facilitators scored theifaailitators in thef S o me wh a t
Conduciveo range and 5 of 9 scored them in

variance within each rangeith scores from 149 or 57%68% (i.e., 4 points or 11%) in

the ASomewhat Co n-28wrc8R%160806 (i.e.a5pgres oraldd) the 3

AMore Conduciveo range. I noti ceMfficacchat 2 o

scores gave their efacilitators lower scores in this category. | also noticed that the

facilitators with the lowest mindset score as well as the facilitatbrthe highest

mindset score gave their-€acilitators 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, | present the findings for théaiit at or s6 Over al | F E
Feedback Environment Scald Overall score (Cofacilitators). The Overall

score (i.e., the overall impact-¢acilitators have on the feedback environment) is

comprised of the scores the-fawilitators received in each of thevea categories of the

FESInTable3,Col umn 1 provi des t he Thefdcilitatorsdual f a

are listed by theircd ac i | i t a score (fdn lo@esiescoee ltolhighest score).

Column 2 provides the scores (i.e., # out of a posg@. Column 3 provides the

percentages.
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Facilitator Overall Score

Taylor Quentin

Sophie Grant

Bethany Quigley

Subtotal
AfSome@baduc
#/%

3 of 9 facilitators

Jordan Riley

Nancy Nunez

Deena Franklin

Brenda Vander

Catherine Johnson

Stephanie Donovan

Subtotal
AfMo€Cenduci
#/%

6 of 9 facilitators

%

33% of the sample

67% of the sample

As shown in Table 3 the Overall scores indicated that 3 of 9 facilitators (33%)

scoredtheircd aci | itators in

t

he

fSomewhat

and 6 of 9 (67%) facilitators (dakgreyed

Conduc

t hem

shading).The results wex shared with the facilitators. Illustrative excerpts taken from the

interviews are presented below. First, | present excerpts from facilitators who scored their

cof acilitators in the ASomewhat

faciitat or s who scored them

n

t

he

Condu

ifMor e

civeo

Condu
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Overallscored i So mewhat Conducivedo anwWhenel at ed
asked to comment on the results of the FES Overall score during the ane
interviews, the facilitatarwho scoredtheirebaci | i t at ors i n the fASol
range shared the following:

Taylor Quentinit 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@astructed 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 priocddterent 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 Grantif the environment is a feedbackiented environment, you know,

one feels comfortable receng and also giving feedbadWhat | learned is that if

ités done in a constructive way, that i

line with your own goals.

Overallscored i Mor e Conduci veo and Weehaskeed i nt e
to comment on theesults of the FES Overall score during the-tsaene interviews, the
facilitators who scored theirdoaci | i t ators i n the AMore Conoi
following:

Nancy NuneZzThe survey was a positive experience because it was in service of

usasdad eam. To get better at this, you kno:

each other and where we could do something differently.

Deena Franklin: think it encourages me to receive, you know, to really be

receptive to the feedback because there

youbre accepted as a team member

Catherine Johnsonrhis kind of group, | think everyone in the group seems on

the same page. That | i ke the more weodre
the end. There are a couple of reasons why this environment is More Conducive.

On the peer | evel, everyoneo6s humbl e an
tryingtolikeget attenti on. Like therebds a gene

than the better we all ar e. And thatds
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know different styles, thatobés a real sh
ot her @ek. f eedb

Stephanie Donovart was clear that we were working as a team. We were
collaborating, | was clearly seeking feedback and my colleague was so succinct.
Clear, didndét sugarcoat it. It was just
us being in a partnership. | knevatls/he respected me. It was actionable, you
know. So thatds a gr atainginenndtheptheemost The di
tt

effective feedback is i f wedre all si

| think just on the fact of that, you couldeserhy that might not be the best thing.

The director has in the past expressed
enough challenging feedback, but | thin
even though he is giving us permission, it feelst for everybody just sort of,

you dondét want to inundate the person a
feedback, then youdre deciding.

The FES Overall scores indicated that 3 of 9 facilitators scored their co
ilitators in tohe amyemawmhidate ©dn du csicwe ed
duciveodo range. Il n addition, there was Vv
50r63%7 0% (i .e., 13 points or 7%) in the |

3 or 75%95% (i.e., 45 points or 20%)inh e A Mor e Conduci veo r a

Interestingly, when talking about the Overall feedback environmerta(iidators), the

facilitators referenced their mindset and feedback orientations. | was curious about what |

might notice when | compared the-fazilitato r s mi ndset scores and

scores

Overal

These

|l was also curious about any connecti o
| feedback orientation scores and their Overall feedback environment scores.

data, combined with the related wmitaw responses data, are further examined in

the Analysis chapter. | now present the Summary of Findings forBBedsults and

related interview data for the ¢acilitators.

Summary of findings: Feedback Environment Scale (Gdacilitators) and

related interview data. The results oftheebaci | i t at orsé FES scores
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7 categories (Source Credibilthanmgstto t hey sc
providing useful feedback rang@a 5 of 7 categories (Feedback Quality, Feedback
Delivery, Favorable Feedback, Source Availability, and Promotes Feedback Seeking),
they scored in two ranges, nAnSomewhat Condu
1 of 7 categories (Unfavorable Feedbgc, t hey scored in three r:
ASomewhat Conducive, 0 and -fidMoirlei tCotna@musd veav ¢
results revealed scores in two ranges, fASo
During the oneo-one interviews, thécilitators referenced the interplay that
exists between the feedback environmentfémilitators) and their mindsets and
feedback orientations. In addition, themes previously cited emerged again, i.e., how much
the facilitators value feedback; how mubley 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 influentleelir 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 scérésnfavorable Feedbaéktheir responses were
vague. Theyalked about feedback being a constant as opposed to a final exam, and they
spoke about the director 0s wiherdicalfeedbdclor t hem
However, they did not reference the apparent lack of providing one another with
unfavoralte feedback. | was curious to explore connections that might exist between the
facilitatorsodo mindsets and feedback orient

feedback the facilitators providéor one another.
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The major finding of this portion dhe FES assessment {faxilitators) 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, | explore these connections rdeeply, specifically connections that
mi ght exi st bet ween f ackhfficacytseotes andthe FBS nds et s
scores they gave their-¢acilitators, particularly in the Unfavorable Feedback, Source
Avalilability, and Promotes Feedback SeektagegoriesThese explorations were
essential to the study as they addressed Research Quediorirdrfment and Feedback
Receptivity. | now present the combined summary of findings of the FES for the director

and cofacilitators.

Summary of Findings: Feedback Environment Scale and
Related | nterview Data for the Director and Co-facilitators

The major findings of the assessment and related interview responses were that
although the facilitatorsdé minnfluercetie and f e
way they experienced the UBCCP feedback environment for the director and the co
facilitators, different environmental factors appeared to be at play for the director than for
the cofacilitators in this setting. Specifically, for the directitre Favorable Feedback,

Source Avalilability, and Promotes Feedback Seeking categories warrant further
exploration. For the céacilitators, Unfavorable Feedback, Source Availability, and
Promotes Feedback Seeking categories warrant further exploratese fiildings were
aligned with the assumptions of this study, Research Quesf{emvEonment and
Feedback Receptivityand what was learned in the literature review, i.e.,ffle@dback

orientation and culture influence receptivity to feedback anéxtent to which feedback
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is sought, valued, and usedo (London & Smi

the related interview responses data, are further examined in the Analysis chapter. | now

present the summary findings of thE&and relatedriterview data.

Context-focused Assessment #2earning Climate Scalé
Results and Related Interview Findings

As described in Chapter I¥he Learning Climate Scale (LCS) asked eight
guestions in three dimensions: (a) Facilitation Lear@hipate, (b) Appreciation
Learning Climate, and (c) Err@voidance Learning Climate. The results of the LCS

revealed that in all three dimensions, as well as overall, all the facilitators scored the

l earning climate withinutcwoenan@es eairneé.ng

Conduciveo to | earning.

In this chapter, the LCS results are presented by dimension. The data presented in
Tables 8391 nf or m t he -oomeielatedirderview responses €hey are
aligned with Research QuestionVZhat environmental factors do facilitators of adult
learning perceive promote/hinder shifts in their mindsets that lead to feedback
receptivity?l begin with the first dimension, Facilitation.

Learning Climate Scalé Facilitation learning climate. The firgd dimension of
the LCS is Facilitation (i.e., the level to which the organization and workplace support,
provide, and facilitate learning opportunitiels). Table &, Column 1 provides the
i ndi vi dual f &leifacilitatos aire listédsy how they scored the learning
climate in this dimension (from lowest score to highest score). Column 2 provides the

individual facilitat blelb))Colmon2raleosproides e . , #

o

subtotals (#/ %) for facilitators who score
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Conducivedo range (medium grey shading) and

the AMore Conduciveo ranmgages. Col umn 3 provi
As shown in Table & in the Facilitation dimension, 8 of 9 facilitators (89%)

scored the | earning climate in the fiSomewh

grey shading) and 1 of 9 (11%) scored it i

shadng). | followed the same process | did previoushy., during the ondo-one

interviews, | showed each facilitator their individual results and asked them to share their

reactions to and perceptions of how the Learning Clidn&t&cilitation dimension

influenced their feedback receptivity in the program (from the directdgatiitators,

and program participants). Below are illustrative excerpts taken from the interviews.

First, |l present excerpts from facilitator

Conducived range. Second, | present excerp

Conduciveo range (from |l owest to highest).

Table $

Learning Climate ScateFacilitation Learning Climate

Facilitation Learning Climat
Score

Facilitator %

Nancy Nunez
Sophie Grant
Deena Franklin
Taylor Quentin
Stephanie Donovan
Catherine Johnson
Bethany Quigley
Jordan Riley
Subtotal
ASome@baduci 8 of 9 facilitators 89% of the sample
#1%
Brenda Vander | 18of15 [ 87 ]
Subtotal
AMore Condl 1 of 9 facilitators 11% of the sample
#1%
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Facilitationd i So mewhat Conduciveo anWhenel at ed |
asked to comment on tinesults of their LCS Facilitation scordaring the ondo-one
interviews, facilitators who scored the | e
Conduciveodo range shared the foll owing:

Nancy Nunezt 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, Il think it iIs a very support
avoidingm st akes. But we are focused on, if
Deena FranklinWe have nice facilities, though

developing our competencies or receiving training, particularly on technology.

We see the director modag really great behavior, we see him making changes,
which | think is really inspiring. Ther
another out on the team, which is really great.

Taylor Quentini think the resourcing behimatganizational systems, meaning

A

the technology i t 6s poor, we have to do it your.
some windows there that are definitely
heal t hy. Il think it coul doppatuntiesgrider , bu
so | think there can be more benefits.

accounted for.
Facilitationdo hn Mor e Conduci veo and Wlkeehaskedtd i nt e

comment on the results of their LCS Facilitation schneng he oneto-one interviews,

the facilitator who scored the | earning cl
the following:
BrendaVanderMa kes s ense, I mean webdbre | earni
foundation® in adult learning and so it informs thesign of the program. How
much we take into account feedback and

learn and grow and develop. | think how effective are we at learning.
I n this dimension, 8 of 9 facilihatat or s

Conduciveo range, with vari a#d47%87% hi n t he
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i.e., 6 points or 20%), while only 1 facil
range. | noticed that the facilitator who scored the learning climateghedtiwas the
facilitator with the highest mindset score. | also noticed that themes previously mentioned
throughout the interviews emerged again here, i.e., the high regard the facilitators have
for the directorods knowl edighave moreltime x per ti se
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 frustratdth 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 chagterel apply the same
level of analysis as | did for the other ass®aents. Next, | present the findings for the
second dimension, Appreciation.

Learning Climate Scaléd Appreciation learning climate. The second
dimension of the LCS is Appreciation (i.e., the level to which the organization regards
learning behavior)n Table 37, Col umn 1 provi des the individ
The facilitators are listed by how they scored the learning climate in this dimension (from
| owest score to highest score). Column 2 p
# out ofa possible 10). Column 2 also provides subtotals (#/%) for facilitators who
scored the |l earning climate i n the ASomewh
and subtotals for facilitators who scored

provides tle percentages.
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Table ¥

Learning Climate ScafeAppreciation Learning Climate

Appreciation Learning
Climate Score

Facilitator %

Sophie Grant
Bethany Quigley
Taylor Quentin

Subtotal
ASome@baduc 3 of 9 facilitators 33% of the sample
#1%

Jordan Riley

Deena Franklin

Brenda Vander

Stephanie Donovan

Catherine Johnson

Nancy Nunez

Subtotal
AMo€Cenduci 6 of 9 facilitators 67% of the sample
#1%

As shown in Table B in the Appreciation dimension, 3 of 9 facilitators (33%)
scored the |l earning climate in the ASomewh
and 6 of the 9 (67%) scored it in the AMor
results were shared withe facilitatorsBelow are illustrative excerpts taken from the
interviews. First, | present excerpts from facilitators who scored Appreciation in the
AiSomewhat ConduciveoO range. Second, | pres
the AMoreoComhgei (from | owest to highest).

Appreciatiod i So mewhat Conduciveo anwWhenel at ed
asked to comment on the results of their LCS Appreciation sicwheg the ondo-one
interviews, the facilitators who scored th

Conduciveo range shared the foll owing:
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Bethany Quigleyt think we are appreciated by each other, definitely.

Appreciatiord i Mor e Co n d u c édineeriewafindthgsWieeh asked
to comment on the results of their LCS Appreciation sdareng the ongo-one
interviews, the facilitators who scored th
Conducivedo range shared the foll owing:

Jordan Riley:T h egadobof learning inside the models because you know to

look at the models long enough, they get really finely articulated and | like that

part. But therebdés also stuff outside th

Deena Franklin:Just the overall work climate is positive, as far as the learning
goes, yeah, people make themselves available to answer questions.

Stephanie Donovar®ne thing | will say about the director is that now anyway, if

he sees youbve made |larmei ppre@aserdentHeldbs w

t hings, |l guess we al/l ar e. But i f some

people getting bad feedbatkvho probably get good feedback someplacedelse

but what he wants to see is next time is not necessarily gesHidck, but he

wants to see iIimprovement and that youodv

that clearly supports | earning. Li ke 1if

goes a long way with him.

I n this di mension, 3 of 9 facilitators
Conduciveo range and 6 of 9 scored it in t
was variance within the ranges, with scores ranging fraho660%70% (i.e., 1 pait or
10%) in the fSomewh a-10 orBO%WLAOUC.E.V2aintsror20%)e and
within the AMore Conduciveo range. | notic
many ways they support one another and the positive climate they try & forethie
team. They also spoke about how their learhiasgvolved from their UBCCP

experiences and their wish for more formal learning opportunities. As they had

previously, the facilitators once again me
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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 chappecifally, |

lookedf or connections between the f-efftacy i t ator

scores, and the scores they gave the director and one another in various categories of the

FES (i.e., Favorable Feedback, Unfavorable Feedback, Sovadat#lity, and Promotes

Feedback Seeking) and how they scored this dimension of the learning climate. Next, |

present the findings for the third dimension, Ex#Aeoidance.

Learning Climate Scalé Error -Avoidancelearning climate. The third
dimension ofhe LCS is ErrotAvoidance (i.e., the level to which the organization
focuses on avoiding mistake3able 3B follows the same format as Tablé &oove.

As shown in Table & in the ErrorAvoidance dimension, 4 of 9 (44%)
facilitators scored the climate in the
shading) and 5 of 9 (56%) scored it in
The results were shared with the factbis. Below are illustrative excerpts taken from

the interviews. First, | present excerpts from facilitators who scored-Ewadance in

the ASomewhat Conducived range. Second,

scored it the A MfooméweStdorhighest)i veo r ange

iSo

t
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Table B

Learning Climate ScafeError-Avoidance Climate

Eacilitator Error-Avoidance Climate %
Score

Stephanie Donovan
Taylor Quentin
Sophie Grant
Bethany Quigley

Subtotal
ASomewhat C 4 of 9 facilitators 44% of the sample
#/%

Deena Franklin

Catherine Johnson

Brenda Vander

Nancy Nunez

Jordan Riley

Subtotal
AMore Cond 5 of 9facilitators 56% of the sample
#1%

Error-Avoidance® i So mewhat Conduciveo and rel ate
When asked to comment on the results of their LCS Bwoidance scoréuring the
onetoone i nterviews, the facilitators who sc:
range shared the following:

Stephanie Donovan:ithink Error-Av oi dance i s very high. |
over time, but | think he really, you knowthink, but were, you know his

reaction to an error was out of scope and not appropriate. | do think there were

ti mes when people didndét ask him quest:i

Sophie GrantThe director is really trying for us to develop our skills. | mean at

the beginning,timade my onboarding extremely challenging because you know
mistakes were not allowed. Everybody was trying to pretend that if there was

somet hing that went wrong, nobody wante
changed.
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Bethany Quigleyt think because of all the pressure the director had from the
beginning to make this happen that he
ship. And itds pretty hard to go to a
with other CEOs and other than if thegme a really close relationship with

somebody on their leadership team, the rest of them do not voice their feelings
about the | eader because ités dangerou
risk.

S5 O

Error-Avoidancéd i Mor e Conduci v e dewdindidgs.Wikeeh at ed i
asked to comment on the results of their LCS EAwoidance scoréuring the ondo-
one interviews, the facilitators who scor
the following:

Nancy Nunezl was more avoiding making mistakes, just because there was a lot

of tension coming from the director and two team mesideventually 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 . T htteatwe san Ipedreetto o f

A

t
|l earn and have the conversations weore
Jordan Riley:When there was just more stress in the system, you saw more of
that behavior. | thought people hadnoét
delivery runs. So, there was soarnxiety around making mistakes.
| thought a couple of big mistakes were made that were well handled by the
director and by my peers. So that help
that go down.

In this dimension, 4 of 9 facilitators scoreéth | ear ni ng cl i mate i
Conduciveo range and 5 of 9 scored it in
was variance within the ranges, with scores ranging frého853% to 60% (i.e., 1 point
or 7%) in the #ASomedliadtor80% to ddi.e.\2edntsora n g e
13%) within the AMore Conduciveo range. |

shared remarkably similar responses across the ranges. First, they spoke about the early

challenges of the learning climaspecifically 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 impeouent, facilitators still wored 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. , H Wattws cogtextevariables, the perceived level of task interdependence
and the perceived psychological safety in the team, will influence peer feedback seeking
when a boss is presento (DeStobbeleir, Ash
about what Imight notice when | compared facilitator mindset, feedback orientation
(particularly in the Feedback Sdifficacy dimension), and feedback environment scores
(particularly in the Promotes Feedback Seeking category), with the LCSAwomance
dimensionscores and related interview responses. These data are further examined in the
Analysis chapter. Next, | present the findings for the Overall LCS scores.

Learning Climate Scalé Overall score.The Overall score wasomprised of
t he f aci | inteah obthethiee dimensiorsof the LESTable39, Column 1
provides the i ndi vlhedacikdtorsfara lested by how theyiscored n a me
the overall learning climate (from lowest score to highest score). Column 2 provides the
individual facilitatordéds scores (i.e., # o0

subtotals (#/%) for each range. Column 3 provides the percentages.
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Table39

Learning Climate ScafeOverall Score

Facilitator Overall Score %

Sophie Grant

Bethany Quigley

Taylor Quentin

Stephanie Donovan

Subtotal
ASomewhat C 4 of 9 facilitators 44% of the sample
#1%

Deena Franklin

Nancy Nunez

Catherine Johnson

Jordan Riley

Brenda Vander

Subtotal
fiMore Cond
#/%

56% of the samplg

As shown in Tabl&9, the Overall scores indicated that 4 of 9 (44%) facilitators
scoredthev er al | l earning climate in the ASomewl
shading) and 5 of 9 (56%) scored it in the
The results were sharedth the facilitators. lllustrative excerpts taken from the
interviews are presented below. First, | present excerpts from facilitators who scored it in
the ASomewhat Conducived range. Second, |

scored itCondubevéadMorange (from | owest to
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Overallscored i So me wh a't Conduciveo anWhenel at ed

asked to comment on the results of their LCS Overall shaiag the ondo-one

interviews, the facilitators who scored it
following:
SophieGranti t 6s, you know, i mproved, but | w

coul d be.,itgoedup and dowrn Therave lheen several instances
where the director says something and t

fair. And we often donét get to know th
before. Definitely not conducive to learninghen we talk aboutest practices,

webre just, Owetddrse roepad N ya badbwtut | earni ng
has been a high point in the last yddre director is really tryingof us to

devel op our skills. Thatdéds a high point
Bethany Quigleyt just thinkthe e 6s a hi st ory of not real
mi ght be helpful if you did this.o He d
people are teaching. He gives a whol e |
helpful, it is helpful. I do mentorand Idolheg of f |l i ne because |

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, | can think of a couple

of faculty members that got very anxious over allthatn d of st uf f . I
to say, fALetds have the director engage
|l 6m saying. | dondt owlainpeopléneed atow of disere | [
engagement; they donot. Mycontinaoug sariof i on i
learning, you know, engagement where the energy is energetic for us to engage
togetherone hundred percenf the time as learners. Not as in this role of putting

together papers and running around looking at things. We need help se that

can actually be engaged in | earning and
candédt support somebody on how theyodre d
back of the room counting papers out to put on desks.

Overallscorad i Mo €enduci veo and r el Wheaasked nt er vi
to comment on the results of their LCS Overall schineng the ondo-one interviews,
the facilitators who scored it within the
Deena Franklinit was likea disregard for the people that the director created

kind of an uptight environment, you know, that was not conducive to learning. It
was really justnore conducive to protecting oneself. Overall work climate is
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positive, as far as the learnigges 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: 6 m i mpati ent . So, It
So, the risk aversion bui
. . ¢

[

6s |i ke yo

n makes it
i n, in a sense that t
how they start facil h
ri sky pieces to do fii , wWhich is re
you dondt get thrown n and have eto d
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
todomore.So | think that o6s Ewor-fwidatceandr at egy |
|l earning climate. Thatdéds what | would s
improve the learning climate which otherwise would be pretty intense on the error
avoidance.

or ogi ves

h
t i ch is
;
i

Brenda Vanderl would say many of us are really good at learning and taking
feedback and growing and developing and
what 6s surprising to me a |little bit, m
interpretation or how | would summarize issithat 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
Conduciveo BPasgeraeddi 8 oh the AMore Conduc
was variance within the ranges, with scores ranging fro228r 58% to 73% (i.e.,

6 points or 15%) in the N-HomBlwh& %W (. €onduci v
4 points or 10%) withintk e A Mor e Conduciveodo range. I nt er
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 makingistakes, 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 insteadf@erforming administrative tasks. | was curious about what | might

notice when | compared LCS overall scores
Fixedo mindset vs. scores from facilitator
curiousaboutaonecti ons | might find among the f ac

their overall FOS and overall FES scores. These data are further examined in the
Analysis chapter. Next, | present the Summary of Findings from the Learning Climate
Scale and related ettview 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 i
range in each dimension (the most of all the assessments). The major findings of the
assessment data and the related interview
and feedback orientations (e.g., how much they value feedback, and their comnatment
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 receptivithese findings were alignedth the
assumptions of this study, Research Questidn®ifonment and Feedback Receptivity
and what was | ear ned QOyaoreatinh @& edvirohnentaheneit e r ev
is psychologically safe to ask colleagues questions and advice, managers may reduce
some of the perceived iIimage costseted typic

al., 2019, p. 17)These data are further examined in the Analysis chapter. | now present
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the summary findings from the two contdatused assessments and related interview

data.

Overall Summary of Findings Emerging from the
Two Context-focusedAssessments andRelated| nterview Data

The results from the two contefdcused assessments (in addition to the results of
the two seHfocused assessments previously provided to the facilitators) were used to
inform the f acil relatedtinternviswbquesters plignedvetis Researcht h e
Question AEnvironment and Feedback Receptivityhen | compared the Overall
results of the FES to the Overall results of the LCS, | found that most of the facilitators
scored both the feedback environmenand t he | earning cli mate
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 eronment and how they were experiencing the learning
climate. Specifically, although most (8 of 9) facilitators scored the Overall feedback
environment as fAMore Conducive, o fewer fac
as fAAMor e Co nfihdings aligped with Thb assumptions of the study and
Research Question Eifvironment and Feedback Receptivitye., that environmental
factors influence the interplay between an
as well as the way they espience the feedback environment and the learning climate.

Lastly, the findings appeared to indicate that the facilitators have similar ideas
about Research QuestionEnfironment and Feedback Receptivi§pecifically, for the
feedback environment, the categories of the FES appeared to be at play for the director

and cofacilitators. The two categories they had in common wetgce availability (i.e.,
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how often feedback is provided) and promotes feedback seeking (i.e., how facilitators
feel about sdeng 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 cofacilitators was unfavorable feedback (i.e., how often negative feedback is
provided). These findings indicatehat the director avesome, but not a lot, of positive
feedbackand that the céacilitators dd not give each other unfavorable feedback. What

| inferredfrom the findings is that if the undertaking of providing unfavoréééelback

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 indittze
although the facilitators fethe Overall learning climateaspositive, they shacdesimilar
feelings about the need to enhance it. What | ietdrom these findingsvasthat the
facilitatorswere 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.hese summary findings, along with the summary findings for
Secton 1 (i.e., the two selfocused assessments and related interview responses), were
used to inform the findings in Section 3 below and are further examined in the Analysis

chapterNe x t |l present the findings Mhased on

t
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Question 3When Shifts in Mindset OcqQuNo assessments were used to inform this

guestion.

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 6s mindset. Specifically, the th
of adult learning in the UBCCP perceived that shifts in their mindset were likely to occu
Although no assessment was used to inform this question, the facilitatorsiwie 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 égjikeence as
members of the UBCCP team.

In this section, | present the findings gleaned from the relatetbeoree
interviews. First, | present the facilitat
in their mindsets that led to feedback gogty weremostlikely to occur. Second, |
present their responses related to when they perceived shifts in their mindsdeastere
|l i kely to occur. The facilitatorso6é respons
(from lowest to highest). | bagwith the responses from the facilitators who scored
within the AGrowth with Some Fixedo mindse

facilitators who scored within the AStrong

One-to-One Related Interview Data Findings:
When Have YouBeen Most Likely to Experience a Shift in Your Mindset?

After discussing the results of each of the four assessments with the facilitators, |

asked them to reflect on what they had learned and to use that insight to inform the
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foll owi ng q wretsethighdow-poinfieRpergereces you mentioned earlier,
can you identify when you think you are most likely to have experienced a shift in your
mi ndset in this team facilitation setting?
Question 3When Shifts iMindset Occuy.
AGrowth with Some Fixedo Mind¥8ken and re
asked to comment on their perceptions of when shifts in their mindsetsnastigkely
to occur, facilitators who scmndsdtangei t hi n t
shared the following:
Deena Frankinwhen |1 é6m at an opti mal point for
myself that people are taking the time and giving their attention to, to really tell
me what the feedback is. That they value the relatipresid they value my
participation. | think thatodos when it d
me.
Jordan Riley:We took advantage of the enfithe-day debriefs for years. The
program ends at 4:30 and by 4:45 thereo
always the best time. And then in our staff meetings at the end of the actual day.
AStrong Growtho Mindset aWhknaskedtat ed i nt
comment on their perceptions of when shifts in their mindsets mwesédikely to occur,
facilitators who scored within the AStrong
Bethany Qigley: When | ask for it, when | 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 | said to the director, | feel like | need some
help in front of the rom at this point in time, would you watch me? He said,

yeah.

Stephanie Donovat: t hi nk |1 6m receptive to feedba
feedback. Other times work well or easier because you have more space to sort of

pl an how wi | | inglonbotd sides, liké give me enokigh tinteitom

take in the feedback that | can plan adjustment. Or, if the circumstance just
doesndét allow the space for that ti me,

context.
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Taylor Quentinl can be more receptive when it 0:s
the director sat down with me and spent
oneonrones, but we know theyoOore &they rare.

preparation is optimél as opposed tdter the incident. Show and tell is useful.

Catherine JohnsomA high point was just to hear about that scaffolding that like,

this is intentideahve WTbeedihest by stai d]
like first, you get the small groups atieen 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, therebds a whol mbysegamxaldofor you,
the programs so everyone can rotate 1|1k
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 nmgseiitnecause

then 1itdéds | i ke kind of something to str
feedback and improve this, then | can move to the next step.

Nancy NunezaVhen my f eet are grounded, |l cand:
at the same timesSo, | need to try it and get my own personal feedback and know
what it is.

Sophie GrantWhat really helped me is the first time | had gotten a very negative
review and somebody just didndot | i ke my
following day, we actuly had scheduled one of the team meetings on Zoom and

| shared out that it actually hit me. | can only process it and apply it if | have time

in between. |l know the directordés point
i t, we don gdtthat, budldhink a&week éafode arld then also to get it
consistently. I am strongly oriented to
thereds anything that shifted my mindse
impact and maybe moreintermd t he feedback is the dir
approaches the team. You know enlarge my awareness around. The director sort

of sharing more about mindsets and then | read it and went through the new

research, so just bringing it up in the team.

One heme that emerged for all the facilitators was the value theydubexce
relationships. For example, when asked to comment on wheméneynostlikely to
experience shifts in mindset that lead to feedback receptivity, both facilitators with
AGrowth with Some Fixedod mindsets talked a
facilitators with AStrong Gr owt legtingimpi ndset s

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
valued their commitment to learning, i.e., foundations in adult learnihg. fourth
theme that emerged was how much they whfaedback. 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 discusang the results of each of the four assessments with the facilitators, |
asked them to reflect on what they had learned and to use that insight to inform the
foll owi ng quest i-flow-poinfieRpererces yau mentiomezl edrlierg h
can you idenfy when you think you arkeastlikely to have experienced a shift in your
mindset in this team facilitation setting?
Question 3When Shifts in Mindset Ocqur
AGr owt h wi t hMiBdsehand related en@druiew findings.When
asked to comment on their perceptions of when shifts in their mindsetteastidkely
to occur, facilitators who scored within t

shared the following:

Deena Frankinwhen | dondét wunderstand it, when

can go, AThat doesné6ét, you know, that d

hel pful to me. | dondt know what to do
I

me t hat d onsHe vkmeotw lhéorw tei ng t ol d. o Wt
have such a trusting environment or trust of the other person that | would be able

to say, you know, Al dm sorry, | really
| have a different point of view, bliwant to understand yours, but my own point
of view is clouding my ability to see y

Jordan Riley:So many times, there are constraints about time, time, and time

' imits and on teaching days | <candét do
sessions. Weodore always having tasks to
time when we are leastliketyo be receptive to it? Wel!l
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know about that, l 6d still be rdéfceptive

t hat doesnét happen.

AStrong Growtho Mindset aWhknaskedtat ed i nt
comment on their perception$ when shifts in their mindsets wdeastlikely to occur,
facilitators who scored within the fAStrong

Bethany QuigleyNot helpful when the director runs up and interrupts and takes

over. Sometioméssl 6d be Inkelting. But h

that.

Stephanie DonovaWwh en t her ed s f e é&ddwegebackinthet he mo
game and try to actitout rightthtn hen it 6s more i ncumbent

giver to be empathetic about you It hi
change midstream. eNovwokoow, askbdegl 6k mety
your feedback to do something different
attention to how youb6re giving feedback

Taylor QuentinThe least helpful is getting comments in writing, bé thoughts
on our program evaluations about everyb

Nancy Nunezt like to experience it and then | learn from that, and then the

out side perceptions help but too much f
So, having the experiene f i r st hel ps me. I f 1 6m beat
somethingi t 6s not a time to pile it on. Let

Sophie GrantOne thing | can definitely tell you is for me personally really

difficult and not very helpful is to receive the weitt results of the participant

feedback from the day before because | take it very serious, even though

sometimes there are things that once somebody said, in the moment, it hits me
hard so | just need a I|ittl e youanegl to pr
think it would be helpful for myself and some colleagues to share thahiwith

To get that earlier on.

BrendaVanderl t hi nk sometimes it can feel [0l
directo® or the program will never be good enough. Amgbpreciate that
because I | ove to | earn and grow but th

kind of celebrate and enjoy and maybe rest and be at peace for a little bit and have
more appreciation? | kind of feel mixed sometimes about it.

The overaching theme that emerged from the @a®ne interviews, when the

facilitators were asked to comment on when they Wesstlikely to experience shifts in
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mindset that lead to feedback receptivity, centered around feedback delivery. For
examplemultiple 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 progam ended.

One difference | noticed wdlsatt he f aci |l i tators with @AGroa
Mi ndsets spoke about personal l i mitations,
that scares meodo and AOn teachi nagilitatoesy s, | ¢

wi t h fAStr dMindsetsEhaced suggestions about what would help them in these
situations. These data aligned with previous findings cited in Section 1 (i.e., two self
focused assessments and related interview data) and Section @di @ntextfocused
assessments and related interview data). Specifically, facilitators with lower mindset
scores teneldto acknowledge challenges, while facilitators with higher mindset scores

provided solutions to challenges.

Summary of Findings Emerging from the Interview Data Related to
Research Question When Shifts in Mindset Occur)

This section presented findings based o
oneto-one interview responses related to Research Ques(idin@n Shifts in Mindset
Occun. First, the facilitators were askéal identify when they wermostlikely to have
experienced a shift in their mindset in this team facilitation setting. Second, they were
asked to identify when they weleastlikely to have experienced a shift in their mindset.
lllustrative excerpts from the ofte-one interviews werthen presented by the

facilitatorsdéd mindset scores (from |l east t
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Il nterestingly, when | compared the resp
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 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 receptivnsus fear, threat of
disappointing, and not living up to expectatidrtsindershifts in mindset that lead to
feedback receptivity; and (4) opportunities (or lack of opportunities) allotted to
promoting and nurturing oneds professional
learning and improvement. | also noticed that depending on their mindgesane
facilitatorsd responses had similar -qualii't
focused) and Section 2 (contdxto c used) . Specifically, facil
Some FMindsetd dGited challenges but did not offer solutioviggreas the
facilitators whNindbets Bharedrcloatlegges@ndmffetett suggestions for
improvement.

Lastly, the major findings of Section 3 appeareththicate that although the
facilitatorsd mindsets arilubncétheandybttieg k or i ent
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 abaddjtional themes
consistently emerged that appear to be ali

tremendous importance that the facilitators placed on their relationships with the director



229

and with one another; (2) their commitment to contirsuiearning and growth; and

(3) their respect f gedt d haes Advmirsken avth i (Clhn tt éree
these themes were repeatedly referenced by the facilitatorslwbkked thenat 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 Quegiihes Shifts in

Mindset Occu), and what was learned in the literature review, i.e.,ikatning 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 pr actpp.c®888) TheEeddataanedustieen |, 1999

examned in the Analysis chapter.
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Chapter VI

ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA

This chaptefocuseson highlighting similarities and differences by data source
between and among thene UBCCP facilitatorsvhomadeup hi s st udy 6s s amp
noted earlierthe facilitators responded to four assessments (i.e., [1] the Mindset Quiz;
[2] the Feedback Ori¢ation Scald FOS; [3] the Feedback Environment Scale (FES);
and [4] the Learning Climate Scéld.CS), and that one of those assessments (the FES)
provided two data points, i.e., one score fordinector (Part A) and one for tloe-
facilitators (Part B). br clarity, in this chaptet he f aci | iare efereedtovith r e s u |
ANS5O notation to reflect the five data poi
The major findings from Chapter V (based on assessment results and related
interview responsesgvealed three natural clusters that emerged from the data. Cluster 1
represents th8 facilitatorswho scored in the high range for all 5 data points (i.e=, 3.
Cluster 2 represents the 2 facilitatarso scored in the high range for 4 of 5 data p®in
(i.e., N=4). Cluster 3 represents the 3 facilitatetso scored in the high range for 3 of 5
data points (i.e., ¥ 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 di spl ay sllsera onteach & tttassessmeerttso r 6 s o v

(includingPart A andPart B of the FES) to guide the reader through this chapter as |

analyze the data in more detail within and across assessments and related interview data.

The facilitators are listed by clusteroC umn 1 provi des the i

ndi vi

Column 2 provides the facilitatdrdindset 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 fco-the
facilitators. Column 6 provides the Overall Learning Climate score. (Scores that fell
within the fAiMore Conducived range are
ASomewhdautc iCoend r ange ar e s hownhatthethirhe d i
assessment (i.e., FES) is the only one that includes 2 data pesoiting in a total of 5
data points, from 4 assessments.

As shown in Table 40, 3 facilitators of the UBCCP fell witkiluster 1; 2 fell
within Cluster 2; and 4 fell within Cluster 3. To analyzes#data, each assessment
examined more deeply by cluster and by category and/or dimension.

This chapter is organized in four sections. Section 1 presents thef@csskl
assessment resulise., Mindset Quiz and Feedback Orientation Scall@)g with related
interview data within and across clusters. These analyses aligimeldesearch Question
1, What factors do facilitators of adult learning perceive influence tterptay between
their individual mindsets and their ability to be feedback recep{ivePeasy reference,

RQ1 is shortened throughout the chaptdviiodset and Feedback Receptiyity

show

um gr
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Facilitator Total/Overall Assessment Results by Cluster

232

Mindset | FOS Total FES FES LCS
Facilitator Score Score Ove_r all Score Overal! S core Score
419 419 (Director) (Co-Facilitators) 419
#/% #1%
CLUSTER 1 (Facilitators scosiong i
Nancy
Nunez
Catherine
Johnson
Brenda
Vander
CLUSTER 2 (Facilitators scorhiong i
Deena 18
Franklin 60%
Stephanie 29
Donovan 73%
CLUSTER 3 (Facilitators scoringbohn
Jordan 21 160
Riley 70% 71%
Sophie 155
Grant 69%
Bethany 155 26
Quigley 69% 65%
Taylor 151 142 29
Quentin 67% 63% 72%

Section 2 presents the 2 contéotused assessments results (i.e., Feedback
Environment Scale and Learning Climate Scale) and related interview data within and
across clusters. These analyses aliynth Research Question @/hat environmental
factors do facilitators of adult learning perceive influence the interplay between their
individual mindsets and their ability to be feedback recepfiFe? easy referem;RQ2

is shortened throughout the chapteEtvironment and Feedback Receptivity
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Secton®r esents the facilitatorsoé intervie
These analyses aligdwith Research Question B/hen do facilitators of adult leanmg
perceive that shifts in their mindset are most likely to oc{ito? easy referenc®Q3is
shortened throughout the chapteMiben Shifts in Mindset OcqQuNo 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 ¢ Findings Emerging from the
Two Self-focused Assessment Results and Related Interview Data

This study explored the potential interplay between each faciftaondset,
feedback orientation, and feedback receptivity. | begin by presenting the findings of the
2 self-focused assessments and related interview respdtesesithatin Chapter IV, the
results of the Mindset Quiz revealed th#tfacilitators fellwithin the higher ranges of
the continuum, i.e., 2 facilitators scored
and 7 scored in the AStrong Growtho mindse
AStrong Fixedo mindsetth @ rmifirfFd sxeetd rwa rnt ghe sS.o mer
results of the Feedback Orientation Scale showedthtcilitators fell within the
AiMore Adepto at receiving and using feedba
The detailed analysis of the 2 sdtused assessmamssults and related
interview data revealetthe following similaritiesand differencesFirst,the samplavas
largely consistent, with all facilitators having mindset scores #&ianfthe high range

(i .e., 22% scored in the AGrowth with Some
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AStrong Gr owt hSpecifitally,id €lester 1y al thrgedacilitators scored in

the AStrong Growt ho mi nodrseedt irna ntghee; niQGr oGutuhs
Fixedo mindset range and one scored in the
50% of the facilitators in this clusteespectively); and in Cluster 8ne facilitator

scored in the #AGr owt hnga(ort256 otbhischisteF) and theted mi n

St

scored in the Strong Growtho mindset rang
Secondalthoughall9f aci | i tat ors had Tot al FOS sco
Adept 0 at r ecei vi ngthedatdreveaed angmpdrtantidsigle,.c k r an
inone FOS dimensioh he f aci |l i tators scor eHfficaty. ©f er ent
Specifically, three facilitators (one from
receiving and using feedback range (i.e., Nancy Nunez in Clusieena 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 profilewith at least one céacilitator on the? self-focused assessments.

Specifically,(1) Nancy Nunez in Cluster 1 and Taylor Quentin in Cluster 3 both had

AStrong Growtho mindsets, both had FOS sco

receiving and using feedback rang8iocf 4F OS di mensi one (i .e., AU
AAccountaaaldi IniStewwi ehesso) as well as Total,
ASomewhat Adepto range in the remaining FO
Efficacyo); and (2) Catherine Johnson and

Donovan in Cluster 2, and Bethany Quigley &ugphie Grant in Cluster 3 all had
AStrong Growtho mindsets and all scored in

dimensions as well as Total.
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Finally, although the remainir@facilitators (22%)were somewhat similar in that
they bothhda A Gr otvht hSowne Fi xed o nmieme dngeetbecausehei r p
Jordan Riley in Cluster 3 scored in the AM
wellas Totalwh er eas Deena Franklin scd®af4F®Sin the
di mensions, BDAc eo uy n th&didi IRiStoyw i al Awarenesso)
and in the ASomewhat Adepto rafnfeedbathke r
Self-Efficacy).

Below, | provide a granular look at the nuanced similarities and differences
outlinedaboveamong the facilitatos t w-focused adsgsessment results and related
interview datapy assessment ar@@uster.The analysis and interpretation of the findings
that follow in thissubsectiorstart with Cluster 1 (i.e., withinluster analysis for
facilitat®Dd)s. wihéniANI present the analysis
for Cluster 2 (i.e., withirclusteranalysif or t hose f a=x4id)i.t aNeoxrts, Wi t
present the analysis and interpretation of the finding€liaster 3 (i.e., withircluster
analysifs or t hos8owbx2hof)lN Finally, | present an
interpretation of the findings for all three clusters (i.e., acctsster analysis) supported

by what was learned in the literature reviewegin with Cluster 1.

Cluster 1: Three Facilitators Scoring in the High Range on
All Five Data Points AcrossFour Assessments (N = 5)

The three facilitators in thi=$0cl uster
whichis why all their scorem Table40 aboveare displayed in dark grey. In this

subsectionthe results of thewo selffocused assessments (i.e., Mind3eiz and FOS)
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are presented. I n addition to the facilita

Table4l,thé¢ aci | itatorso6 scores in each of the F
Column 1 provides the individual facilitakomames, which ardisted by Mindset

score (from lowest to highesG ol umn 2 provides the facilit a

possble 30 points. (Recall that Mindset scores fall within four ranges and these

facilitators all scored within the highest
the facilitatorsd Tot al FOS s e/pmoovwdethbeut of a
facilitatorsodé scores in each of the four F
as noted. Scores falling within the AMore
falling within the ASomewhat Adeptadd range

related analyses aligdwith RQ1 Mindset and Feedback Receptiyity
Table 41

Comparison of Mindset and Feedback50rient a

FOS
Utility

FOS FOS FOS
Account Social Feedback
ability Awareness | SelfEfficacy

Total
FOS
Score

Mindset
Score

Facilitator

Nancy

NUnez 21 of 30

(70%)

Catherine
Johnson

Brenda
Vander
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As shown in Table 41 above, although al
Growt ho mindsets and Tot al FanlSoneautien | t s 1 n
(Nancy Nunez) scored in the ASomewhat Adep

Feedback SélEfficacy (shown in medium grey). It is important to note that despite this
one | ower score, this facilitator &dsanlgeaet. al
Duringtheoneonrone i nterviews, | asked +{ploe nftaci |l it
anda fAipiogmt 6 experience as a team member of
their mindset and feedback orientations played in their feedback receptivity in these
situations. lllustrative excerpts are presented below:
Nancy Nunez
Low Point: Sometimes | get in my own way because | care about the client
experience and i f webre not focusing on

somethind my go-to is how do we first attend to the client experience and give
them the information they need.

HighPointHow | get out of that is | |l ook at
what |1 06m focused on, i1itds about what th
others. So you manage, you learn your edges to soften them for and be able to see
theworld froné. That 6 s how | do it because my <ch
and thatés how the team is doing it.

Catherine Johnson

LowPoint:l t hi nk when | first got feedback
sheets in this way, in this order, and you have itewine camera numbers down
inthisway b felt | i ke my initial resistance
was | i ke, |l candédt do that anyway. What
experience that | had from another part of my life. And thatenmad realize that

itds reversible. |l had to find a way of

reframe with the feedback part of it.

HighPoint:lt 6s a | ittl e bit l i ke | donot know
or a doctor. |1tods | iiehig/helpful, athink.8hy s want e

mindset thing that helps me is to focus on the goal, not just my performance.

Brenda Vander
Low Point | felt like | was disappointing, and | felt like maybe he was angry and
so | got scared. | 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, | reframed it for
myself and | sal, 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 | shifted my perception of his intentions because
we had a conversation afteatrand discussed it.
High Point:l knew the students would be experiencing this material for the first
time and other coll eagues would be ther
controlled, rigid, or | could go in floating with confidence. And | know i
have to do a certain amount of preparation. So, | paid attention to that and | paid
attention to my breathing, my body posture, | was just very in tune with the
biofeedback of the experience as well. And so | got up and | had command and
confidence ad | was floating and | 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 andinterpretation of findings. Interestingly,
although the3 facilitators referenced personal and unique-faynt and higkpoint
experiences, they shared similar insights the influence of their mindset and feedback
orientation on feedback receptivity. Further, although one facilitator (Nancy Nunez) had
a slightly | ower skEfoffiecaany d hedi méereiddbmckf Stel
Gr owt h 0 emalbledhdrsodhihk about feedback in the same ways a2thther
facilitators in this cluster. Specifically, their mindset and feedback orientagropswer
them to identify and overcome challenges that exist in the feedback environment because
they are able to take tlieb al copy r ef ewr e d,ahddake actiorSthatt i on 1
allow them to be more feedbac&ceptive.
Regarding mindset, these facilitators d
viewo of each situati on by abiliydouake actgnson t he

that ensured they approacttheir 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 thewtaed from their lowand highpoint 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 awarengskastly, they all referenced specific actions thagktto ensure
they stagdin a growth mindset (feedback selfficacy).

The analysis and interpretation of the data summtirth e f aci | i t at or s 0
results and related interview responses, adddd?Q1 (Mindset and Feedback
Receptivity, andwere substantiated by what was learned through the literature review
i.e., that individual sd6 mindsets help det
affective, and behaviorale s ponses. Specifically, dimpl:
orient individuals toward different ways of understanding their experiences and the ways
in which these different iIinterpretations

(Dweck etal., 1995 p. 322).

Cluster 2: Two Facilitators Scoring in the High Range inFour of Five Data Points
AcrossFour Assessments (N 4)

The two facilitators in this=xMBwster s
in Table 40 above, each facilitator in Cluster 2 has one score displayed in medium grey. In
this subsectionthe results of the two sefibcused assessments (i.e., Mindset quiz and
FOS) are presented. These data and related analyselalignRQ1 Mindset and

Feedback ReceptivityTable 42 follows the same format as Table 41 above.
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Table 42

Comparison of Mindset and Feedback40r i

. Total FOS FOS FOS
Facilitator Mindset FOS FOS Account Social Feedback

Score Score Utility ability Awareness Self-Efficacy

Growth with

some Fixed | 98 of 120 | 29 of 30 | 25 of 30 29 of 30 15 of 30
18 (82%) (97%) (83%) (97%) (50%)

(60%)

Deena
Franklin

Strong
Growth 113 of 120| 300f30 | 290f30 | 29 of 30 25 of 30
24 (94%) (100%) (97%) (97%) (83%)
(80%)

Stephanie
Donovan

As shownin Table42aboveéf aci | i t at or scored in

t

ent a

he

Fi xedo mi ndbksectorreadn gien, tahned A St rong Gr owt ho

both facilitatorso Tot al FOS scores f

feedback range. There were differences, however, with one facilitator scoring in the

ASomewhat Anteed-O® SelEfficacy @imension (the same outlier as in the

previouscluster) t i s I mportant to note that despit

Tot al FOS score fell wi t hi n -dnbne intériiews, b

asked thdacilitators to think about a loywoint and a hig¥point experience as a team

Adep

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. lllustrative 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 canodt
not going to be able to do it, and then I just saichyself, well you know, give it

do t

a try. Just move forward and see what h

And | asked for help and that helped. | challenged the assumption | had that |

couldnét |l earn it and so that may

not b

f

n

el | w
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High Poirt: When we run the breakout sessions, | have a sense that | can improve
them, you know, that | can do better at them. And my colleague, who does them
really well, | was asking her about how she does it and got ideas from her and
from X. Andpbved. hi nk | 6ve i m

Stephanie Donovan
Low Point:l would have sort of just accepted that reality earlier.

High Point:l think the growth mindset is the belief that people can change.

Thereds an optimism, thereds a belief i
we can | earn from our experience. So, I
from those beliefsthatear t he most i mportant. |l t6s ha
because thatdés my core way of thinking
my wor k. |l think so much change happens
in hearing people struggle with making behavio | changes. |l see t
often a | ot of reflection or change or

outward behavior may present.

Within -Cluster 2 analysis andinterpretation of findings. The interview

responses of thegfacilitators aligned with their assessment results, as they shared

different insights when discussing their unique-4and highpoint experiences.

Specifically, while discussing mindset, the facilitator who scorédline f Gr owt h wi

—

Some Fixedo mindset and AMore Adepto FOS r

limitations (even sharing the selbubt conversation she was having with herself during

her lowpoint experience)lhenshespoke about how she redirected herselthat she

cou

mi n

Il d overcome the challenge. The facilita

dset and AMore Adepto FOS ranges tal ked

changing, and simultaneously spoke about how she addressed this challenge by

purposefily working toward staying in a growth mindset herself.

FOS

Ef f

Similarly, when discussing feedback ori
scores fell in the fAMore Adepto range,

i cacy o di me neconoplex irdenpythat exigishhétweennmintisiets,
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feedback orientations, and feedback receptivity. Specifically, the facilitator who scored in
the ASomewtnget nAtdtbpt dFEEfibaaky8etdf mensi on t
reaching out to colleagues fguidance and support after grappling with s&ltibt,
whereas the facilitator with FOS scores in
talked about the actions she takes when faced with challenges.

The analysis and interpretation oéffedata algned witht he f aci | i t at or s
assessment results and related interview responses, addR€xk (Mindset and
Feedback Receptivityandwere substantiated byhat was learned in the literature
review, i.e.,that individuals with strong growth mindsets anghhieedback orientations
are comfortable receiving feedbaeind theyappreciate, value, and seek out feedback
because they see it as a tool they can use to comgfioueng and developing
Specifically, fAa growt h mi nldasneg, toadlcorlews e ac
chall enges, mistakes, and feedback, and to
(Dweck, 2009p. 7). Next, | present the analysis and interpretation of the findings for

Cluster 3.

Cluster 3: Three Facilitators Scoring in the High Range inThree of Five Data Points
AcrossFour Assessments (N 3) and One Facilitator Scoring in the High Range
in Two of Five Data Points AcrossFour Assessments (I 2)

Thed4f aci litators in this clustexboscored i
That is why in Table 40 abov2facilitators in Cluster 3 hav2scores displayed in
medium grey and facilitator has three scores displayed in medium grey. In this
subsectionthe results of th2 seli-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 Quigl eyeéed- to hig
focused assessments. These data and related analysedwitgrRQ1 Mindset and

Feedback Receptivity

Table 43

Comparison of Mindset and Feedback Orientation 8or f or Faci ¥3dator s
oriN=2 0

FOS FOS
Account Feedback
ability | Awarenesqy SelfEfficacy

FOS

Facilitator Mindset Utility

Growth with
Jordan )
Riley some Fixed
21
(70%)

Bethany
Quigley

Taylor
Quentin

19 of 30
(63%)

As shown in Table 43 above, in this cluster, 1 of 4 facilitators in Cluster 3 scored

in the AGrowth with Some Fixedod mindset ra

AStrong Growtho mindset range (or 75%%). 1n
fell within the @AMor e Ad&gltathr scomdimgtee, wi t h d
AfSomewhat Adeptbicacybedin®ehs$si on. I nterest

dimension cited as an outlier in the two previous clus@nseagain, despite thlower
score in this one dimension, the facilitat

Adepb range During the oneon-one interviews, | asked the facilitators to think about a
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low-point and a higtpoint experience as a team member of the UBCCPaareflect on
the role their mindset and feedback orientations played in their ability to accept feedback
in these situations. lllustrative 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 neocortexdlm a bi g bel i ever in devel opmer
limits. | came to the program with a fixed mindde¢re, there was a different set

of models being used about adult development. | had different ways of going
about it and | stayed pretty fixedwithat . What | eventually c
know how |l ong it took me to do that, 1is
model is as good as you can get for not having a big personal development piece
underneath it. And so, | came to appreciate what the CBhad and changed my

mindset about it. The growth mindset really helped me when | saw early on,

didndot take me hardly any time at all,
to its model s. It didndét takenbefere,l ong t
or this is better. So that was tumewways 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
ofthes udents really dig into a topic. The
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 |

like to be a prt of.

Bethany Quigley

LowPoint:l t s hard to get to know each ot her
together is a challenge, just to be a team, just to spend time with each other. You

have to be able to do that. | mean we function pretty well without it. My challenge
istomakesureldave t he time to get to know peop
system, so | 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 changeablyege. so | dondét rea

High Point:l 6 m trying to think of an exampl e |

stuff, you better be, | guess I 6m in a
than being sort of judgmenéa. So met i mes | mean, I 6m | i ke
Saying, | complete balve s/he was worththe effértl dondét rumi nat e

if | get some one person say crappy things about me. | used to in the beginning of
the program. And now I 6m just | ike | me
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Sophie Grant
Low Point:| mean mindset pies a huge role, as we all know.

High Point:l t 6 s not about | ooking for mistake:
done better, right? So, itdéds al ways sor

that mindset. And you know | switched from fixed to growtinaset basically
asking myself, okay what can | learn out of this? And what | came to was that |

candt | earn that much because it wasnot
that thatés not mine. And | absomutely
to be at the UBCCP. 10611l give it anothe
actually take myself out and sort of go to the meta level and look at it from there

and just have, i1itos basically having mo

because yojust have more options.

Taylor Quentin

Low Point: A participant gave me some feedback and he said | was very negative

and al most shutting him down and that w
this program. l¢ went off on me a little bit and so that went against basically my
philosophy. | think heid not read my intent, nor did | 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 personal attack than feedback. So, it kind of

didndét | eave me very open to feedback a
High PointWhen | 6 m designing things in the p
You know thereds a | ot of pl ayfbackness w
|l tds been informative and so thatdos whe
added and integrated and grown into thi

to be able to welcome the back end and understanding contextually in a larger
broader sgtem and that system may not be just the organizational system but also

within each personds devel opment al capa
a huge passion for it and a better contextual variation oflthédtv e b ec ome | e s
react i v emable tokind ofaest dssumptions and get behind some of the
comments.

Within -Cluster 3 analysis andinterpretation 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 AGrowth with SongeofthReiFO®do Mi n
shared a unique perspectivestize spoka@bouther/hisbackground and beliefs, and how

s/hehad come into the program with a fixed mind$#bke also spoke about how some
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people have less capacity to change than others and then sharet imsidgnow she
has learned to overcome being in a fixed mindset. The remamiggfacilitators scored
in the AStrong Growtho mindset ;haweder i Mor e A
there were differences, witat oAcdeptcitange
FOS fFeedBbfafcikc aSceylof di mensi on.

Interestingly, while sharing lowand highpoint experiences, the 2 facilitators
with a AStron@gnd®BMowehAdemphdseange scores i
FOS spoke about similar frustrations (i.e., with colleagues), and then spoke about how
they have learned work purposefully toward staying in a growth mindset. The
remaining facilitator (i.e.,theonetwh a A Strong Growt ho mindset
AMore Adept o range i nd dithtbefexcdptiomifinfeenesdiboancsk a n
SelfEf fi cacyodo) spoke about a differ eThegn, chal l
like herhis cofacilitators inthis clustershespoke about howhe had learned to
overcome wheshe findsherhimself in a fixed mindset.

The analysis and interpretation oéffedata aliged witht he f aci | it ator s
assessment results and related interview responses, addR€ds(Mindset and
Feedback Receptivityandwere substantiated byhat was learned in the literature
reviewd speci fically, Athat individuals who ado
empowered with personal choice and that switching from juddeatoer opens our
mind to see solutions and possibilit,ies th
2004,p. 114). | now present the analysis and interpretation of the Mindset and Feedback
Orientation assessment results and related interviewmssp across the three clusters

described in detail above.
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Across-Cluster analysis offindings from the two self-focusedassessments and
relatedinterviewdata. Af t er c¢cl osely ex @geiffocusedy t he f aci |
assessent results and related interview responses acrossdisters, the data revealed
the following similarities and differences at the individual level.

First, all9 facilitators had Mindset scores that fell in the high range of the

continuum, i.e.,2(Z) scored in the AGrowth with Some
(78%) scored in the AStrong Growtho mindse
facilitators scored in the AStrong Growt ho

scoredinthée Gr owt h with Some Fixedd mindset rang
AStrong Growtho mindset range; and in the
with Some Fixedod mindset range and 3 (75%)
range.

Second,albf aci |l itators had Total FQOS scores
however, there were differences (i@f aci | i t ators scored in the
rangein the FOS Feedback Sdifficacy dimensiod Nancy Nunez in Cluster, Deena
Franklin in Cluster 2and Taylor Quentin in Cluster 3).

Third, 7 (78%) facilitators shared similar profiles across clusters chgbk
focused assessments. Specifically, (1) Nancy Nunez in Cluster 1 and Taylor Quentin in
Cluster 3 both had AStrongdGrowtheée MmhMods et
rangein3of 4F OS di mensi ons (the exEfefpitdany bleiag
as Total; (2) Catherine Johnson and Brenda Vander in Cluster 1, Stephanie Donovan in

Cluster 2, and Bethany Quigley and Sophie GrantinClusier3 had AStrong G
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mi ndsets and all scor ed4HROSBdimensonsiaMeellas Adept
Overall.

Fourth, although the remainirdy(22%)facilitatorswere somewhat similar in that

theybothhda A Gr owt h wi t h S o mmofil€sivereaudique bedausel s e t , t
Jordan Riley in Cluster 3 scored in the AM
wellas Totalwh er eas Deena Franklin scored in the

di mensions, BDAc eo y n thdidi IAiStoyniaa eness o) as wel
and in the ASomewhat Adepto rafffeedbathke r
Self-Efficacyo).

Finally, the data revealed that although 3 facilitators (across clusters) scored
similarly in the fAtSomefvhac¢c-HERAEcPa Bed amQ® i n
dimension, they hadifferent profiles from one another (i.e., Deena Frankiasthe
only one with a AGrowth with Fi xeEfficacymi ndse
dimension scone Jordan Rileyvast he only one with a AGrowth
and AMore Adepto FOS scores i wastheohly di mensi
facl i t ator with a AStrong with Some Fixedo n
Efficacy.

The acrosluster analysis and interpretation of theelffocused assessments
and related interview responses further exposed the complexity of the data. Specifical
the data showed that although the facilitators ajguaore 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 subcomy@hesariance

(Feedback Seléfficacy). Interestingly, this variance was represented in all three clusters.
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As f Feedefafcikc sy frefers to an individual
interpret and respond to feedback appropriat€lyinderbaum & Levy, 2010, p. 1378)
this was an important finding as it shed light on why facilitators with similar mindsets
and feedback orientations appe@#tio be experiencing the feedback environment and
learning climate differently (explored in detail in Section 2 on page 232). Syadigifi
APeople are more apt to exhibit particul ar
believe they have control over e20Wipbi ting
1378.

The analysis and interpretation suppmit he f aci | mentagsutsaad as s e
addressdRQ1 (Mindset and Feedback Receptiyityurther theywere substantiated by
what was | earned in the |iterature review,
orientation frame the way individuals experience and respond to challenges and
opportunities because they influence what individuals believe teeyapable of. Next, |
present the findings of the first contdatused assessment (Feedback Environment
Scal®d FESO both for thedirector and theo-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 fabaifscilitators
of adult learning in the UBCCP perceive influence their mindsets and feedback
receptivity.As noted earlierin this chapterl expl ore the faci4litatol
assessments (via the 5 data points from the 4 assessnretiis)subsectionl present

the findings of the 2 contexbcused assessments and related interview responses
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Specifically, he Feedback Environment Scéleéhich provided2 data points] for the
director andl for theco-facilitatorg, and the Learning Climate Scale

| beginwith the first contexfocused assessment findings, i.e., the Feedback
Environment Scale (FES), first for td@ector (Part A) and then for tlee-fadlitators
(Part B);this isfollowed by the second contefdcused assessment, i.e., the Learning
Climate Scale (LCS). Relevant interview responses are presented after each assessment
table.First, | present the analysis and interpretation of the findmgSluster 1 (i.e.,
within.c | uster anal ysi s=50d)r. fTahcen,i tlatporress emitt ht h
interpretation of the findings for Cluster 2 (i.e., witlwluster for those facilitators with
AN4O) . Next, | p ricespectation df thesfindangs dor Gluster 8 (i.ea,n d
within.c | ust er f orE30ho=s2e0i)Ni tFhi nfiaN | vy, Il present

findings for all three clusters (i.e., acradasters)

Context-focused Assessment #1: Feedback Environment ScRES)
In thissubsectionl present the findings of the first contdrtused assessment,

the Feedback Environment Scale (FEB) related interview data. Recall this

assessment asked 64 questions in the followingat egor i es: (1) ASour c
(i .e., how reliable a facilitator ©beels th
(i.e., how useful a facilitator feelsh e f eedback i s) ;0(.€.,hdwafi Feedb ¢
facilitator feels about the manner in whic
Feedback( i . e., how often positive feedback i s

(i.e., how often negative feeddbac i s provi ded) ; dq(e)holidtenur ce A
feedback is provided); anod(le.,bow)acilifeensf@ehot es F

about seeking feedback in this settifgso recall the FES provided two sets of ddta (
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for thedirector anl 1 for the o-facilitators). | begin with the FES results and related
interview responses for tltrector. presentedby the3 natural clusters that emerged from
the data.

FESresults andrelatedinterview data analysis for thedirector (Part A). The
detailed analysis of theclusters for the FE&lirector) revealed some similarities and
differences in the sample. Specifically, data revealed the majority of the faciliea@rs
positively experiencing the feedback environmeat (hedirector). Specifically, there
were similarities in the iTo3F&Scategeregdsac k E
follows: 7 facilitators (or 78% of the sam
in the AMor e Condutberemaining229ohsgaredthaeitSiolme wh a(tor
Conducivérangel n addi tion, the facilitators unani
Credibilityodo and AUnfavorable Feedbacko ca

significant number of facilitators (or 89% thfe sample) scoretiei Feed b ac k Qual i

category in the AMore ConduciveO range; a
scoredhei Feedback Deliveryo category in the AN
of facilitators (56%) SsekiradoinPnombee & MBee
range.

I n addition, a notable number of the fa
Availabilityo (i.e., how often feedback 1is

Finally, the data revealed the greatest differencengntive facilitators in the way they
appeaedt o be experiencing the fiFavorable Feed|
AMore Cobmédcisceering it 0fAanmdewRBRIAU sComdungi Ve

Conduciveo).
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Below, | provide adetailedlook at the nuanced similarities and differences
outl ined above aFB®(digctotphsessnientcesultsiandaelaed s 6
interview data, by Cluster. The analysis and interpretation of the findings that follow in
this subsectiorstart with Custer 1 (i.e., withir | ust er anal ysis for f a
50). Then, |l present the analysis and inte
within-clusteranalysis or t hose facilitators with AN =
and intepretation of the findings for Cluster 3 (i.e., withgtusteranalysisfor those with
AN = 30 or AN = 20). Finally, | present an
all three clusters (i.e., acreshister analysis) supported by what was ledinehe
literature review. | begin with Cluster 1.

Cluster 1: Three facilitators scoring in the high range on all assessments
(N =5) FES Part A (director). In thissubsectionthe FES results (for trarector)

and related interview responses are presented for the 3 facilitators who fell within

Cluster1(N=5, high on all data points). I n addi
Feedback Environmento score, in Table 44,
categories are displayed as followwsso | umn 1 provi des the i ndivi
name. Column 2 provides the ATotal Feedbac

224 points). Columns-9 provide the scores in each of thEES categories (out of a
possible 28 or 35 points,asnote8)c or es f al ling in the AMore
shown in dark grey, and scores in the ASom

medium grey.
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Table 44

Comparison of Feedback Environment Scale Scores (Director) for Facilitators
wi t h=5fN

Source Source | Promotes
Facilitator Total Credi Feedback Feedback Favorable/Unfavorable Avail- | Eeedback

bility Quality | Delivery | Feedbackl Feedback ability Seeking

Score # | Score #| Score# | Score# | Score # Score # | Score #| Score #

Nancy 23 of 35

Nunez (66%)

Catherine 24 of 35

Johnson (68%)

Brenda 18 of 28 240f 35| 17 of 28
Vander (64%) (69%) (61%)

As shown in Table 44 above, although all the facilitators in this cluster scored the
AfTotal Feedback demweict @amme mt & hfeom Molme Condu
were inconsistencies. Specifically, 2 facilitators appétr be experiencing the feedback
environment more positively and in the sam
Environment o and the same 6 oDFeéedathegorie
Quality DFeedbackdbaVl owvabl,ed Unefeadvhoarcakb,léad Feedbac
APromotes Feedback Seekin{§andscoringtitee A More C
remaining category (i .e., ASource Avail abi
Onefacilitator appeadto be experiencing the feedback environtess positively,
scoring the fATot al Feedback Environmento a
Credibility, O Fe e d b a c,kb Feueadlbiatcyk aDd | iU f gvor abl e Fece

t he fAMor e Co,gedscaedthe eemaining cgtegories (iB.Favor abl e
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Feedback ® Sour ce Awvaaidl @&Pirloimoy es OFeedbbbé& SE8eme:
Conduciveo range.

During the oneon-one interviews, | asked the facilitators to think about a low
point and highpoint experience as a team member of the UB@@Pto reflect on the
role the feedback environment played in their feedback receptivity in these situations.
lllustrative excerpts are presented below:

Nancy Nunez
Low Point:Thedi r ect or i s just so busy that ité
ttlIdondét need it often, but when | do, it

High Point:l think the current situation is very supportive. The first time was a
few years ago and different team member
one shoul d be wanttawork with thed one, thére whe anlithle of
that going on, so thatds not the case n

Catherine Johnson

LowPoint:l t s hard to set up time in betweer
to get used to is thdirector over explaining. I feell&k | 6 ve gotten so u
that now | also do it, which | have to dial back a little bit. Sometimes that hinders

my ability because | check out, like | get bored listening to the explanation.

Again, itobés wel/ meant, batditsometi mes |

High Point:l work with three senior people and ttiieector is one of them who

have kind of similar profiles and then
sometimes have trouble coming down to earth. And when | think about all three
ofthem,theddi rect or i s the one who actually w
perfect, but itds |ike a commitment, wh
people and | actwually donét mind that s
somet i me s hetr bwa ledd aad | think tiey make maybe less of an effort

than thedirector to work on it.

Brenda Vander

Low Point:l 6ve had to | ear n dikecaooiungtlavaiable er i e n «
when | want him to be avai puadnmthe . Hebds e
calendar to have lunch and a conversation about my development and, gradvth

he ended up booking a vacation and forgot and then asked me to reschedule and
when | put out dates, he doesndt respon
said inour way to one another and to him that we want more in terms of feedback
communicati on, a relationship with him,
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of energy and effort to navigate the environment in a way that makes it
sustainable.

High Point:Thedirector told me that | 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 uniquetoat and higkpoint

experiences, they shared similar insighte the environmental factors they percelve

influence feedback receptivity, i .e., they
t he AMore Conduciveodo range, antdhe h@Somaé Wwh s 1
Conduciveodo range. Il n addition, although on
d rector in the fSom&kRWhS tc aCtoengdourciievse o( ir.aen.g,e

Feedback ® Sour ce Awvaidl @Pirloimoy es ORleerd bfa Tkt &Se e ki
Feedback Environmento score fel/l in the fAM

Interestingly, when these facilitators spoke about their individuaioit

experiences, the following similarities em
Availabilityo Resaltha Steelmashah (20048ppetratiomedizd .
ASouaw akel abilityo as the Aperceived amount

supervisor and the ease with which feedbac
facilitatorscommunicated an understanding of why directorwasless available than
they would like.Once again, they all shared strategies they use to compensate.

Thef aci | i tator fdwictohmmehretisr ailSitgnong Gr owt h
feedback orientatioacores and providdansightinto 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 datathat the facilitators in this cluster



have experiencetihe perspective transformation required to promote greater feedback

receptivity
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(ewbae.ncepe diyf itheaelilry AN

when individuals hold an incremental theory of important external attribanes (

view the attributes as being in need of improvement), then, we predict, they will
tendtoadopid evel opment 0o

goal s

t owar d

t hose

can be viewed as the general case of learning goals: Improvement of valued
attributes or masteyf valued tasks or situations is sought. (Dweck & Leggett,

1988, p. 268)

Thesedata suppoddan assumption of this study, i.e., that an interplay exists between an

i ndi

environment. Next, | present the analysis and interpretation of the findings for Cluster 2.

Vi

dua

| 6s

mi

ndset

and

f eedback

or i

Cluster 2: Two facilitators scoring in the high range infour of five data points

acrossfour assessments (N 4)0 FES Part A (director). In this subsectionthe

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 Receptivifygble 45 follows the same format as Table 44

above.
Table 45
Comparison of Feedback Environment Scale Scores (Director) for Facilitators
with=d0AN
Source Un- Source | Promotes
Facilitatorn Total Credt FSEgﬁta ¢ I:Deeelﬁlt;?ch Ez\é%f:éi favorable Avail- | Feedback
bility y y Feedback| ability | Seeking
Score # | Score# Score#| Score# Score # Score # Score #| Score #
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Deena 171 of 224 29 of 3§ 31 of 35| 32 of 35| 16 of 28 23 0f28 | 22 0f 35| 18 of 28
Franklin (76%) (83%) | (89%) (91%) (57%) (82%) (63%) (64%)
Stephanie| 167 of 224 35 0f 3§ 35 0f 35| 270f35| 180f28 | 250f28 | 12 0of 35| 15 of 28
Donovan (75%) (100%)| (100%)| (77%) (64%) (89%) (34%) (54%)

a:

ent at
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As shown in Table 45 above, both facilitators in ttiisster appe&dto be
experiencing the feedback environment similarly. For example, they both scored the
ATotal Feedback Environmento and the same
Credibility, B Fe e d b a c,kd FQeueadlbiatcyk a ®d | i Ue fFgevearbaalkclked ) i
the AMore Conduciveodo range; and they both

AFavorable Feedbacko and APromotes Feedbac

range. Their scores differed in one category,(i®@ ur c e Av,aithlomebi | i tyo)
facilitator (Deena Franklin) scoring in th
facilitator (Stephanie Donovan) scoring in

During the oneon-one interviews, | asked the facilitators to think about a low
point and highpoint 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.
lllustrative excerpts are presented below:

Deena Franklin

Low Point:When we get formal feedbaclofn the participants after the freand
orthebacke nd i ntensive, i(itloengol &agognmer iThertEk
to remember back to when we had the week.

A

High Pointl t 6s a study in the environment bei
community of feedback. Meaning that others are getting feedback that kind of
helps the environment.

Stephanie Donovan

Low Point:Early on, | think | was a lot less into personally sensilveut the

way he gave feedback and a lot less calm, just in general. | think there was a real
fear environment early on, whereas now
climate. A very positive climate.

HighPoint:l t s a chall engi mhwaseenmore speariernt bec
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 {sgtkes. | think what

really helped me was if | felt overwhelmed or intimidated by tHane of

feedback and the openness of it, I felt
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try it and | think that just really served me so | think | had a strong locus of

control, you know. | want to use this and then that helped me, but | 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 uniquepoint and higkpoint experiences and
shared different insights. For example, when they spoke about their individupblotv
experiences, the facilitator with a fnAGr owt
referred to her frustration with the delay in getting feedbatlereas the facilitator with
a AStrong Growtho mindset (Stephanie Donov
thereby demonstrating sedfvareness and sadfficacy. Their comments aliga with
their assessment data results as they apgeabe experienng the feedback
environment (for thelirector)in subtly differentways( i . e . |, scoring the A
Environment AF&E®dcahegosames in the AMore Co
same three FES categories in lower ranges.)

These data providensightinto how thef a ¢ i | mibhdaet and feedback
orientations influenagthe way they experience the feedback environment of the UBCCP
(forthedi r ect or ). Specifically, the facilitator
and high feedback orientan referenced the lag in getting feedback (out of her control);
bycontrastt he facilitator with a AStrong Gr owt h
(Stephanie Donovan) referenced her Astrong
remain focusedrousing feedback to be better (sefficacy). Next, | present the analysis
and interpretation of the findings for Cluster 3.

The facilitatorsod assessment rebsul ts an

RQ2 Environment and Feedback Receptivagdwere substantiated byhat was



259

learned in the literature review. Specifically, as posited by Nohl (2015), a disorienting

dil emma does not

al ways

tri ggerratheptcanndi vi d

be the result of an event(s) someone matyeven realize has transformed him or her

until a later point in time.

Cluster 3: Three facilitators scoring in the high range inthree of five data

points acrossfour assessments (N 3) and one facilitator scoring in the high range

in two of five data points across4 assessments (N 2)0 FES Part A (director). In

this subsectionthe results of the Feedback Environment Scale (foditbetor) are

presented for the 4 facilitators whdl f@ithin Cluster 3 (N=3 or N=2). These data and

related analyses aligd withRQ2 Environment and Feedback Receptivifyable 46

follows the same format as Table 45 above.

Table 46

Comparison ofeedback Environment Scale Scores (Director) for Facilitators with

AN3O0O or2a@N

Source
Credt
bility

Feedbacl
Quality

Facili-
tator

Score #

Score #

Bethany
Quigley

Sophie
Grant

Jordan

Riley 160 of 224 20 of 35
(71%)

Taylor

Quentin 151 of 224
(67%)

Feedbach
Delivery

Score #

22 of 35
(63%)

Favorable
Feedback|

Score #

21 of 28
(75%)

13 of 28
(46%)

21 of 28
(75%)

19 of 35
(54%)

13 of 28
(46%)

Un-
favorable
Feedback

Score #

Source
Avail -
ability

Score #

20 of 35
(57%)

18 of 35
(51%)

15 of 35
(43%)

Promotes
Feedback
Seeking

Score #




260

As shown in Table 46 above, although there were similarities among the 4

facilitators in this cluster (i.e., they a
Feedbacko in the AMore Conduciveod range, a
and ASource Availabilityo in the ASomewhat

they appeadto be experiencing the feedback environment differently. Specifically,
facilitators (Bethany Quigley and Sophie Grant) appetr be experiencing the
feedback environment more positively, scor
the same 5 of 7 <cat eg,odrFieeesd b(aic,kd FQueadl §atayk c e
Delivery, B Unf av or ab,laen dF efiePdr boantokt e sn gFoe) e di bna ct kh eS efieMkol
Conduci veo r an g ealsoBepadrtdd@xpgrienainy tHeeS&ar ip the
ASomewhat Conducivedo range i,and hfeFdBomuallee
Feedbacko in the ASomewhat Condutvelweo and
The two remaining facilitators in this cluster (Jordan Riley and Taylor Quentin)
appeaedt o be experiencing the feedback envirol
Feedback Environmento in the @ASoedhathat Con
Jordarwas experiencingthdi r ect or mor e positively than T
al |l 7 FES categories fell within the AMore
Specifically, he scored 3 o¢ofUmbrabet egori es
Feedbackand @APromotes Feedback Seekingo) in ¢t
remaining 4 categorioeBeéddbackdibBedeeddbizcd Qu
Feedbaco and fASource Availabilityaqgwhle n the AS
Tayor 6s scores fell within all three ranges.

ASource Chkaae dbddkaynQu ailUntfyavor abl e Feedback
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Conduci vacoatreagnogrei,es (i .e., AFeedbachkh Del i ve
the ASomewhat Conducived range, and 2 cate
ASource Availabilityo) in the fALess Conduc

During the oneon-one interviews, | asked the facilitators to think about a low
point and highpoint experience astaam member of the UBCCP and to reflect on the
role the feedback environment played in their feedback receptivity in these situations.

lllustrative 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. |l tds just the who
for other voices, righknd IAnjdu dthad dmebdtstliri
interpreting otherpedpe 6 s f eedback because | think

projection on what he thinks.

High PointWhen he talks to me directly, heos

in front of the room. |l woul dnét give i
way.

Sophie Grant
Low Point:When the Director publicly yelled at me that | was not supposed to
answer a question.

High Point:And basically he mentioned all the things that | thought were
important to look at, so that was helpful because | had experienogdetf 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, | was just happy
that | 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 | appreciated him
taking the time to acatlly just talk about my performance overall.

Taylor Quentin

Low Point:We get the program evaluations and the Director sends them. He
writesontherd | i ke it dés al mddbutwd i ken @tethadawmeg tair
process and i nt er musoften thddaybefordweactuélly e gi v
show up at an event. So the feedback is not timely. That can bmatidator

and you donot really process it and cen
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High Point:In a positive way, | think when | had to deal with either delivering

some ew content and the Director contributed to that in terms of how we

structure them. And | 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. Instea&dstuck with the design instead of

altering it and | would have enjoyed more malleability in the inside.

High Point:As the years have gone,bythink the whole feedback environment

has continued to improve and having a mature group of players on the team

relaxed the environment for gooekefdback.

Within -Cluster 3 analysis and interpretation of findings The data for this
cluster revealed both similarities and differences across the sample. For eZample,
facilitators (Bethany Quigley and Sophie Grant) appetr be experiencing the
feedback environment (for thdirector) more positively, scoring 71% of the FES
categories in the A M>facitati@soJordan RilewamdTayoa n g e,
Quentin) appe&dto be experiencing it less favorably, scoring 43% of the FES
categories in the AMore Conduciveo range (
between the two groups within this cluster). Interestingly, Bethany and Sophie doth ha
AStrong Gr oandhigh Ferdbact Grertation scores (in all dimensions)
while Jordan and Taylor ddower seltfocused assessment scores. Specifically, Jordan
hada fAGr owth with Some Fixedo mindset and Te
receivingandusingfeedbc k r ange i n t h-&fficAop@fiménsiane dback S

Despite these differences, when these facilitators spoke about their individual

low-point experiences, they all shared similar frustrations with the wajirdator

providad feedback, citing exampdeof 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 thadirector. These data providénsightintohow t he f aci | it
mindses$ and feedback oriertians influence the way they experience the feedback
environment of the UBCCP (for tlrector).

The analysis and interpretation addredRQ2 Environment and Feedback
Receptivity and aligred withan assumption of the study, i.e., that an interplay exkist
bet ween an individual 6s mindset anddfeedba
the feedback environmerthef aci | i t ators with fAStrong Gr o\
feedback orientations apped moreequipped to navigate the complex feedback
environment (for thelirector) of the UBCCPwhich empowegdthem to experience it
more positively The facilitators with lower mindseand FOS scores, although still able
to experience the feedback emviment (for thelirector) positively, appeadto be
slightly less confidenin navigating the challenges of the complex UBCCP environment
independentlyFurther, it appea&adthat although these facilitatoseemedo be
experiencing perspective transfotima to a degree, they may need help in realizing the
actionphaséi Speci fically, within an entity theor
outcomes are perceived to be uncontrollable and therefore perceptions of control over
outcomes are conditionapan the attribute level: The individual will perceive control
only when the relevant attributel988evel i s
p. 268) | now present the analysis and interpretation of the Feedback Environment Scale
results (for thalirector) across the three clusters described in detail above.

Across-cluster analysis offindings from the Feedback Environment Scale

andrelatedinterview datad FES Part A (director). After closely examining the
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facilitato r s 0 (difedio® assessmemesults and related interview responses across the
3 clusters, the data revealed that divectorwaspositively influencing the feedback
environment forll facilitators, with a majority of the facilitators, i.e., 7 of 9 (or 78%),
scoring ttdkbaéKRKoEaVi Feemento in the fAMore C
in Clusters 1 and 2, all of the facilitators (i.e., 5) scored the Total feedback environment
in the AMore Conduciveodo range, while in ClI
Conduci vemd ran@®Q%) scored it in the ASome\
Interestingly, the facilitators with the lower Total Feedback Environment scores (Jordan
Riley and Taylor Quentinyere both in Cluster 3, and both showed the most
inconsistencies across the 7 FE$egories.

At the FES category level, the following similarities emerged. First, across all
three clusters, most of the facilitators s
Conduciveodo range. Specifically, the unani
(i.e., how reliable a facilitator feels the source of feedback isjiadch f av or abl e

F e e d b(ieeg How often negative feedback is provided) t he A More Conduc

range. A significant number of facilitator
Qualty o (i .e., how wuseful a facilitator feels
range. A importanh u mber of facilitators 7 (78%) sco
how a facilitator feels about the manner inwhieadback s pr ovi ded) i n t he

Conduci vemajramigtey (56%) al so scored APr omot
AMore Conduciveo range.
In addition, a notable number of the facilitatpfof8 s c or ed @A Sour ce

Availabilityo (i.e.,d)hoiwn otf te nfi S emravwhmhatk Cor
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(78% of the sample). Finally, the category showing the most difference among the

facilitators was fAFavorable Feedbacko (i . e
22% of facilitators isveedr irmo gien t466% fsMorra n@
ASomewhat Conadrudi22% ganrgieng in the ALess (

The interpretation of the data across the clustasthat thedirectorwashaving
a positive influence on the feedback environmentifofacilitato r s and t he f aci l
mindses$ and feedback orientations appsdito be influencing how they manathe
complexity of the UBCCP feedback environment (fordimector). Specifically,

AAut hentic | eader ship i s apgherdicleadersestiengthene |l at e
the feelings of seléfficacy, competence and confidence of their followers, as well as the
identification with the leader and the organization, which results in higher levels of
engagement 0 (Avol i o & oleduttthmeMay& WalQntbdvg, Gar d n
2005).

As a result, not onlyvere all of the facilitators experiencingtite r e ct or 0 s
influence positivelyput, in addition, it is important to note thas&ong majority(78%)
wasexperiencing it at an optimal level .,e A Mor e Conduci veas) . Thi
supported by the facilitators daswelagires i n t
5 of 7 FES categori,emUnfiawar alildeh ereetiabdaliCakekd i
Quality PFeedbackabdl iPeomot es Fasedalabbed abkve.Se e ki n-

The data shoedthatmuchcanbe learned from thdirectoron how to influence
feedback environmenfsositively, as it is evident that his approaghsinfluencingthe
facilitatorsin a manner that allows alf themto experiencéhe feedback environment

positively (albeit to different degrees). The data also predantopportunity to enhance
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the feedback environment of the UBCCP further by paying attention to the FES category
that emerged as | ess than opti mal [(8%bofe. , A S
thesamplpscored in the @ASomeMoreowdri Conleici Fawonm al
F e e d b a c,khere appeargdebe a greater degree of difference in the thay
facilitatorswereexperiencing it.

It wasalso interesting to note that facilitators in all three clusters scored these two
FES categories in the ASomewhat Conduci veo
clusters scored ifimchOS dii meadsh aank i 83eltthe AS
range. This analysis suppedtan assumption of this study, i.e., that an interplay exists
bet ween an individual 6s mi ndshedorshand feedba
experiencethe feedback environment. | now peat the findings of the FES (Part B for
the co-facilitators) and related interview responsas;ording tahe 3 natural clusters that
emerged from the data.

FES results andrelatedinterview data analysis for the co-facilitators (Part
B). The detailed aalysis of the3 clusters for the FESCo-facilitatorg revealed some
similarities and differences in the sample. For example, the data revealed that although all
of the facilitators appeadto be positively experiencing the feedback environment (for

co-facilitators), twathirds of the facilitatorsvere expeiencing it more positively.

Specifically, 6 facilitators (67% of the s
in the AMore Conduciveodo range, while 3 (th
Conducive Bur t her, the facilitwatter Crerma il mod yloy
AMore Conduciveo range; significantly, 8 (

N

Feedback Deliveryo in the fAMore Conduci ve
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scored AFavorable Feedbacko i n tahd aibMdrig y®
in the ASomewhat Conduciveo range.

In addition, the following differences emerged. First, the facilitators apg&ar
be divided in howthewer e experiencing the APromotes Fe
5 (56% of the savprde)Corduecidved rnandéd,e wWhil
sample) scored it in the ASomewhat Conduci
FES category with the | owest facilitator s
Feedbaclo al s o s h o we dstericiesewithni3q33% of thex saroptesscoring in
the AMore Conducived range; 1 (11% of the
Conduci vamnd ran@®6 % of the sample) scoring i
| begin with Cluster 1.

Below, | provide an in-depth look at the nuanced similarities and differences
outlined above among t he f afacilithtors)andrelatesd6 FES
interview data, by Cluster. The analysis and interpretation of the findings that follow in
this subsectiorstart with Cluster 1 (i.e., withio | ust er anal ysis for f a
50). Then, |l present the analysis and inte
within-clusteranalysis or t hose facil i tat ottlseamwlysish AN =
and interpretation of the findings for Cluster 3 (i.e., wiblnsteranalysisfor those with
AN = 30 or AN = 20). Finally, | present an
all three clusters (i.e., acreshister analysis) suppted by what was learned in the
literature review. | begin with Cluster 1.

Cluster 1: Three facilitators scoring in the high range on alfive data points

acrossfour assessments (N = 8) FES Part B (co-facilitators). In thissubsectionthe
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Feedback Environment Scale results (fofacilitators) and related interview responses

are presented by tt8facilitators who fell within Cluster 1 (N 5, high on all data

points). The data presented -omoneTdéatddl e 47 i n
interview responses. These data and related analysesdaliginRQ2 Environment and

Feedback ReceptiviyCol umn 1 provides the individual
provides the ATot al Feedback Envirednmento
provide the scores in each of th€ES categories (out of a possible 28 or 35 points, as

noted) Scoresfal ng wi t hin the AMost Conduciveod ran

scores in the fAiSomewhat Conduciveod range a
Table 47
Comparison of Feedback Environment Scale Scoregg€ilitators) for
Facil itat=kbros with AN
Source Source | Promotes

Facilitator|  Total Credr Feedbaclk Feedback Favorable/Unfavorable

bility Quality | Delivery | Feedback Feedback Avail- | Feedback

ability Seeking

Score # | Score #| Score #| Score # Score # Score # Score # Score #
% % % % % (%) (%) %

Nancy 10 of 28 | 22 of 35
Nunez (36%) (63%)
Catherine

Johnson

Brenda 19 0of 28 | 20 of 35
Vander (68%) (57%)

As shown in Table 47 above, although all the facilitators in this cluster scored the
ATot al FeedbackcofEawvi riomanteot ®) (fmmrt he #AMor e

were inconsistencies. Specificallyfacilitator (Catherine Johnson) appe@to be
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experiencing it more positively as she sco
Credibility, D Fe e d b a c,kd FQeueadlbiatcyk D PaV ovabl,e0 Feedback
AUNf avor ab,|deS oFuerecdeb afAckanid| & Pir loimtoy es Feedback
t he A Muodruec i GoeThe rensinigdgefacilitators (Nancy Nunez and Brenda
Vander) scored the same 5 of 7 (or 5®&%) of
AFeedbac,kd Fueadlbiatcyk D PaV 0 v a b ly,ea nFde efidPbraocnko t e s
Feedback Seekingo) in the fAMore Conducivebo
(i .e., AUnfavorable Feedbacko and fASource
ASomewhat Conduciveodo and ALess Conduciveo

During the oneon-one irterviews, | asked the facilitators to think about a-low
point and highpoint 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.
lllustrative excerpts are gsented below:

Catherine Johnson

Low Point:When | started the program, it was harder for me to just accept the

feedback, versus like | felt | had to contest it a little bit because | think | was just
tired. |l 6m just pulling through, and mo

High Point:I think the feedback environment helps, especially the peer

environment because everyone gives it and everyone takes it. And | also think if

some of us in the group get feedback fromdhe ect or t hat 6s di stu
turn to each other and get benchmarkingd t hat 6 s al so hel pf ul

i ntense. Like you have other people to
youbre here as coaches together, thatos
Brenda Vander

Low Point:Depending on my level of security in my identity and wilaan, etc.,

it that impacts my feeling like | have what it takes to actually use the feedback

and carry it forward.

High PointI knew | was going to be doing a d

and | knew | was with a great colleague andamlitator, so | felt comfortable
knowi ng and goi ng -judgmertah laas a gsolvth isdset, sod | | y
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already knew that | didndot hadrectort o worr
would be there because he pops in sometimes. | needed to start andday
prepare for anything that could happen or come my way, so | woke up at 6 a.m.,
got my coffee, and | knew | needed an hour of quiet time, so | did mindset work
for an hour, before | even did my makp. | needed that time.
Within -Cluster 1 analysis andinterpretation of findings. First, all facilitators
in this cluster appeadto be experiencing the feedback environmentdbsfacilitators)
positively. Second, although tBdacilitators referenced personal and unique-land
high-point experiences, they all shared similar insights environmental factors (faro-
facilitators) that influenagtheir feedback receptivity.
Specifically, they all spoke about the power of peer feedback and referenced how
it has evolved in the UBCCP over @mThey also spoke about how helpfukésfor
them to haveo-facilitators they respeetishare their perspectivddoreover, theyspoke
about the roles they plagin how they resporetireacedto the feedback they recedve
from co-facilitator®d demonstrating selfeliance and confidenc&his analysisvas
supportebywh at was | earned in the |iterature re
individuals possess the ability to interpret feedback to judge whether their emotional
expressions should be continued or extingugHa this way, the team reinforces
established team norms and facilitates the learning of these norms by new team
me mber so ( Ma,2008, a. 3MThexcdammentstaligadwi t h t hei r ASt r
Gr owt h 0 sand higd feesliack orientation scores, ande againprovided
insighsinto how those self-focused factors help them overcome the challenges they

face in the complex feedback environment of the UBCCRc(fdacilitators). Next, |

present the analysend interpretation of the findings for Cluster 2.
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Cluster 2: Two facilitators scoring in the high range infour of five data
points acrossfour assessments (N 4)0 FES Part B (co-facilitators). In this
subsectionthe Feedback Environment Scale resultsdbefacilitators) are presented by
the 2 facilitators who fell within Cluster 2 (N4). The data presented in Table 48
i nf or med t h e-orfoaeadlated intaaview respdnses. iMhese data and related
analyses aligad withRQ2 Environment and Feedback Receptivifyable 48 follows
the same format as Table 47 above.
Table 48

Comparison of Feedback Environment Scale Scoregd€ilitators) for Facilitators
wi t h=4fON

Source Feedbac| Feedbacl Favorablg Un- Source | Promotes
Facilitato Total Credt Qualit Deliver Feedbach favorablg Avail- | Feedback
bility y y Feedbac| ability | Seeking

Score # | Score# Score #| Score#| Score#| Score#| Score#| Score#
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Stephanie| 213 of 224 35 0f 35 350f35 28 0f 35| 24 of 28| 24 of 28| 28 of 35 28 of 28
Donovan | (95%) | (100%) (100%)| (80%) | (86%) | (86%) | (80%) | (100%)

Deena | 174 of 224 32 0f 35 27 of 35| 340f35| 250f28| 8of 28 16 of 28
Franklin (78%) | (91%)| (77%) | (97%) | (89%) | (29%) (57%)

As shown in Table 48 above, although both facilitators in this cluster scored the
ATot al FeedbackcoEawvi riomanteot ®) (fmrt he #AMor e
was a slight difference. Specifically, 1 facilita{@tephanie Donovan) appedito be
experiencing it more positively, scoring i
categories (i.edDFeidbarc&iF@EdeadbiatcykidDetlyi very

AFavor abl,ed Unefeadvboar cakb, | BeS oFuer ecldddiligicdkanid A Pr omot e s
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Feedback Seekingo); the other facilitator

Conduciveodo range in 5 of 7 dcateadarike Qu@il i ¢
AFeedbackdbal owvabl,eanFe efidshoaucrkc e,inAheai | abi |l ity
ASomewhat Conducived range in the APromote
ALess Conduciveo range in the AUnfavorable

During the oneon-one interviews, | asked the facilitators to think atelgw
point and highpoint 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.
lllustrative 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 thaglt takes a lot of psychological energy to
do that Let me saythere 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.ré/e we
coll aborative, | was clearly seeking
she didnét sugarcoat it, it was just
being in a partnership. | knew that she respected me, it was actionable you know.
Sohat s a great exampl e.

j—h
@ D

Deena Franklin

Low Point:Long ago there was a negative impact. | think it made me more

guarded, but | think more recently, like in the last two years the environment itself
has really helped with performance beca
everybody chipping in to help eranother.

HighPoint:l t 6s a study in the environment bei
community of feedback. Meaning that others are getting feedback that kind of
helps the environment.
Within -Cluster 2 analysis andinterpretation of findings. Theanalysis of the
data in this cluster revealed that the facilitators apggaarbe experiencing the feedback

environment (forco-facilitators) positively and rather similarly. Specifically, both
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facilitators scored the 1 3categoties (Eefi Biouo cme nt
Credibility, D Fe e d b a c,kd FQeueadlbiatcyk D PaV ovableandcFeedback
ASour ce Avai Itakei IRiMoy®) Conducived range, an
APromotes Feedback Seekingoe.in the ASomewh

The only difference was in the AUnfavor
facilitator (Stephanie) scoringitt he A Mor e Conduciveod range a
(Deena)scoringi n t he fAlLess Conduciveo shaemige. | n a
similar insights during the oren-one interview8 talking about how much the
environment has improved over the years, and how much theyveleving
empathetic feedback from colleagues they resgeSpecifically, Prati eal. (2003)
wrote,  &sBned 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, 19879 @90 Next, | present the analysis and interpretation of the
findings for Cluster 3.

Cluster 3: Three facilitators scoring in the high rangein three of five data
points acrossfour assessments (N 3) and1 facilitator scoring in the high rangein
two of five data points acossfour assessments (¥ 2). In thissubsectionthe
Feedback Environment Scale results (fofacilitators) are presented for the 4
facilitators who fell within Cluster 3 (¥ 3 or N=2). The data presented in Table 49
i nf or med t he-orfoaeadlated intaaview respdnses. ifhese data and related
analyses aligedwith RQ2 Environment and Feedback Receptivifyable 49 follows

the same format as Table 48 above.
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Comparison of Feedback Environment Scale Scoredd(llitators) for Facilitators

wit hF3andr=2N
Source Un- Source| Promotes
Facilitator;  Total Credt Fgﬁgﬁacb 'E)e;i(\j/z?d‘ I'::i\é%f:éf favorable| Avail- | Feedback
bility y y Feedbaclf ability | Seeking
Score #| Score# Score#| Score#| Score#| Score#| Score#| Score#
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Bethany
Quigley | 1550f224 300f35 320f35| 310f35| 180f28| 8o0f28 | 17 of 35| 19 0f28
(69%) (86%0) (91%) (89%) (64%) (29%) (49%) (68%)
Sophie
Grant 155 0f 224 300f 35 320f35| 310f35| 180f28| 8o0f28 | 17 of 35| 19 of 28
(69%) (86%0) (91%) (89%) (64%) (29%) (49%) (68%)
Taylor
Quentin | 142 0f 224 26 of 3§ 27 0f35| 300f35| 140f28| 11of28 | 180f35| 16 of 28
(63%) (74%) (77%) (86%) 50%) (39%) (51%) (57%)
Jordan
Riley 168 of 224 33 0f 35 200f35| 23 0f35| 260f28| 23 0f 28| 19 of 35| 24 of 28
(75%) (94%) (57%) (66%) (93%) (82%) (54%) (88%)

As shown in Table 49 above, in this cluster, there appéaibe similarities and

differences in the way the facilitatonsere experiencing the feedback environment (for

co-facilitators). Specifically, one facilitator (Jordan Riley) appedo be experiencing

the feedback environment more positively, scoringitiieo t a |

4 of

7 FES

Feedback a n d

rema i

ning

iPromot es

3

FES

Availabilityo) i

Feedback

Feedback

S e e k i amdytloe)
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Environment 06 i n the 0 8esames8ob7tFESTategdriesc(iey e 0 r

ASource Cihkae db dd kandreleidtboack Del i veryo) in

Conduciveod range; the same 3 of 70FE&bBrcateg
Availabilty, and APr omotes Feedback Seekingo) in t
and the remaining FES category (i.e., #fAUnNf
range.

During the oneon-one interviews, | asked the facilitators to think about a low
point and highpoint 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.

lllustrative excerpts are presented below:

Bethany Quigley

High PointWh e n | get energetic feedback 1|i ke
because you do all these things. o0 They
of feedback thatdés very credible. I t 6s

have lunch with t h saféedback. Let me tell you an example of good feedback. |

had a hard time getting along with a colleague, very hard, super hard, the director
said, 61 think it would be good for you
have this fr itoftheidea tha weSloould teathrsametyig
togetherand he sgiifthat 6 s probably a good idea. 0 ¢
great time doing it and now webdre frien

Sophie Grant

Low Point:l1 had made it clear to my colleagues from the beginning that when |

present | introduce myself and that | am a very direct person and | also value
direct feedback, positive and construct
learn So | introduced mysgthat way. And then the colleague | spoke about

earlier made a comment

High Point:l prepared a lot, | felt really good about it, | got great feedback from

the participants, the director got good feedback, my colleagues gave me good
feedback. And so | an that was a high point because not so much about getting

the positive feedback, but it was about noticing that all the effort | put into it

actually showed and it actually made sefiseas just the director and three of us

trying a new thing and we $tthad so much fun and we got stuff done so quickly

and just, you know thereds was a differ
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because | think he noticed he could really rely on all of us. That was just an
amazing team experience.

Taylor Quentin
LowPoint:]1 dondét get as much feedback from t
timing and the breakout sessions is very limited.

High Point:Occasionally giving and receiving feedback to one another as

facilitators. So, I t hi oritextinlhs pregfamm def i n
and thereb6s also our respect for it and
Jordan Riley

Low Point: There were times | 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 cam@@nd 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 andinterpretation of findings. In this cluster, the
data revealed thatfacilitator (or 25%) appeadto be experiencing the feedback
environment (forco-facilitators) more positively than the other 3 facilitators in this

sample. Specifically, Jordan Riley scored

N

Mor e Co n d uwhievhe @mainiagh3g 4% of the sample) scored it in the
ASomewhat Conduciveodo range (Bethany Quigle
addition, the 3 facilitators who scored th

ASomewhat Conduall AMEDcategariegirethesame rarges, while

Jordan Riley (who scored the ATot al Feedba
range) only had similar scores to the other facilitatoBRNES cat egor i es (i . e
Credibilityo angdgofSowional Aywai ItdldEIdiat a reve

category where the facilitators appear to be experiencing the feedback environment (for

cof acilitators) most differently from one a
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Interestingly, when these facilitatospoke about their individual lepoint
experiences, the 3 facilitators with similar FES scores (Bethany, Sophie, and Taylor)
shared similar frustrations with the way thegrfacilitators provided feedback in the
past, citing examples of poor timingckaof trust, and limited peer feedba€lonversely,
when these 3 facilitators spoke about high points, they all spoke about receiving positive
feedback from their colleagueBy contrast, men asked about low points, Jordan spoke
about the program constnés, 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 WdSES categoryiilUnfavorable Feedbadk
where the facilitat@ appeagdto be experiencing the feedback environment most
di fferently. Specifically, Jordan scored i
Sophigand Taylorscoredi n t he fLess Thsandlysisvasv e 0 r ange.
substantiated by whatwasle ned i n the |iterature review,
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, whengychological safety is low, individuals may anticipate harsher
messages and thus refrain fr omDeStebbdleirng eve
Ashford & Zhan, 2020, p. 2)

| now present the analysis and interpretation of the Feedback Environment Scale
results (for theco-facilitators) and related interview responses, across the three clusters

described in detail above.
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Across-cluster analysis offindings from the Feedback Ewironment Scale
and related interview datad FES Part B (co-facilitators). The detailed analysis of
these three okters revealed similarities and differences in the sample. For example, it
appears that theo-facilitatorswere positivelyinfluencing the feedback environment for
all facilitators, with a majority of the facilitators, i.6. of 9(67% of the sample), scoring
the fATot al Feedback Environmento in the AM
facilitators (or the remaining 33%)scdre i t i n the ASomewhat Cond

(Specifically, in Clusters 1 and 2, all of the facilitators (B¢, and in Cluster 3, of the

facilitators scored the fATot al Foeerge b ac k En
while the remaining 3 facilitatoisn Cl uster 3 scored it in the
range.)

At the FES category level, the following similarities emerged. First, acro3s all

clusters, the facilitators wunani mously sco
facilitator feelsths our ce of feedback is) in the AMor
number of facilitators, 8 (89% of the samp
useful a facilitator feels the feedback 1is
feelsabout he manner in which it is provided) ir
number of facilitators 6 (67%) scored nAFav
feedback is provided) in the AMore Conduci
facilitator s, 6 (67 %), scored fiSource Availabilit

in the ASomewhat Conduciveo range.
In addition, the following differences emerged. First, the facilitators apgear

be divided in howthewer e ex per i enc iFrege dtbhaec kiiifSréemmka tneysod
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facilitators feel about seeking feedback in this settragggory, as 5 (56%) facilitators
scored it in the AMore ConduciveoO range, W
Conduciveo range. Sec oFESlcategorhwith thealdwast r eve al e
facilitator scor e (e.,mdwvroftea negativa feddack is@revideda ¢ k 0
was also the category with the most inconsistencies across the sample with 3 (33% of the
sample) scoring in th(®l%fNe samplelscoridgundhiev e 0 r a
ASomewhat Conamudi%e@566%ngfe the sample) scor
Conduciveodo range.

Further, while analyzing the interview responses acros3 thestersthe data
also revealed thatespitethe differencesn how the facilitators appesdto be
experiencing the feedback environment oifacilitators) they all expressed
appreciation for receiving feedback from tharfacilitators.Moreover they all spoke
about how much the feedbaekvironment hdimproved over the years. Interestingly,
when comparing the data across clusters, it appéiae facilitatorsvere experiencing

the feedback environmerdo-facilitators) similarly within clusters. For example, in

Cluster 1, all facilitatts s cored the ATot al Feedback Envi
Conduciveo range, with 2 of 3 facilitators
categories. Il n Cluster 2, all facilitators

AMor e Conduc iaVseobed theasangee pf 7 aatedories in the same rdnges.
Cluster 3, 3 (75%) facilitators scored the
ASomewhat Conduciveo range and scored 7 of

outlierwasthe fourth facilita o r in Cluster 3, i . e. Jor dan
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Feedback Environmento in the AMore Conduci
the remaining FES categories.)

The interpretation of the data across the clustesshat theco-facilitatorswere
having a positive influence on the feedback environmersdlfdacilitators, and that the
facilitatorsd mindset edtaleinflueneingthaMiey or i ent a
manage the complexity of the UBCCP feedback environment ¢facilitators). As a
result, not onlywere all of the facilitators experiencing tlve-facilitatorinfluence

positively, in addition, it is important to note thataajority (67%)wasexperiencing it at

an optimal | evel (i.e., AWxsugport€dbpntdeuci veo) .
facilitatorsdé scores in the ATot al Feedbac
categor es (i . e., N®Ferdd aC kikeFyudad HiataykyanDe |l i very

AFavor abl easdaaded Gbave.k 0 )

The data revealetthatmuchcanbe learned from theo-facilitatorsabouthow to
influence feedback environmergssitively, as itwasevident that their approachegre
influencing it in a manner that all@dthem to experience it positive(glbeit to different
degrees)The data also preseutan opportunity to enhance the feedback environment of
the UBCCP further by paying attention to ®IEES categories that emerged as less than
optimal (forco-facilitators)i . e. , A UnNf avoo rwahbelree Feheed bnaacjkor i t
(56% of the sample)scate it i n the AL;ESS uCared vhaviavi d @a bri d n
where 3 of 9 (33% of the sample) scoiteidn t he fAMor e ;@anduci veo r
APromotes FeédlwvhekeSdekhing (or itihBhéo of t he

AMore Conduciveo range.
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It is also nteresting to note that although the facilitators repeatedly shared in the
interview responses how much they apprediated value receiving feedback from one
another, the FES scores (far-facilitators) appea&dto indicate theyvere not really
providing each other as much feedback as they woulddikes uppor t ed by t he
Avail abi | i twgrénotseallp praviding eamother enough negative feedback
(supported by t heosbotes).fNaithewereahey cecatifgeheed b a ¢ k
conditions for seeking feedback (Thapported
importance of this analyswgassubstantiated by what was learned in the literature
review, i.e., fnAit i s-sourcepfiedsffeedbaciseeting@amdnsi der
examine more closely what such seeking signalsttaatdaluable collective outcomes
are possible i f feedback seeking becomes n
al., 2020, p. 17)I now present the findings of the FES@&s3 roles (i.e., for thdirector
and for theco-facilitators) and related interview responses that emerged from the data.
Acrossroles @irector and co-facilitator) analysis offindings from the
Feedback Environment Scale andelatedinterview data. After closely analyzing the
data across clusters for both theector andco-facilitators the following similarities and
differences emerged. First, it is important to note thabatih an assumption entering
this study was that because of power dynantihesdirector was the only person
influencing the feedback environment, intfhoth thedirector and theo-facilitators
playeda role in how facilitators of adult learning in th& OCPwere experiencing the
feedback environment. Second, the data sugd#sttthedirector and theo-facilitators
were having a positive influence on the feedback environment positivedi for

facilitators, albeit to different degrees.
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scores shoedthe facilitatorsvere experiencingthdi r ect or 6 s i nfl uence ¢
feedback environment slightly more positively thandbé ac i | i t andeor s6 i nf |
Specifically, 7 of 9 facilitators scoredtde r ect or i n t he AMore Cond
of the sample)while 6 of 9 facilitators scored tlee-f aci | i t at orsdé i nfl uen

Conduciveodo range. (67% of the sampl e)
Third, in 4 of 7 FES categosethedirector andco-facilitators appea&dto be
influencing the feedback environment posit

Cr edi [.e.lhowtreliable a facilitator feels the source of feedbackhis)facilitators

scored both thdirectorandtheof aci | i t at ors unani mously in
range. I n A F é.e,hdvauseful aaailigaton faelg the feedback is)f 8

facilitators scored both thdéirectorandtheo-f aci | i t ators i n the @AMor
(89% of the sampl e). | rfi.e.fih&w facifitatarsdesl abowt e d b a ¢ k

seeking feedback in this setting)pf 9 facilitators scored both tligector and theo-

facilitators ivreot renfgMdo r( & 6®areokn d ihre BRengd keg
De | i \i.e.rhgwoa facilitator feels about the manner in which it is provided), 7 of 9
facilitators scoredthdi r ect or in the fAMore Conduciveo r

theco-facilitatorshn t he @A More Conduciveo range (87% c
Fourth, there were two FES categories wherdlitgetor andco-facilitators

showed distinct and different strengths.

how often unfavorable feedback is prost) thedirector appeadto be influencing the

feedback environment significantly more positively thanchéacilitators, withall the

facilitators scoringthdi r ect or i n the AMore Conduciveo

thecof aci litators in the fiMore Conduciveo r al






