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Executive Summary 
 

The Rural Math Innovation Network (RMIN) is a 4-year project that launched in January 
2017 after receiving a $2.9 million Investing in Innovation (i3) development grant from the U.S. 
Department of Education (ED) and matching funds from the private sector. Virginia Advanced 
Study Strategies, Inc. (VASS) and rural local education agencies (LEAs) in Virginia are implementing 
a project using a networked improvement community (NIC) of Pre-Algebra and Algebra 1 teachers 
to incorporate social-emotional learning (SEL) factors of academic self-efficacy and growth mindset 
into lesson plans for teaching career readiness math competencies. 
 

During Year 1, the project established Memos of Understanding with 18 school divisions in 
southwest and southside Virginia, which enabled math teachers within these divisions to submit 
applications to participate in the project. As of December 2017, the project had a 34-member 
teacher cohort across 25 schools. By the end of Year 2 (January 1 – December 31, 2018), the cohort 
included 30 teachers (19 middle school teachers and 11 high school teachers) across 20 schools (12 
middle schools and 8 high schools) within 16 participating divisions (several teachers dropped out 
of the project in Year 2 and a few teachers were added). Eighteen of the 30 teachers are located in 
the southside region, with the remaining 12 teachers located in the southwest region of Virginia. 
 

One of the i3 requirements is to have an external evaluation conducted of the project; 
development grants must include both an implementation study and an impact study. To fulfill this 
requirement, VASS hired ICF to conduct an independent evaluation of the RMIN project throughout 
the 4-year period. The evaluation includes three components: a formative study to provide ongoing 
feedback about participants’ reactions, learning, behaviors, and results; an implementation study 
focusing on how well the structural and programmatic aspects of the RMIN project are 
implemented, as well as facilitating or impeding factors; and an impact study to determine the 
extent to which the project impacts high-need students’ math achievement.  
 
 The evaluation team developed and administered a 2-page feedback form to principals on 
the second day of the June 2018 summer training institute. The form consisted of forced-choice and 
open-ended items focused on engagement/relevance, satisfaction, and knowledge. A total of 20 
principals attended the training institute or an alternate follow-up session, and 19 (95%) 
completed a feedback form (although two were returned after data were summarized). Similarly, a 
6-page feedback form was developed and administered to teachers on the last day of the training 
institute. The form consisted of forced-choice and open-ended items focused on engagement/ 
relevance, satisfaction, knowledge, skills, confidence, and follow-up. A total of 30 teachers attended 
the training institute or an alternate follow-up session, and 100% completed a feedback form 
(although one was returned after data were summarized). 
 
 To provide teachers with an opportunity to provide their feedback about their experiences 
with the RMIN project, the evaluation team scheduled and conducted four group sessions (two 
afternoon and two evening) so that teachers could select a date/time that best fit their schedules. 
All four sessions were conducted in October 2018. A total of 29 teachers participated in one of the 
sessions. In addition, four RMIN project staff and one RMIN consultant were interviewed by phone 
in October/November 2018 to secure their perceptions of project implementation in Year 2.  
 
 The evaluation team administered the annual online teacher survey in November 2018. The 
first section (50 items) focused on teachers’ educational beliefs and perceptions; the second section 
(25 items) focused on their instructional practices and behaviors. A total of 28 teachers completed 
the survey, which is being administered annually to track trends and changes in teachers’ beliefs 
and practices throughout their participation in the RMIN project. 
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 The evaluation team recruited 10 comparison teachers across rural Virginia school 
divisions who were also teaching either Pre-Algebra or Algebra 1 (no school has both a 
participating and comparison teacher). In November/December 2018, the evaluation team worked 
with the RMIN teachers and the comparison teachers to first secure signed parental consent and 
then administer the student survey to those students for whom consent had been secured. The first 
section of the survey (26 items) focused on students’ perceptions of their own growth mindset, self-
efficacy, math self-efficacy, and math anxiety. The second section (8 items) focused on students’ 
perceptions of their math teacher’s use of growth mindset and self-efficacy instructional practices 
in their classroom instruction. A total of 421 students completed the survey, which will be 
administered on a pre/post basis to track changes in students’ beliefs over time (at the beginning 
and end of a Pre-Algebra or Algebra 1 course) and to compare results between groups.  
 

The purpose of the Year 2 Annual Evaluation Report is to integrate and summarize key 
findings from the formative and implementation studies, and to generate overall conclusions and 
associated recommendations for project staff’s consideration. The primary audience is the RMIN 
project staff at VASS; secondary audiences include ED and other interested stakeholders. 

 
 Findings are presented across data sources, aggregated to an overall level, for both 
formative and implementation evaluation findings. Each section is framed by the respective set of 
questions. Conclusions pertaining to the RMIN project’s overall performance in Year 2 are 
organized by the formative and implementation evaluation questions as well, and are presented 
below. These conclusions are derived from analysis of available data sources from the Year 2 
evaluation activities. Bulleted recommendations follow each conclusion, as appropriate, for project 
staff’s consideration as Year 3 implementation gets underway. These recommendations emerge 
from the evaluation data, and are offered merely as suggestions for RMIN project staff as they 
continue their planning and decision-making related to project implementation. 
 
 Participant reactions. The RMIN project continued on a high note in Year 2, with the 
summer training institute being well received by both principals and teachers. Reactions were very 
positive from both groups, with high ratings for their engagement in and relevance of the institute 
and the topics covered. Further, both groups identified areas in which follow-up support was 
desired. Principals wanted more ongoing support for themselves so that they could better support 
their participating teachers. For teachers, areas for follow-up included what a “good” lesson plan 
looks like, including real-world applications in their instruction, and providing constructive 
feedback when reviewing peers’ materials.  
 
 Teachers maintained their ongoing excitement about and appreciation for their 
involvement in the project during the Year 2 summer institute and reflected the same perceptions 
at the year’s end. Although providing constructive feedback on their peers’ lesson plans and video 
recordings continued to be an area in which some teachers felt less comfortable, there was still a 
high level of interest in and commitment to the project. Further, other than these two particular 
activities, teachers successfully completed all project activities. 
 

• Project staff may want to consider the ways in which they are keeping principals 
updated about the project and engaged in providing necessary support for their 
participating teachers. Maintaining some type of routine, ongoing communication with 
and amongst the principals might help foster a stronger system of support. 

 
• Project staff may want to consider continued emphasis on how teachers can provide 

and receive constructive feedback about the lesson plans and the video recordings of 
those lesson plans being implemented. It could be that some teachers still need 
additional exposure to and practice with providing that type of reflective peer feedback. 
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 Participant learning. Both principals and teachers indicated their knowledge about 
relevant topics had increased after participating in the Year 2 summer training institute. Teachers 
also reported growth in a variety of skills as a result of institute participation. Areas in which 
teachers reported most growth were providing peer-to-peer feedback and collaboratively 
developing lesson plans. Further, teachers showed significant growth in all of the teacher survey 
belief subscales, compared to Year 1. 
 

• Project staff may want to consider how to best support teachers in Year 3 to help ensure 
they continue to increase their knowledge and skills, sustain the progress they have 
made, and continuously translate new knowledge and skills into their instructional 
practices. 

 
 Participant behaviors. Teachers appear to be participating fully in nearly all RMIN project 
activities, as well as the associated evaluation data collection activities. Maintaining that high level 
of engagement and participation will be critical in Years 3 and 4, in order to provide a more 
complete understanding of how their project experiences have shaped their beliefs and 
instructional practices.  
 
 In Year 2, teachers reported more frequently incorporating instructional practices related 
to growth mindset and self-efficacy into their daily or weekly behaviors. Teachers were still less 
often engaging in practices related to lesson plan development or requesting and providing 
feedback on lesson plans or video-recorded classroom instruction. 
 

• Project staff might want to consider how to maintain the high levels of engagement 
amongst participating teachers. Suggestions might include continuing the small-group 
structure where each group includes at least one of the more successful or “champions” 
of the project who can serve as a model and help encourage those who have been less 
successful. And, as noted earlier, teachers may need additional support in order for 
them to meet their project responsibilities related to reviewing and providing feedback 
on lesson plans and video-recorded instruction. 
 

• On a related note, project staff might want to discuss with the evaluation team the 
possibility of grouping teachers for the teacher group interviews based on their small-
group organization. Given the level of involvement teachers are having within these 
small groups, they may be more comfortable in sharing more detailed descriptions of 
their experiences in the RMIN project within the same small group settings. 

 
 Project sustainability. As Year 2 ended, the project has continued laying the groundwork 
for future sustainability by maintaining the principal and teacher networks, and providing the 
infrastructure for supporting the teacher collaboration (i.e., the project itself and the virtual 
platform supporting it). 
 

• As the project continues in Years 3-4, project staff could work with teachers and 
principals to identify other possible funding opportunities that could cover costs 
associated with network infrastructure supports after the project closes. Additionally, 
project staff, along with participating teachers and principals, could work to identify 
available, cost-effective alternatives. As teachers have more buy-in and confidence in 
terms of innovatively solving their own problems of practice throughout their NIC 
participation, they may have ideas and suggestions for how teacher involvement in such 
a network could be supported within and across their schools and divisions. This could 
be a topic to include in the Year 3 teacher group interviews. 
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 Influence on students’ social-emotional learning. Preliminary anecdotal evidence from 
participating teachers indicates most students are responding favorably to growth mindset and 
self-efficacy strategies that teachers were introducing in their classroom instruction, though some 
students appeared less receptive. Further, based on initial student survey data, students have a 
fairly high sense of their own growth mindset and self-efficacy, with students in treatment teachers’ 
classrooms scoring higher in each area. 
 

• Project staff might consider having teachers implement some brief assessment activity 
to informally capture students’ feedback about their satisfaction with their teachers’ 
inclusion of growth mindset and self-efficacy strategies in their instructional practices. 
Such real-time insights might help teachers fine-tune their instructional practices.  

 
 Key components of project. Project staff and teachers were in agreement that 
networking/collaboration was a key component of the RMIN project. And, this component maps 
onto one of the three key components identified for the implementation study, i.e., the teacher 
cohort development work. However, in order for work to move forward in the project’s NIC and 
lesson plan efforts, a level of foundational knowledge is necessary for both principals and teachers. 
Therefore, principal training/support and teacher training/support were also identified as key 
components for the implementation fidelity study. 
 

• As project staff plan for the Year 3 summer training institute, they might consider which 
topics that principals and teachers identified as areas in which they would like 
additional information in future trainings, as well as what areas teachers have identified 
as more challenging, or in which some teachers seem to be less successful.  

 
 Facilitating and challenging factors. There were two common factors that project staff 
and teachers acknowledged were helping move the project forward, including the support from the 
project staff and consultants and the small-group teaming structure for the teachers. Three 
common challenges were identified—technology, time/rural context, and providing constructive 
peer feedback. Teachers also identified writing lesson plans and video recording their 
implementation of those lessons as challenges. 
 

• As project staff plan for Year 3, they might want to keep in mind which factors have 
been identified as facilitators to the project so that they can maximize those benefits, 
and which factors are serving as challenges so they can be minimized. For example, 
project staff may want to continue the small-group teaming structure for teacher 
collaboration and development efforts, and perhaps provide additional support on how 
to provide constructive peer feedback. 

 
 Level of implementation fidelity. The RMIN project appears to have made great strides in 
terms of implementing the key components in Year 2. All three components were implemented 
with high fidelity, which continues to provide a solid foundation on which participants can build as 
the project moves into Year 3. In fact, the only two indicators across the three components that 
resulted in low teacher performance were the two activity-focused indicators based on reviewing 
and providing feedback on at least six lesson plans and at least six video recordings. Only a few of 
the teachers were able to meet these project expectations.  
 

• Project staff may want to follow up with teachers to discern why the majority were 
unable to fully complete these two project requirements. 
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Introduction 
 
 Established in 2009 under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, the Investing in 
Innovation (i3) fund promotes public and private investments in local education agencies (LEAs) 
and non-profit organizations to improve student achievement and attainment in low-income 
communities, and create an education sector supportive of the rapid development and adoption of 
effective solutions.1 These competitive grants are awarded to school districts, nonprofit 
organizations working with districts, or a consortium of schools with a record of improving student 
achievement and attainment, and demonstrated public-private commitments.  
   

RMIN Project Overview 
 
 The Rural Math Innovation Network (RMIN) is a 4-year project that launched in January 
2017 after receiving a $2.9 million i3 development grant from the U.S. Department of Education 
(ED) and matching funds from the private sector.2 Virginia Advanced Study Strategies, Inc. (VASS) 
and rural LEAs in Virginia are implementing a project using a networked improvement community 
(NIC) of Pre-Algebra and Algebra 1 teachers to incorporate social-emotional learning (SEL) factors 
of academic self-efficacy and growth mindset into lesson plans for teaching career readiness math 

competencies. The RMIN objectives include:  
 

1. To prepare all teachers in the NIC to innovate lesson plans with SEL strategies that 
address self-efficacy and growth mindset needs of students for learning mathematics 
required in STEM-H technician careers;  
 

2. To provide supports for each teacher in the NIC to innovate 5 SEL math lessons and 
implement 10 SEL math lessons into instruction;  

 

3. To establish technology capacity for NIC teachers to develop and implement SEL math 
lessons; 
 

4. To achieve a student passage rate increase of 25% on the career readiness math 
assessments: Virginia Pre-Algebra test, Virginia Algebra 1 test, Work Keys math test, 
and Virginia Community College math assessment; and 
 

5. To broadly disseminate information that results in four schools as teacher innovation 
sites and a 125% increase in the NIC math teacher membership.  

 
 During Year 1, the project established Memos of Understanding with 18 school divisions in 
southwest and southside Virginia, which enabled math teachers within these divisions to submit 
applications to participate in the project. As of December 2017, the project had a 34-member 
teacher cohort across 25 schools. By the end of Year 2 (January 1 – December 31, 2018), the cohort 
included 30 teachers (19 middle school teachers and 11 high school teachers) across 20 schools (12 
middle schools and 8 high schools) within 16 participating divisions (several teachers dropped out 
of the project in Year 2 and a few teachers were added). Eighteen of the 30 teachers are located in 
the southside region, with the remaining 12 teachers located in the southwest region of Virginia. 

                                                

1 See https://www2.ed.gov/programs/innovation/index.html  
2 See http://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/19fc5e_55a5434194304978bcc6f1f88e4a80d8.pdf  

https://www2.ed.gov/programs/innovation/index.html
http://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/19fc5e_55a5434194304978bcc6f1f88e4a80d8.pdf
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RMIN Evaluation 
 
 One of the i3 requirements is to have an external evaluation conducted of the project; 
development grants must include both an implementation study and an impact study. To fulfill this 
requirement, VASS hired ICF to conduct an independent evaluation of the RMIN project throughout 
the 4-year period. The evaluation includes three components: a formative study, an implementation 
study, and an impact study.  
 
 The formative study provides project staff with ongoing feedback as the teachers 
participate in the RMIN project. These findings can be used to make programmatic adjustments as 
needed to better meet participants’ needs. The formative focus is on participants’ reactions, 
learning, behaviors, and results. This study will be carried out all four years. 
 
 The implementation study investigates how well the structural and programmatic aspects 
of the RMIN project are being implemented, i.e., the fidelity of implementation. Fidelity focuses on 
adherence, dosage, quality of delivery, and participant responsiveness. This study will be carried 
out in the first two years of the RMIN project. 
 
 The impact study determines the extent to which the project impacts high-need students’ 
math achievement. This study employs a quasi-experimental design with comparison teachers so 
that the math achievement of students within treatment or comparison classrooms can be 
examined. This study began in Year 2, with the securement of comparison teachers so that student 
data can begin being collected. 
 
 The purpose of this Year 2 Annual Evaluation Report is to integrate and summarize key 
findings from the formative and implementation studies, and to generate overall conclusions and 
associated recommendations for project staff’s consideration. The primary audience is the RMIN 
project staff at VASS; secondary audiences include ED and other interested stakeholders. 
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Evaluation Design and Methodology 
 

Evaluation Design 
 
 As noted earlier, ICF is conducting an external evaluation of the RMIN project that includes 
a formative study to provide ongoing feedback, an implementation study to investigate fidelity, and 
an impact study to determine the project impact on students’ math achievement outcomes. 
Evaluation results include teacher outcomes of knowledge (educational beliefs/perceptions) and 
skill (instructional practices/behaviors), and student outcomes of knowledge (perceptions of math 
self-efficacy and growth mindset) and skill (math academic achievement).  
 
Formative Evaluation  

 
The formative evaluation focuses on participants’ reactions, learning, behaviors, and results. 

This study provides RMIN project staff with ongoing feedback as the teachers participate in the 
project. In order to get evaluation data to the RMIN project team in a timely manner for continuous 
improvement purposes, the evaluation team develops and disseminates evaluation briefs, following 
each data collection activity, that present highlights of key results. Formative questions include: 
 

• What are participants’ reactions to the RMIN project? 
 

• How did the RMIN project affect participants’ learning? 
 

• What effects did the RMIN project have on participants’ behaviors? 
 

• To what extent is the RMIN project sustainable? 
 

• What effects did the RMIN project have on students’ non-cognitive social-emotional 
learning (growth mindset and math self-efficacy)? 

 
 As part of the formative evaluation, the evaluation team participated in various project 
activities during Year 2. These activities included the following: 
 

• Participation in the ED i3 meeting in Washington, DC, in June 2018 
 
• Participation in the RMIN summer training institute in Roanoke, VA, in July 2018 

(including an evaluation presentation for teachers and principals) 
 
• Participation in the Advisory Leadership Team annual meeting in Roanoke, VA, in 

December 2018 (including a presentation and interactive activity on evaluation findings) 
 
• Facilitation of the Year 2 Evaluation Retreat in Roanoke, VA, December 2018 
 
• Participation in monthly conference calls with RMIN project staff 
 
• Participation in monthly internal ICF evaluation team meetings, and in conference calls 

with the i3 evaluation technical assistance liaison, as needed 
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Implementation Evaluation 

  
 The implementation study explores how well the structural and programmatic aspects of 
the RMIN project were implemented, as well as identifying facilitating or impeding factors. 
Implementation questions include: 
 

• What are the key components of the RMIN project, and are they implemented as 
planned? 
 

• What factors served as facilitators or challenges to the RMIN project? 
 

 The implementation study focuses heavily on intervention at the teacher level, recognizing 
that without project implementation at a high level of fidelity for the teachers, it is unlikely to see 
the desired outcomes occurring. That is, intermediate outcomes of students’ growth in the social-
emotional learning areas of growth mindset and math self-efficacy following teachers’ inclusion of 
such strategies in their developed and implemented lesson plans serve as a mediator or precursor 
to the long-term desired outcome of students’ increased math achievement. 
 
Impact Evaluation 

 
 The impact study kicked off in Year 2, after participating teachers received initial training 
and have had time to gain the requisite knowledge and skills to carry out their RMIN 
responsibilities. While the participating teachers continued to receive training during the 2018-19 
school year, comparison teachers were recruited to comprise the pool of teachers whose students 
will be matched with treatment teachers’ students and included in the analysis sample. See Table 1 
for a breakdown of teachers by treatment condition. 
 
Table 1. Number of Teachers by Treatment Condition in Year 2 

 Middle School High School Total 
Treatment teachers 
(RMIN participants) 
(from 16 divisions) 

19 11 30 

Comparison teachers 
(from 8 divisions) 

4 6 10 

COMBINED 23 17 40 
 
 Note that the impact study will continue over the next project year, and student 
achievement data are not yet available for conducting the program impact analysis. The following 
narrative describes the updated analysis plan. The major change, as described below, is the 
simplified propensity score matching procedure. 
 
 The number of comparison teachers recruited was smaller than the number of treatment 
teachers. The original proposed plan consisted of first matching teachers and then matching 
students and creating an analysis sample with baseline equivalence in math achievement. This was 
not possible to implement given the unbalanced number of teachers within the two groups (30 
versus 10). The new propensity score matching approach will match students of treatment teachers 
directly with students of comparison teachers. Variables included in the matching model will 
include student characteristics, such as pretest math score, minority status, and free/reduced price 
meal status. The disadvantage of this approach is that the matching will not take into account 
teacher differences. However, baseline student differences are taken into consideration and the 
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What Works Clearinghouse rating (meets standard with reservation) will not be affected. Further, 
all comparison teachers were recruited from rural school divisions in Virginia, and all but one came 
from divisions within the Tobacco Commission Region (TCR) of Virginia (all treatment teachers are 
from rural divisions within the TCR). 
 
 Starting in Year 2, statewide math achievement scores are being secured from the Virginia 
Department of Education for Cohort 1 students (school year 2018-19) and Cohort 2 students 
(school year 2019-20). Pretest scores will be comprised of each cohort’s math achievement scores 
from the previous year (i.e., 2017-18 math scores for Cohort 1), and posttest scores will be 
comprised of each cohort’s math achievement scores from the current year (i.e., 2018-19 for Cohort 
1). The analysis will be conducted separately for Pre-Algebra and Algebra 1 teachers (however, 
teachers may appear in one or both analyses, depending on the courses they are teaching). 
 
 The impact study includes both exploratory and confirmatory questions: 
 
 Exploratory 

• What is the effect of one year of exposure to the RMIN intervention on the math 
achievement of Pre-Algebra takers compared to the math achievement of Pre-Algebra 
takers in the business-as-usual condition in Project Year 2? 
 

• What is the effect of one year of exposure to the RMIN intervention on the math 
achievement of Algebra I takers compared to the math achievement of Algebra I takers 
in the business-as-usual condition in Project Year 2? 

 
 Confirmatory 

• What is the effect of one year of exposure to the RMIN intervention on the math 
achievement of Pre-Algebra takers compared to the math achievement of Pre-Algebra 
takers in the business-as-usual condition in Project Year 3? 
 

• What is the effect of one year of exposure to the RMIN intervention on the math 
achievement of Algebra I takers compared to the math achievement of Algebra I takers 
in the business-as-usual condition in Project Year 3? 

 

Data Methods and Analysis 
 
 A variety of mixed-method data collection techniques and data sources contribute to the 
RMIN evaluation and are used to answer the evaluation questions. Instruments were developed by 
the ICF evaluation team, with feedback from the RMIN project staff. Specific methods are described 
in further detail below.  
 
Principal Feedback Form 

 
 The evaluation team developed and administered a 2-page feedback form to principals on 
the second day of the June 2018 summer training institute, just prior to their departure. The form 
consisted of forced-choice and open-ended items focused on engagement/relevance, satisfaction, 
and knowledge. A total of 20 principals (or their representatives) attended the training institute or 
an alternate follow-up session, and 19 (95%) completed a feedback form (although two were 
returned after data were summarized). 
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 Descriptive statistics were generated for the forced-choice (rated) items, including 
frequency percentages, means, and standard deviations. Open-ended comments were provided 
verbatim. See Appendix A for a copy of the evaluation brief for the principal feedback form data. 
 
Teacher Feedback Form 

 
 Similarly, a 6-page feedback form was developed and administered to teachers on the last 
day of the June 2018 summer training institute just prior to their departure. The form consisted of 
forced-choice and open-ended items focused on engagement/relevance, satisfaction, knowledge, 
skills, confidence, and follow-up. A total of 30 teachers attended the training institute, and 100% 
completed a feedback form (although one was returned after data were summarized). 
 
 Descriptive statistics were generated for the forced-choice (rated) items, including 
frequency percentages, means, and standard deviations. Open-ended comments were provided 
verbatim. See Appendix B for a copy of the evaluation brief for the teacher feedback form data. 
 
Teacher Interview 

 
 To provide teachers with an opportunity to provide their feedback about their experiences 
with the RMIN project, the evaluation team scheduled and conducted four group sessions (two 
afternoon and two evening) so that teachers could select a date/time that best fit their schedules. 
These group sessions were conducted using the GoToWebinar online platform, and each session 
was facilitated by a member of the ICF evaluation team. All four sessions were conducted in October 
2018. A total of 29 of the teachers participated in one of the four 90-minute sessions. Questions 
focused on overall reactions, knowledge/beliefs, instructional practices, facilitating and impeding 
factors, most important aspects of the project, how growth mindset/self-efficacy/real-world 
applied math strategies are being integrated into teaching practices and associated challenges, 
principal support, student reactions, suggestions for improvement, and miscellaneous comments.  
 
 All four sessions were audio-recorded, and a transcript generated for each session. 
Interview data were analyzed thematically to identify trends/patterns in teachers’ responses to the 
questions. These qualitative data provide contextual details about participants’ experiences, in their 
own words, that add meaning and richness to the quantitative results. See Appendix C for a copy of 
the evaluation brief for the teacher interview data. 
 
Project Staff Interview 

 
 Four RMIN project staff and one RMIN consultant were interviewed by telephone in 
October/November 2018 to secure their perceptions of project implementation in Year 2. These 30- 
to 60-minute interviews included questions focusing on overall reactions, teacher experiences, 
principal support, key project components and their implementation, project changes, facilitating 
and impeding factors, perceptions on sustainability, and miscellaneous comments. These data were 
analyzed thematically to identify trends/patterns in staff’s responses to the questions. See 
Appendix D for a copy of the evaluation brief for the principal interview data. 
 
Teacher Survey 

 
 The evaluation team administered the annual online teacher survey in November 2018 using 
the SurveyMonkey online platform. The first section (50 items) focused on teachers’ educational 
beliefs and perceptions; the second section (25 items) focused on their instructional practices and 
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behaviors. A total of 28 teachers completed the survey, which is being administered annually to 
track trends and changes in teachers’ beliefs/practices throughout their participation in the project. 
 
 Descriptive statistics were generated for the items, including frequency percentages, means, 
and standard deviations. Subscales were generated for each section of the survey, based on average 
scores for respondents who answered all items within a subscale. For the first section (beliefs), the 
subscales included applied math, collaboration, growth mindset, innovation, observation, self-
efficacy, and technology. For the second section (practices), subscales included growth mindset, 
innovation, lesson plans, observation, self-efficacy, and a joint self-efficacy/growth mindset 
subscale for items that were closely aligned to each of these two constructs. In addition, Year 2 
analyses also included calculating the difference in mean scores for the items and subscales from 
Year 1 to Year 2, as well as statistical significance testing at the subscale level between years. In 
order to better interpret the subscale change scores, a standardized effect size was generated by 
dividing the change score by the Year 1 standard deviation for each subscale. Given the small 
sample size, caution should be used in interpreting the results for the significance testing. 
  
 Survey items were either developed by the ICF evaluation team or were included verbatim 
or modified from a number of survey sources that focused on relevant constructs, i.e., professional 
learning communities, teacher collaboration, teacher technology, self-efficacy, and growth mindset. 
Based on the small sample of 28 RMIN teachers, the average Cronbach alpha reliability value for 
subscales consisting of multiple items was .82 (and ranged from .65 to .94). When all survey items 
were considered as one total scale, a reliability estimate of .97 was achieved. The same value of .97 
was derived for the first section consisting of 50 items focusing on teachers’ educational beliefs. For 
the second section (25 items focusing on teachers’ instructional practices), a reliability estimate of 
.95 was achieved. See Appendix E for a copy of the evaluation brief for the teacher survey data. 
 
Student Survey 

 
 The evaluation team worked with the RMIN teachers and the comparison teachers as they 
administered the student survey in November/December 2018, to students for whom signed 
parental consent had been obtained, using the SurveyMonkey online platform. The first section (26 
items) focused on students’ perceptions of their own growth mindset, self-efficacy, math self-
efficacy, and math anxiety; the second section (8 items) focused on their perceptions of their math 
teacher’s use of growth mindset and self-efficacy instructional practices.  
 
 Students were also asked which school they attended, their grade level, the name of their 
math class, their teacher’s name, the date they completed the survey, and their own gender and 
race/ethnicity. The survey did not ask for complete details about a student’s name, a parent’s name, 
a Social Security Number, an address or phone number, or any other personal information. 
However, in order to generate a unique code that a student would be able to remember and 
generate for both the pre and posttests, the evaluation team asked students to provide partial 
details. For example, first letter of first name, last letter of last name, last two numbers of home 
phone, last two numbers of home zip code, numeric day of birth (1-31), number of older brothers, 
and number of older sisters. Few changes are expected for those items, so the evaluation team 
should be able to match students’ pre and post responses using this code.  
 
 A total of 421 students completed the survey, which is being administered on a pre/post 
basis to track changes in students’ beliefs over time (at the beginning and end of a Pre-Algebra or 
Algebra 1 course) and to compare results for treatment and comparison groups. Table 2 provides 
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further detail on the number of treatment and comparison teachers who collected student survey 
data, as well as the breakdown of students by treatment and comparison groups. 
 
Table 2. Student Survey Administration Details for Year 2 

RMIN Student 
Survey Responses 

Treatment Comparison 
Pre-Algebra Algebra 1 Pre-Algebra Algebra 1 

Number of teachers 
with survey data* 

6 10 2 4 

Number of student 
surveys completed 
(N=421) 

103 148 66 104 

*A total of 20 teachers (14 treatment/6 comparison) had students responding to the student survey; however, two 
treatment teachers had students responding from both Pre-Algebra and Algebra 1 courses. 

  
 Descriptive statistics were generated for the items, including frequency percentages, means, 
and standard deviations. Subscales were generated for each section of the survey, based on average 
scores for respondents who answered all items within a subscale. For the first section (students’ 
perceptions of their own beliefs), the subscales included growth mindset, self-efficacy, math self-
efficacy, and math anxiety. For the second section (students’ perceptions of their math teacher’s use 
of growth mindset and self-efficacy in their instructional practices), one subscale was generated. In 
addition, analyses also included calculating the difference in mean scores for the items and 
subscales between the treatment and comparison groups, as well as statistical significance testing 
at the subscale level between the two groups. In order to better interpret the subscale group 
difference scores, a standardized effect size was generated by dividing the difference score by the 
pooled standard deviation for each subscale. 
 
 Survey items were either developed by the ICF evaluation team or were included verbatim 
from a number of survey sources that focused on relevant constructs, i.e., students’ perceptions of 
their own growth mindset, self-efficacy, math self-efficacy, and math anxiety, as well as their 
perceptions of their math teacher’s use of growth mindset and self-efficacy instructional practices. 
Based on the sample of 421 students, the average Cronbach alpha reliability value for five subscales 
consisting of multiple items was .90 (growth mindset .90; self-efficacy .88; math self-efficacy .93; 
math anxiety .89; and teacher use of growth mindset and self-efficacy instructional practices .91). 
When all survey items were considered as one total scale, the reliability estimate was also .90 
(anxiety items were reverse coded for this calculation to make the semantic direction consistent 
with other items). See Appendix F for a copy of the evaluation brief for the student survey data. 

 
Given the first survey administration did not take place until November/December, the 

evaluation team made the decision to not collect a second administration near the end of the first 
semester (late December). However, a second administration will occur in January/February 2019 
(for Pre-Algebra and Algebra 1 courses starting the second semester) and a third administration 
will occur in late spring of 2019, near the end of the school year. 

 

Protection of Human Subjects 
 
 The ICF evaluation team prepared and submitted a Project Submission Form to the ICF 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) for review in Year 1, and the project was approved. Modifications 
were submitted to the IRB as data collection instruments were finalized and ready for use. Approval 
was received for all Year 2 data collection activities. Signed consent was obtained from the new 
RMIN teachers brought on at the beginning of Year 2 that covered their participation in the 
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evaluation activities throughout the remaining project. Signed consent was also secured for the 
RMIN project staff and consultant for their participation in annual phone interviews. Signed 
consent was not necessary for the principals given their only involvement in evaluation data 
collection is the training institute feedback form, which was completed anonymously. 
 
 The evaluation team also worked with the RMIN teachers and the comparison teachers to 
secure signed parental consent prior to teachers’ administration of the student survey. Teachers 
identified the number of consent forms they required for their Pre-Algebra and Algebra 1 courses, 
and paper copies were mailed to each teacher. Teachers distributed the consent forms to students 
to take home for a parent to review/sign, and then students returned the form to their teacher. 
Teachers then returned the packet of signed consent forms to the evaluation team, using the 
postage-paid return envelopes (and keeping a list for themselves of which students had consent to 
participate in the survey activity). When the signed consent forms were received at ICF, each 
teacher was given a unique link for his/her Pre-Algebra and/or Algebra 1 courses, and teachers 
could then move forward with administering the survey to appropriate students (those with signed 
consent); teachers provided an alternate activity for students who did not have consent to 
participate.  
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Findings 
 

The following sections provide evaluation findings across data sources, aggregated to an 
overall level, for formative and implementation evaluation findings. Each of these two sections are 
framed by the respective set of evaluation questions. This summary is based on data from the 
training institute feedback forms, the teacher interviews, the RMIN project staff interviews, the 
teacher survey, and the student survey. As noted earlier, the number of participants included 17 for 
the principal feedback form, 29 for the teacher feedback form, 29 for the teacher interviews, 5 for 
the project staff interviews, 28 for the teacher survey, and 421 for the student survey. 

 

Formative Evaluation Findings 
 
Participant Reactions  

 
 To assess participants’ reactions to the project, findings are presented for principals and 
teachers. Principal data come from their participation in the summer training institute, and from 
anecdotal comments shared by teachers or project staff during their interviews at the end of the 
year. Teacher data come from their participation in the training institute, the group interviews, the 
teacher survey, and from anecdotal comments shared by project staff during their interviews.  
 

Principals’ reactions. The Year 2 summer institute received high ratings from principals 
for their engagement in and relevance of the institute and the topics covered. Overall, principals 
viewed the institute very positively; all 15 Engagement/Relevance and Satisfaction item ratings 
were at or above 4.18 on a 5-point scale. Principals enjoyed the institute and found the sessions 
worthwhile. In terms of follow-up, principals are seeking continuous support for themselves so 
they can better support their teachers (i.e., more discussion and networking, observing a video-
recorded lesson to share feedback, and providing examples of real-world application experiences). 
 
 Project staff perceive that most principals were supporting their teachers by giving them 
the freedom and space to carry out their project activities, yet were available when needed for 
specific types of support (such as removing any barriers, working through technology issues, etc.). 
Teachers reflected that most principals were supportive in various ways, including securing 
resources, checking on project progress, or watching the implementation of new classroom 
activities. A few teachers expressed that their principals were new and may lack an 
understanding of the project as they are still transitioning into their new administrative role.  
 

Teachers’ reactions. Teachers expressed excitement about and appreciation for their 
involvement in the project during the Year 2 summer training institute and again during the group 
interviews at the year’s end. Overall, teachers viewed the institute very positively, with all 18 
Engagement/Relevance and Satisfaction item mean ratings at or above 4.38 on a 5-point scale. 
Teachers indicated the biggest areas in need of follow-up were additional examples of what a 
“good” lesson plan looks like and effectively including real-world applications in classroom 
instruction. Further, reviewing peer video-recorded lessons was noted as a challenge during the 
teacher and project staff interviews.  

 
During the group interviews, teachers reported that they were excited to be part of the 

project and some of their overall descriptions of their RMIN experience include “encouraging,” 
“exploring,” “helpful,” and “educational.” One teacher said, “[The project] helped me become 
excited about teaching again and gave me a lot of people to reach out to for different reasons.” 
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Further, the small groups that were created have been well received as they foster peer-to-peer 
feedback and problem solving. These small groups also help develop connections and build 
relationships that enabled some of the teachers to move forward with peer support and trust. 
Concerning the small teams, one teacher commented, “I like the structure that has been put in 
place this year. The small group settings they have created this year have definitely helped.” 
 

Some teachers remained uncertain about providing feedback on video-recorded lesson 
plans. One teacher shared “I feel like ‘well, what do I know about really critiquing someone else’s 
lesson,’ you know. I’m their peer. I’m still struggling with that part of it for myself.” Nevertheless, 
there was recognition that providing constructive peer feedback would become easier as the 
project progresses. And, most teachers were positive about the video recordings. Specific 
comments include: 

 
•  “I like watching videos because it helps clear up some confusion that might come 

in from just reading a lesson plan.” 
 

• “I feel like it has been a good experience. I do have a good group and I feel like they 
give excellent feedback to me, not only on the lesson plans but on the videos, to 
help improve myself in the classroom.” 

 
Teachers also reflected on the value they saw in participating in the RMIN project. One 

pointed out that the project has “really made me think outside the box.” Others noted that their 
students are engaged and responding well to the integration of growth mindset, self-efficacy, and 
real-world math strategies in the classroom. 

 
These opinions were mirrored by project staff’s perceptions. During their interviews, staff 

commented that the majority of teachers “feel supported” and “are excited to be a part of something 
that can have a tremendous impact.” As expected, with the implementation of new components 
(small teams and peer feedback), some teachers are excelling and have emerged as teacher leaders, 
some are moving along at an average pace, and there are a few who could use a little extra support. 
Overall, teachers “are much more engaged than they were during the first year of the project,” and 
there is “so much more buy-in [amongst teachers]. The teachers understood it, the project, much 
better. They understood what they needed to do.” 
  
Participant Learning 

  
 To assess how the project affected participants’ learning, findings are presented first for 
principals, then for teachers. Principal data come from their participation in the summer training 
institute. Teacher data come from their participation in the summer training institute, the survey, 
and the group interviews.  
  

Principals’ learning. Principals indicated their knowledge about relevant topics had 
increased after participating in the summer training institute. Results from the institute feedback 
form indicated that they had gained knowledge in three areas after the training (see Figure 1). 
Mean scores increased from pre (start of institute) to post (end of institute) by as much as 1.63 
points on a 5-point scale for principal support of teacher innovation, with 1 meaning “no 
understanding of the topic” and 5 meaning “very much understand the topic.” While all three post 
mean scores were very similar, principal support of teacher innovation was the highest rated at 
4.56 and status of RMIN project was rated the lowest at 4.38. All principals also reported they “very 
much” understood the purpose of the project and felt adequately prepared to support their teachers. 
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Figure 1. Change in Principal Knowledge Before/After the Year 2 Summer Training Institute 
 
  

Teachers’ learning. Teachers indicated their knowledge about relevant topics had 
increased after participating in the summer training institute. Teachers also reported growth in a 
variety of skills as a result of participating in the institute. Results from the teacher feedback form 
indicated that they have gained knowledge in all four key topic areas after the training (see Figure 
2). Mean scores increased from pre (start of institute) to post (end of institute) by as much as 1.98 
for peer-to-peer feedback and 1.89 for status of RMIN evaluation across the same 5-point scale. 
Post mean scores ranged from a low of 4.21 (status of RMIN evaluation) to a high of 4.41 (peer-to-
peer feedback). 

Figure 2. Change in Teacher Knowledge Before/After the Year 2 Summer Training Institute  
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Smaller increases were found in the six skill areas measured during the institute (see 
Figure 3). Mean scores increased from pre to post by as much as 1.76 for providing constructive 
peer-to-peer feedback and 1.59 for receiving constructive peer-to-peer feedback (5-point scale of 
1 meaning “little to no understanding of the skill” to 5 meaning “can perform the skill and teach 
others to do it”). Post mean scores for each topic were about a 4.0 (can perform the skill without 
assistance); the mean scores ranged from a low of 4.03 (collaboratively develop a lesson plan that 
incorporates real-world context) to a high of 4.17 (provide constructive peer-to-peer feedback 
and collaboratively develop a lesson plan that integrates growth mindset strategies).  

Figure 3. Change in Teacher Skill Before/After the Year 2 Summer Training Institute 
 
The teacher survey focusing on teachers’ educational beliefs and instructional practices was 

administered again in Year 2. The first section of the survey focuses on teachers’ beliefs and 
perceptions, and includes 48 items categorized into seven subscales, plus two miscellaneous items. 
A sample item is provided below to help illustrate each subscale; for complete details on the items 
within each subscale, see Appendix E. 

 
• Applied Math subscale: “Integrating real-world applied math strategies into my teaching 

will improve my instructional practices.” 
 

• Collaboration subscale: “In the RMIN project, there is a culture of peer collaboration 
among teachers that includes encouraging individual growth.” 
 

• Growth Mindset subscale: “Fostering students’ growth mindset in math is part of my job 
responsibilities.” 
 

• Innovation subscale: “As an RMIN teacher, I am eager to try new ideas.” 
 

• Observation subscale: “I know how to record videos of my classroom instruction for 
critiquing by other RMIN teachers.” 
 

• Self-Efficacy subscale: “Fostering students’ math self-efficacy is part of my job responsibilities.” 
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• Technology subscale: “I have been provided with appropriate technology (i.e., iPad and 
Torsh Talent platform) to fulfill my RMIN responsibilities.” 

 
Table 3 depicts the belief subscale scores for all the teachers who completed a survey in 

Year 2. All mean subscale scores were above 4.00 on a 5-point scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 
(strongly agree). Collaboration was the highest at 4.45 and Applied Math was the lowest at 4.11. 

 
Table 3. Teacher Survey Belief Subscale Average Scores for Year 2 

Belief Subscales Year 2 

N Mean Std. Dev. 

Applied Math  28 4.11 0.47 

Collaboration  27 4.45 0.40 

Growth Mindset  28 4.39 0.39 

Innovation  28 4.16 0.44 

Observation  28 4.38 0.45 

Self-Efficacy  28 4.22 0.42 

Technology  28 4.34 0.52 

 
Figure 4 depicts the belief subscale scores for Years 1 and 2 for all of the teachers who 

completed a survey either year. Results show an increase in the mean scores for all seven belief 
subscales. The Collaboration and Observation subscales showed the largest increases from Year 1 
to Year 2. 

Figure 4. Teacher Survey Belief Subscale Scores for Years 1-2 
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There were statistically significant increases from Year 1 to Year 2 for all seven belief 
subscales, as shown in Table 4 (including only the teachers who completed both surveys). The 
largest increase from Year 1 was 0.67 for Collaboration. The Innovation and Self-Efficacy 
subscales had the smallest increases of 0.21. Absolute values of standardized effect sizes ranged 
from 0.49 to 1.26. 

 
Table 4. Teacher Survey Belief Subscale Average Scores and Differences for Years 1-2 

Belief 

Subscales N 
Year 1 Year 2 Difference 

(Y2 – Y1) 
Stat. 
Sig. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. 

Collaboration  21 3.83 0.53 4.50 0.38 0.67 (stand. 1.26) * 

Observation  23 3.78 0.64 4.41 0.46 0.62 (stand. 0.97) * 

Technology  24 4.13 0.57 4.40 0.53 0.28 (stand. 0.49) * 

Applied Math  24 3.95 0.44 4.20 0.45 0.25 (stand. 0.57) * 

Growth Mindset  24 4.20 0.42 4.45 0.39 0.24 (stand. 0.57) * 

Innovation  24 4.01 0.42 4.22 0.45 0.21 (stand. 0.50) * 

Self-Efficacy  23 4.05 0.43 4.26 0.43 0.21 (stand. 0.49) * 

Note: Only the teachers who provided responses to both the Year 1 and Year 2 surveys were included in this statistical 
analysis. Paired t-tests were conducted and statistical significance at alpha 0.05 was noted with an asterisk (*). 
Standardized effect sizes (stand.) were reported in the Difference column. 

 
During the group interviews, teachers also reported that the RMIN project is increasing 

their knowledge and beliefs, specifically about growth mindset and real-world math. One teacher 
noted, the project “I would say definitely has improved my understanding of growth-mindset and 
my ability to communicate that to my students, and I’m seeing the benefit of using growth-mindset 
and self-efficacy in the classroom.” Another teacher commented, “I think a sort of a priority of the 
project . . . is to help the children see that math is so connected to the real world. And I don’t think 
that is something we have a lot of resources to help with, so this has provided a lot of resources that 
we can use.” 
 

For some teachers, the project is reaffirming what they have been doing and motivating 
teachers to continue with their practices. One teacher said, “It has kind of reassured that what 
we’ve been doing is worthwhile, because I have seen lots of growth.  I traditionally challenge the 
kids that ‘you can do it; you’ve just got to keep trying—don’t give up.’ . . . Now I can wrap my mind 
around it and say, ‘Hey, that’s growth-mindset and that’s what we’ve been working on.’” 
 
Participant Behaviors 

  
 To assess how the project affected participants’ behaviors, findings are presented for 
teacher data from the survey and the group interviews. The second section of the survey focuses on 
teachers’ educational behaviors and practices, and includes 23 items categorized into six subscales, 
plus two miscellaneous items. A sample item is provided below to help illustrate each subscale; for 
complete details on the items within each subscale, see Appendix E. 
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• Growth Mindset subscale: “I utilize strategies to create a growth-oriented environment 
in my classroom.” 
 

• Innovation subscale: “I seek to create new ways of doing things based on my 
experiences in the RMIN NIC.” 
 

• Lesson Plans subscale: “Using the Torsh Talent platform, I collaborate with one or more 
RMIN teachers to gain ideas for revising my RMIN lesson plans.” 
 

• Observation subscale: “Using the Torsh Talent platform, I provide feedback to other 
RMIN teachers on their videos of classroom instruction.” 
 

• Self-Efficacy subscale: “I help students set challenging, yet attainable, learning goals.” 
 

• Self-Efficacy/Growth Mindset subscale: “I provide concrete, realistic feedback to 
students on what they did well.” 

 
 The teacher survey results continue to provide insight for a variety of teachers’ 
instructional practices; trends and changes in these practices can be mapped throughout the 
remaining years of the project to see how teachers are modifying their instruction as they 
incorporate their project learnings into their classrooms. Table 5 depicts the behavior subscale 
scores for all the teachers who completed a survey in Year 2. All mean subscale scores were above 
4.50 on a 6-point scale of 1 (never) to 6 (at least once a day) except for the Observation subscale. 
The combined Self-Efficacy/ Growth Mindset subscale was the highest at 5.65, indicating 
weekly/daily practices, followed by the individual Growth Mindset and Self-Efficacy subscales at 
5.55 and 5.37, respectively. Lowest rated subscales included Observation at 3.94 and Lesson Plans 
at 4.63, indicating monthly to weekly practices. 

 
Table 5. Teacher Survey Practice/Behavior Subscale Average Scores for Year 2 

Practice/Behavior 

Subscales 

Year 2 

N Mean Std. Dev. 

Growth Mindset 28 5.55 0.44 

Innovation 26 4.83 0.73 

Lesson Plans 28 4.63 0.59 

Observation  28 3.94 0.54 

Self-Efficacy  26 5.37 0.54 

Self-Efficacy/Growth 
Mindset 

27 5.65 0.42 

 
Figure 5 depicts the behavior subscale scores for Years 1 and 2 for all of the teachers who 

completed a survey either year. Results show an increase in the mean scores for five of the six 
behavior subscales; the combined Self-Efficacy/Growth Mindset subscale showed a very slight 
decrease. The Observation and Lesson Plans subscales showed the largest increases from Year 1 to 
Year 2.  
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Figure 5. Teacher Survey Practice/Behavior Subscale Scores for Years 1-2 

 
There were statistically significant increases from Year 1 to Year 2 for three of the six 

behavior subscales, as shown in Table 6 (including only the teachers who completed both 
surveys). The Observation subscale saw the largest increase over the past year, at 1.52, followed 
by Lesson Plans and Growth Mindset. While the Innovation and Self-Efficacy subscales also saw 
minor increases from Year 1 to Year 2, those increases were not statistically significant. The Self-
combined Efficacy/Growth Mindset subscale saw a very slight decrease from Year 1 to Year 2.  
Absolute values of standardized effect sizes ranged from 0.18 to 1.13. 
 
Table 6. Teacher Survey Practice/Behavior Subscale Average Scores and Differences for Years 1-2 

Practice/Behavior 
Subscales 

N 
Year 1 Year 2 Difference 

(Y2 – Y1) 
Stat. 
Sig. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. 

Observation  22 2.45 1.35 3.97 0.57 1.52 (stand. 1.13) * 

Lesson Plans  24 4.25 0.63 4.64 0.60 0.39 (stand. 0.62) * 

Growth Mindset  24 5.39 0.53 5.56 0.46 0.17 (stand. 0.34) * 

Innovation  22 4.73 0.61 4.84 0.78 0.11 (stand. 0.18)  

Self-Efficacy  22 5.25 0.58 5.36 0.56 0.11 (stand. 0.19)  

Self-Efficacy/ 
Growth Mindset  

22 5.70 0.32 5.62 0.44 -0.08 (stand. -0.25)  

Note: Only the teachers who provided responses to both the Year 1 and Year 2 surveys were included in this statistical 
analysis. Paired t-tests were conducted and statistical significance at alpha 0.05 was noted with an asterisk (*). 
Standardized effect sizes (stand.) were reported in the Difference column.   
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During the group interviews, teachers reflected on how the project impacted their 
instructional practices in general, as well as specifically how they were integrating growth mindset, 
self-efficacy, and real-world math examples in their classrooms. Overall, they reported using more 
consistent language throughout their lessons, and including more real-world problems when 
teaching. One teacher observed, “It’s making me more aware that I need to make those real-world 
connections and I’ve been doing more activities that make those connections.” Another stated, “I 
feel like the instructional practices were way more routine with our growth-mindset and self-
efficacy practices as well as trying to relate what we’re supposed to be doing in class with where it’s 
really at in the real world. And just trying different things and getting outside of the traditional 
instructional practices is where it’s affected mine the most.” Other teachers noted the change in 
language they are seeing, not only within themselves, but also by students. 
  

Many teachers included weekly activities and daily incorporation of growth mindset 
language, as well as motivational video clips. One shared, “In my classroom, it looks like mindset 
Fridays or motivational-video Fridays, where I show them a motivational video and then we have a 
class discussion about it for a few minutes.” Another observed, “The test corrections for me have 
been a big thing. When the students figure out what their mistakes are, and they don’t make them 
the next time because they looked at their work and found their mistakes that just seems really 
positive.” In an effort to change students’ language, one teacher commented, “I’m trying to get my 
students to stop saying, ‘I can’t do this; I don’t know how to do this’ and more of ‘I just need some 
help; can you come and help me, please?’” 
 

In Year 2, one teacher shared a goal-setting activity to increase student self-efficacy, “We 
just do a lot of goal-setting and so . . . students set goals and they try to reach them.” This individual 
continued by providing an example: “They could be small goals or big goals, but they just have to 
believe they can meet those goals. We set goals and every so often pull those goals out and look to 
see if they are heading towards meeting those goals, what do they need to change to try to meet 
those goals . . . that’s how we work on self-efficacy.” Another teacher observed, “For my students, 
they are really excited when they get papers back that they have made corrections to and they are 
starting to believe, I think more and more, that they can do math.”  
 

For integrating real-world examples, several teachers noted having community speakers 
visit their classrooms to discuss math used in common vocations—for instance, inviting a local real 
estate agent, banker, or construction worker to share how they use math in their profession. During 
the group interviews, one teacher shared, “[I] try to do things that interest them . . . cell phone 
usage, cell phone bills.  I try to make it more applicable to their lives right now and hopefully in the 
near future . . . .  ‘Do I have enough money to buy that car I want?’” Another teacher noted allowing 
the students to pick the various professions of visitors who come into the classroom to speak. 
Teachers also used external resources such as online videos, at the beginning or end of a particular 
lesson, to have students look up the types of jobs relevant to the chosen topic area, and conclude 
with a follow-up discussion at the end of the lesson. 
 
Project Sustainability 

 Although the RMIN project will continue over the next several years, it is advantageous for 
the project to begin building sustainability now so that the network can continue and grow after the 
project ends. To assess the sustainability of the project, findings are presented from the project staff 
interviews. 
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 Sustainability by capacity building. Project staff suggest that as teachers see success in 
sharing and talking across schools and regions, the more likely they are to continue practicing it. 
“Because this project is building the capacity of these teachers and they would still have that 
capacity even when we're gone, I think that once they feel the value they would be able to, through 
word of mouth and through just effort around the state, organizations and conferences and things 
like that, I think it would be very possible to expand what's happening just among the teachers.” 

 
Sustainability by peer support. The RMIN project has created a concept of networking 

and coming together to overcome common obstacles in rural Virginia. One staff member 
commented, “I think that we’ve got a really good chance that this stands sustainable. A common 
need is for teachers across rural Virginia or across rural areas anywhere to be able to communicate 
and to work with somebody that does the same thing they do in the same situations.” Sustainability 
is inherent in how well teachers become comfortable with each other. 

 
Sustainability by using cost-effective alternatives. The concept of the network and 

providing a virtual space (e.g., platform, webinar system) for discussions and resource sharing is 
vital to the project’s longevity beyond funding. According to project staff, “The most expensive part 
that would be necessary to keep this going forward later on will be the virtual network itself, the 
platform. I think in order to have the teachers implement with fidelity, we needed a platform and 
needed this license to be able to do it.” This individual added, “I personally believe that once 
teachers get the hang of working together in this fashion, I think it could reasonably be done 
through free resources that are out there, such as using Dropbox or Google Drive or things like that 
to be able to share documents and videos and still be able to use the tools that we created.” 
 
 All of the project staff believe the project is sustainable beyond current financial support. 
However, given the network structure of the RMIN project, teacher retention is an area to focus on. 
As one staff member shared, “The only one thing that makes me nervous about sustainability is 
attrition of teachers for different reasons, and how that then impacts our team structure and 
feedback loops and circles within the network.” 
 
Influence on Students’ Social-Emotional Learning 

 
 Teacher perceptions from group interviews. To gain preliminary insights about 
perceived project influences on students’ social-emotional learning (i.e., growth mindset and self-
efficacy), findings are presented from the teacher group interviews, during which teachers were 
asked to reflect on their students’ reactions to the strategies being used in the classroom. Overall, 
teachers reported that students have been receptive to the strategies. Specific comments include: 
 

• “My students, I think they have really started to support each other more. I think they’re 
just more willing to share not only their successes, but also the mistakes and failures 
that they’ve made. They feel more comfortable with doing that.” 

 
• “Some of these students are kind of calling each other out saying that ‘oh, that’s a 

banned phrase; you can’t say that’.” 
 

 As an activity, one teacher shared about periodically allowing students to pick their math 
grade-level for the day and having them write a statement about how selecting their own math level 
made them feel. One student wrote, “Choosing my own grade made me feel responsible and it was 
rewarding because I know how hard I worked. [My teacher] made me feel like my hard work and 
dedication mattered and that my grade wasn’t a generic, ‘fit for all’ grade.” However, not all 
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teachers thought their students were as receptive. One teacher reflected, “some of [my students] 
really like the videos and others really complain when I do them. . . . I’m having to work a little 
harder with those.” 
 
 Teachers reported that using growth mindset language in the classroom has also influenced 
students. In two of the group sessions, teachers mentioned their students were holding each other 
accountable and turning mistakes into learning opportunities.  
 
 Student survey. Findings are also presented from the student survey administered to 
students in treatment and comparison teachers’ classrooms. The first section of the survey includes 
26 items categorized into four subscales, and the second section includes eight items about 
students’ perceptions of the teacher’s use of self-efficacy and growth mindset in their instructional 
practices. A sample item is provided below to help illustrate each subscale; for complete details on 
items within each subscale, see Appendix F. 
 

• Growth Mindset subscale: “No matter how much talent you have, you can always change 
it quite a bit.” 
 

• Self-Efficacy subscale: “Even if the work is hard, I can learn it.” 
 

• Math Self-Efficacy subscale: “I believe I can learn well in a math course.” 
 

• Math Anxiety subscale: “I worry that I will not be able to get a good grade in my math 
course.” 

 

• Teacher’s Use of Growth Mindset and Self-Efficacy Instructional Practices subscale: “My 
math teacher praises me for my effort.” 

 
 As shown in Table 7, a majority of treatment group respondents responded positively to the 
five subscales, resulting in average subscale scores at the higher end of the ranges (response 
options ranged from 1 to 5 or 1 to 6, depending on the subscale). The responses for the math 
anxiety subscale show the most dispersion among the four subscales focused on students’ 
perceptions of their own beliefs, and the mean score (2.79) was close to the midpoint of that 5-
point scale. 
 
Table 7. Student Survey Subscale Descriptive Statistics for Year 2 

Student Survey Subscales 
Descriptive Statistics 

N Mean Std. Dev. 

Growth Mindset (range of 1-6) 244 4.77 0.85 

Self-Efficacy (range of 1-5) 256 4.20 0.74 

Math Self-Efficacy (range of 1-5) 250 4.14 0.79 

Math Anxiety* (range of 1-5) 251 2.79 1.07 

Teacher’s Use of Growth Mindset and Self-Efficacy 
Instructional Practices (range of 1-6) 

246 4.91 1.10 

*For the Math Anxiety subscale, lower scores are more positive. 
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  Analyses were also generated to compare results between the treatment and comparison 
groups. The scores for the two groups were not adjusted for comparability in terms of baseline 
characteristics (e.g., gender, race/ethnicity, pretest achievement level). As shown in Table 8 and 
Figure 6, students in the treatment teachers’ classes were more positive for each subscale (absolute 
values of standardized effect sizes ranged from 0.24 to 0.37). In fact, statistically significant 
differences were detected for each subscale. Although this indicates the treatment group of 
students outscored the comparison students at the first administration of the survey (the “pretest”), 
it should be recalled that the survey was not administered until late November, and thus teachers 
had been teaching this group of students since as early as mid-August in some school divisions. 
 
Table 8. Student Survey Subscale Scores and Differences for Treatment and Comparison 
Groups for Year 2 

Student Survey 
Subscales 

Treatment Group Comparison Group 
Difference 

(T – C) 
Stat. 
Sig. N Mean 

Std. 
Dev. 

N Mean 
Std. 
Dev 

Growth Mindset 244 4.77 0.85 147 4.48 0.92 0.29 
(stand. 0.33) 

* 

Self-Efficacy 256 4.20 0.74 154 3.98 0.81 0.22  
(stand. 0.29) 

* 

Math Self-Efficacy 250 4.14 0.79 154 3.94 0.89 0.20  
(stand. 0.24) 

* 

Math Anxiety 251 2.79 1.07 153 3.09 1.00 -0.30 
(stand. -0.29) 

* 

Teacher’s Use of GM/SE 
Instructional Practices 

246 4.91 1.10 155 4.48 1.27 0.43 
(stand. 0.37) 

* 

*Independent t-tests were conducted and statistical significance at alpha 0.05 was noted with an asterisk (*). 
Standardized effect sizes (stand.) were reported in the Difference column. 

Figure 6. Student Survey Subscale Scores for Treatment and Comparison Groups for Year 2 
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Implementation Evaluation Findings 
 
 The following section provides a summary of findings for the two implementation 
questions. Data sources for key project components include the teacher and project staff 
interviews; data sources for the facilitating and challenging factors include the teacher and project 
staff interviews, and the teacher summer training institute feedback form. This is followed by a 
summary of the level of implementation fidelity, determined through use of a fidelity matrix with 
indicators aligned to the key components of the RMIN project for Year 2. Data sources for this 
summary include RMIN project records, the principal and teacher summer institute feedback forms, 
and the teacher survey. 
 
Key Components of Project 

 
 Similar to Year 1, both project staff and teachers viewed the networking/collaboration 
aspect of the RMIN as an important element. The project has created and fosters a network that 
brings together teachers with similar challenges and provides an opportunity for them to 
collaboratively and innovatively address those challenges. Project staff noted how the network 
“allows for teachers to professionally develop relationships with other teachers, and to allow for 
that collaboration.” And, the small-group structure employed in Year 2 has afforded teachers “the 
opportunity to get to know one another better and to build these relationships and trust with 
another.” Teachers were in agreement with these perceptions, with one commenting, “One of the 
most important aspects of the RMIN project has been the collaboration with other teachers 
teaching the same subject, because in my school I am the only one teaching my subject. So, now I 
have people I can bounce ideas/resources off of and we can look at each other’s lessons and grow 
from that.” Similarly, another noted that “the collaboration has been great” and in talking with other 
teachers about similar challenges “it’s just really been good to realize that we’re not so isolated—
that a lot of problems we face, people are facing at lots of schools and lots of locations across Virginia.” 
 
 Project staff identified the virtual platform as another key element, noting the virtual 
network structure allows “teachers to be able to upload, share, and comment on each other’s lesson 
plans and videos of instruction.” One staff member suggested that “the online platform is certainly 
the hub of the project activities.” 
 
 Teachers also noted the importance of teaching students responsibility and that they can 
learn as key aspects of the project. One teacher described getting students “more involved in the 
problem-solving process” and discovering “how to solve the problems.” Another commented that 
fostering students’ growth mindset “is probably one of the most important parts because it gives 
them that power to feel like they are able to accomplish any goals that they might have, or learn the 
difficult parts of whatever, not just in math but whatever they are doing.”  
 
 In terms of whether key project components were implemented as planned, project staff 
noted that the project has “had more success” in Year 2 as compared to Year 1, due in part to the 
small-group teaming structure introduced in Year 2, the inclusion of a clear set of expectations and 
responsibilities that was provided at the Year 2 summer training institute, and ongoing fine-tuning 
of the Torsh Talent virtual platform. 
               
Facilitating and Challenging Factors 

 
 Facilitating factors. There was consensus among project staff and teachers in identifying 
two common facilitating factors, with the first being the support from the RMIN project staff and 
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consultants. Project staff noted they were “on the ground level in the trenches so to speak with the 
teachers, being that support system.” Teachers concurred, with one individual noting that “I feel 
like VASS staff are very helpful when we have questions, or we need something.” Another 
commented that project staff “have been great. Anytime I’ve had a problem or question and I’ve 
emailed, their response time is just phenomenal.” 

 
The second common facilitating factor was the small-group team structure that was 

introduced in Year 2. One teacher indicated that the small groups have been “very supportive and 
very helpful to stay on task and to know that others are going through the same thing.” This same 
individual noted that beyond the weekly meeting, the group members “also message pretty much 
every day.” Another teacher indicated that the support offered through the small-group structure is 
“incredible.” Project staff held similar views, noting, “We seem to have made good decisions when 
we grouped them this way” in Year 2 and that the structure has helped teachers “build those 
relationships and trust among one another.” 

 
 The virtual platform was viewed by some teachers as a facilitating factor. For example, one 
individual commented that it was “key in facilitating this because of the way we can share videos 
and do our observations and all the additional sharing.” 
 
 Challenging factors. There was also some consensus among project staff and teachers in 
identifying impediments or challenges to the project. Both identified technology as an issue, with 
project staff focusing on technical issues in general as well as some delays in updates to the virtual 
platform. Some teachers perceived the virtual platform was “hard” and not “user-friendly” and 
others noted more general technology issues such as unstable internet connections. 
 
 Another common challenge was the time factor, which seemed to be compounded by the 
rural context in which teachers work. One teacher noted the time constraints affiliated with 
“writing the detailed lesson plans” and another commented, “As public school teachers in Virginia, 
we are burdened with a lot of additional things that we have to do, so finding the time is a huge 
barrier and that’s just professionally.” Project staff concurred, noting how teachers in rural areas 
are often asked to take on more roles within their schools, which “makes it more difficult to have 
people be able to put in the time and effort to do the things that we’re needing them to do.” 
 

A third common challenge was that of the teachers providing constructive peer feedback to 
one another about their lesson plans and video-recorded instruction. Project staff noted “there is 
room for growth” in providing feedback for these activities. Teachers noted during the summer 
training institute that this was one of the activities they were least sure about carrying out. 
 
 During the summer training institute, teachers also identified writing lesson plans and 
video recording their implementation of those lesson plans as challenges. Further, they noted being 
least sure about carrying out these activities.  
 
Level of Implementation Fidelity 

 
 In order for teachers to have the knowledge and skills to use the virtual platform; to 
develop and implement the lesson plans that integrate self-efficacy, growth mindset, and real-world 
math; and to function within a NIC, they must first be trained in these areas and then have ongoing 
support. And, their principals need training and support as well, in order to provide the support 
their participating teachers need to succeed in this innovative work.  Therefore, the evaluation 
team worked with the technical assistance liaison and the RMIN project staff in Year 1 to identify 
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three key project components that map onto project activities depicted in the RMIN logic model: (1) 
principal training/support, (2) teacher training/support, and (3) teacher cohort development work. 
Within each component, a set of indicators was developed that depicts the important activities 
related to each, and a scoring rubric was developed for generating unit-level (principal or teacher) 
scores depicting implementation levels. These scores are aggregated across indicators within each 
component to determine whether each participant meets a predetermined threshold for “adequate” 
fidelity. Individual results are then rolled up to denote program-level fidelity scores, which are 
compared against prespecified definitions of what constitutes “high” fidelity for each component. 
The indicators for the third key component were slightly revised in Year 2 to align with the 
teachers’ RMIN responsibilities during the second project year. 
 
 Table 9 depicts the key components, the indicators within each component, and whether 
each component was implemented with “high” fidelity as determined by at least 80% of the 
participants having component scores that reach an adequate level of implementation. Findings 
reveal that all three key components were implemented with high fidelity in Year 2.  
 
 For the principal training/support component, 86% of the participants met the threshold 
for adequate fidelity for this component (a score of 2 or higher on a scale of 0-3 across both 
indicators). For the first indicator, 91% of the principals (or their designees) attended the summer 
institute or participated in the follow-up training, with only two principals not participating. For the 
second indicator, 19 of the 20 principals who attended the institute/follow-up training responded 
to the feedback form item about level of preparation to support teachers with a rating of 4 or 5 
(agree or strongly agree), indicating high fidelity; one principal did not rate that particular item on 
the feedback form (and two did not participate). 
 
 For the teacher training/support component, 97% of the participants met the threshold for 
adequate fidelity for this component (a score of 3 or higher on a scale of 0-4 across all three 
indicators). For the first indicator, 100% of the 30 RMIN teachers participated in the summer 
institute or participated in follow-up training. For the second indicator, 100% participated in all 
types of RMIN network supports in Year 2 (including webinars, small group calls, uploading 
classroom video tours, contributing to a community forum, and participating in small group stand-
up meetings). For the third indicator, 29 of the teachers (97%) agreed or strongly agreed to the 
item on the feedback form that they were adequately prepared to carry out their RMIN 
responsibilities, indicating high fidelity, and one teacher did not rate that particular item on the 
feedback form. 
 
 For the teacher cohort development work component, 87% of the participants met the 
threshold for adequate fidelity for this component (a score of 18 or higher on a scale of 0-25 across 
all 14 indicators). For two of the first four activity-focused indicators, which are based on 
developing at least three draft lesson plans and video recording implementation of those lessons 
plans and uploading the videos, 83% and 87% met the requirements for each. For the two activity-
focused indicators based on reviewing and providing feedback on at least six lesson plans and six 
video recordings, only 13% and 23% met these indicators, resulting in the least successful 
completion rates for teachers. For the next 10 indicators, which are based on teachers’ 
perceptions/beliefs as rated on the annual teacher survey, between 60% (good at delivering 
lessons that incorporate real-world applied math strategies) and 93% (understand how a rural 
context can influence a student’s interest in learning mathematics) either agreed or strongly agreed 
with these specific items, indicating high fidelity. See Table 9 for further details for each indicator. 
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Table 9. Implementation Fidelity Results 

Key Components and 
Indicators within Components 

Year 2 Results: 
Indicator Level 

Scoring* 

Year 2 Results:  
Key Component 

Roll-up to Program 
Level Scoring** 

#1: Principal Training and Support 
1A: Principal/School leader training (attends summer institute or 
does one-on-one follow-up training) 

91% participated in 
institute or follow-up trng. 19 of 22 (86%) 

High Fidelity 1B: Principal/School leader level of preparation (adequate 
preparation to support RMIN teachers) 

86% High, 14% Missing 

#2: Teacher Training/Support 
2A: Teaching training (attends summer institute or does one-on-
one follow-up training)  

100% participated in 
institute or follow-up trng. 

29 of 30 (97%) 
High Fidelity 

2B: Teacher supports (participates in all other types of network 
support) 

100% High, 0% Low 

2C: Teacher level of preparation (adequate preparation to carry out 
RMIN responsibilities) 

97% High, 3% Missing 

#3: Teacher Cohort Development Work 
3A: Development of at least three draft lesson plans 83% High, 17% Low 

26 of 30 (87%) 
High Fidelity 

3B: Critical friend review/feedback on at least six peers’ lesson plans 13% High, 87% Low 

3C: Video record classroom instruction when implementing the 
three lesson plans and upload videos 

87% High, 13% Low 

3D: Critical friend review/peer feedback on at least six peers’ video 
recordings 

23% High, 77% Low 

3E: N/A in Year 2 N/A 

3F: Teacher perception of beliefs and instructional practices (peer 
collaboration includes providing constructive feedback to one another) 

90% High, 0% Moderate, 
0% Low, 10% Missing 

3G: Teacher perception of beliefs and instructional practices (virtual 
platform serves as effective tool for collaborating with RMIN teachers) 

83% High, 7% Moderate, 
3% Low, 7% Missing 

3H: Teacher perception of beliefs and instructional practices (ability 
to innovative effective lesson plans) 

90% High, 3% Moderate, 
0% Low, 7% Missing 

3I: Teacher perception of beliefs and instructional practices (ability 
to integrate self-efficacy strategies into math lesson plans) 

77% High, 17% Moderate, 
0% Low, 7% Missing 

3J: Teacher perception of beliefs and instructional practices (ability 
to deliver lessons that foster students’ self-efficacy) 

70% High, 23% Moderate, 
0% Low, 7% Missing 

3K: Teacher perception of beliefs and instructional practices (ability 
to integrate growth mindset strategies into math lesson plans) 

87% High, 7% Moderate, 
0% Low, 7% Missing 

3L: Teacher perception of beliefs and instructional practices (ability 
to deliver lessons that foster students’ growth mindset) 

83% High, 10% Moderate, 
0% Low, 7% Missing 

3M: Teacher perception of beliefs and instructional practices (ability 
to integrate real-world applied math strategies into lesson plans) 

83% High, 10% Moderate, 
0% Low, 7% Missing 

3N: Teacher perception of beliefs and instructional practices 
(deliver lessons that incorporate real-world applied math strategies) 

60% High, 23% Moderate, 
10% Low, 7% Missing 

3O: Teacher perception of beliefs and instructional practices (how a 
rural context can influence a student’s interest in learning math) 

93% High, 0% Moderate, 
0% Low, 7% Missing 

*Percent meeting threshold for adequate fidelity for indicator 
**80-100% of participants met adequate fidelity threshold for overall component 
Note: The percentages are based on the number of possible participants: for principals, there were 22 participating schools at 
the time of the Year 2 summer institute. For teachers, N = 30 (number of teachers at end of Year 2) is used for all indicators to 
provide consistency, even though there were 33 participating teachers at the time of the Year 2 summer institute.  



 

26 

Conclusions and Recommendations 
  
 Conclusions pertaining to the RMIN project’s overall performance in Year 2 are organized 
below into eight sections that align with the formative and implementation evaluation questions. 
These conclusions are derived from analysis of available data sources from the Year 2 evaluation 
activities. Bulleted recommendations follow each section, as appropriate, for project staff’s 
consideration as Year 3 implementation gets underway. These recommendations emerge from the 
evaluation data, and are offered merely as suggestions for RMIN project staff as they continue their 
planning and decision-making related to project implementation. 
 

Participant Reactions 
 
 The RMIN project continued on a high note in Year 2, with the summer training institute 
being well received by both principals and teachers. Reactions were very positive from both groups, 
with high ratings for their engagement in and relevance of the institute and the topics covered. 
Further, both groups identified areas in which follow-up support was desired. Principals wanted 
more ongoing support so that they could better support their participating teachers. For teachers, 
areas for follow-up included what a “good” lesson plan looks like, including real-world applications 
in their instruction, and providing constructive feedback when reviewing peers’ materials. 
 
 Teachers maintained their ongoing excitement about and appreciation for their 
involvement in the project during the Year 2 summer institute and reflected the same perceptions 
at the year’s end. Although providing constructive feedback on their peers’ lesson plans and video 
recordings continued to be an area in which some teachers felt less comfortable, there was still a 
high level of interest in and commitment to the project. Further, other than these two particular 
activities, teachers successfully completed all project activities. 
 

• Project staff may want to consider the ways in which they are keeping principals 
updated about the project and engaged in providing necessary support for their 
participating teachers. Maintaining some type of routine, ongoing communication with 
and amongst the principals might help foster a stronger system of support. 

 
• Project staff may want to consider continued emphasis on how teachers can provide 

and receive constructive feedback about the lesson plans and the video recordings of 
those lesson plans being implemented. It could be that some teachers still need 
additional exposure to and practice with providing that type of reflective peer feedback. 

 

Participant Learning 
 
 Both principals and teachers indicated their knowledge about relevant topics had increased 
after participating in the Year 2 summer training institute. Teachers also reported growth in a 
variety of skills as a result of institute participation. Areas in which teachers reported most growth 
were providing peer-to-peer feedback and collaboratively developing lesson plans. Further, 
teachers showed significant growth in all of the teacher survey belief subscales, compared to Year 1. 
 

• Project staff may want to consider how to best support teachers in Year 3 to help ensure 
they continue to increase their knowledge and skills, sustain the progress they have made, 
and continuously translate new knowledge and skills into their instructional practices.  
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Participant Behaviors 
 
 Teachers appear to be participating fully in nearly all RMIN project activities, as well as the 
associated evaluation data collection activities. Maintaining that high level of engagement and 
participation will be critical in Years 3 and 4, in order to provide a more complete understanding of 
how their project experiences have shaped their beliefs and instructional practices. 
 
 In Year 2, teachers reported more frequently incorporating instructional practices related 
to growth mindset and self-efficacy into their daily or weekly behaviors. Teachers were still less 
often engaging in practices related to lesson plan development or requesting and providing 
feedback on lesson plans or video-recorded classroom instruction. 
 

• Project staff might want to consider how to maintain the high levels of engagement 
amongst participating teachers. Suggestions might include continuing the small-group 
structure where each group includes at least one of the more successful or “champions” 
of the project who can serve as a model and help encourage those who have been less 
successful. And, as noted earlier, teachers may need additional support in order for 
them to meet their project responsibilities related to reviewing and providing feedback 
on lesson plans and video-recorded instruction. 
 

• On a related note, project staff might want to discuss with the evaluation team the 
possibility of grouping teachers for the teacher group interviews based on their small-
group organization. Given the level of involvement teachers are having within these 
small groups, they may be more comfortable in sharing more detailed descriptions of 
their experiences in the RMIN project within the same small group settings. 

 

Project Sustainability 
 
 As Year 2 ended, the project has continued laying the groundwork for future sustainability 
by maintaining the principal and teacher networks, and providing the infrastructure for supporting 
the teacher collaboration (i.e., the project itself and the virtual platform supporting it). 
 

• As the project continues in Years 3-4, project staff could work with teachers and 
principals to identify other possible funding opportunities that could cover costs 
associated with network infrastructure supports after the project closes. Additionally, 
project staff, along with participating teachers and principals, could work to identify 
available, cost-effective alternatives. As teachers have more buy-in and confidence in 
terms of innovatively solving their own problems of practice throughout their NIC 
participation, they may have ideas and suggestions for how teacher involvement in such 
a network could be supported within and across their schools and divisions. This could 
be a topic to include in the Year 3 teacher group interviews. 

  

Influence on Students’ Social-Emotional Learning 
 
 Preliminary anecdotal evidence from participating teachers indicates most students are 
responding favorably to growth mindset and self-efficacy strategies that teachers are introducing in 
their classroom instruction, though some students appeared less receptive. Further, based on initial 
student survey data, students have a fairly high sense of their own growth mindset and self-efficacy, 
with students in treatment teachers’ classrooms scoring higher in each area. 
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• Project staff might consider having teachers implement some brief assessment activity 
to informally capture students’ feedback about their satisfaction with their teachers’ 
inclusion of growth mindset and self-efficacy strategies in their instructional practices. 
Such real-time insights might help teachers fine-tune their instructional practices.  

 

Key Components of Project 
 
 Project staff and teachers were in agreement that networking/collaboration was a key 
component of the RMIN project. And, this component maps onto one of the three key components 
identified for the implementation study, i.e., the teacher cohort development work. However, in 
order for work to move forward in the project’s NIC and lesson plan efforts, a level of foundational 
knowledge is necessary for both principals and teachers. Therefore, principal training/support and 
teacher training/support were also identified as key components for the implementation fidelity 
study. 
 

• As project staff plan for the Year 3 summer training institute, they might consider which 
topics that principals and teachers identified as areas in which they would like 
additional information in future trainings, as well as what areas teachers have identified 
as more challenging, or in which some teachers seem to be less successful.  

 

Facilitating and Challenging Factors 
 
 There were two common factors that project staff and teachers acknowledged were helping 
move the project forward, including the support from the project staff and consultants and the 
small-group teaming structure  for the teachers. Three common challenges were identified—
technology, time/rural context, and providing constructive peer feedback. Teachers also identified 
writing lesson plans and video recording their implementation of those lessons as challenges. 
 

• As project staff plan for Year 3, they might want to keep in mind which factors have 
been identified as facilitators to the project so that they can maximize those benefits, 
and which factors are serving as challenges so they can be minimized. For example, 
project staff may want to continue the small-group teaming structure for teacher 
collaboration and development efforts, and perhaps provide additional support on how 
to provide constructive peer feedback. 

 

Level of Implementation Fidelity 
 
 The RMIN project appears to have made great strides in terms of implementing the key 
components in Year 2. All three components were implemented with high fidelity, which continues 
to provide a solid foundation on which participants can build as the project moves into Year 3. In 
fact, the only two indicators across the three components that resulted in low teacher performance 
were the two activity-focused indicators based on reviewing and providing feedback on at least six 
lesson plans and at least six video recordings. Only a few of the teachers were able to meet these 
project expectations.  
 

• Project staff may want to follow up with teachers to discern why the majority were 
unable to fully complete these two project requirements. 
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EVALUATION BRIEF: AUGUST 1, 2018 
PRINCIPAL FEEDBACK SUMMARY FROM RMIN YEAR 2 SUMMER TRAINING INSTITUTE (JULY 2018) 
 
A total of 18 principals (or their representatives) attended the July 2018 training institute. A total of 17 completed 
feedback forms were received (94% response rate). 
 

School level (n = 17): 59% Middle school 41% High school   
Locale (n = 17): 65% Southside VA 35% Southwest VA   

 

Engagement and 
Relevance 

Response Option Percentages* 
(Items re-ordered by highest-to-lowest mean scores) 

Statistics 

To what degree: Not at all 
(1) 

Not much 
(2) 

Somewhat 
(3) 

Pretty much 
(4) 

Very much 
(5) 

Mean Std. Dev. 

Do you understand the 
purpose of the RMIN 
project? (n = 17) 

0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 5.00 0.00 

Do you believe it will be 
worthwhile to apply what 
you learned? (n = 17) 

0% 0% 0% 12% 88% 4.88 0.33 

Do you believe the insti-
tute’s content is important 
for success in the project? 
(n = 17) 

0% 0% 0% 18% 82% 4.82 0.39 

Are you clear about what is 
expected of you in sup-
porting your participating 
teacher(s)? (n = 17) 

0% 0% 6% 18% 76% 4.71 0.59 

Did the institute sessions 
enhance your learning 
about the project? (n = 17) 

0% 0% 0% 35% 65% 4.65 0.49 

Was the institute structure 
conducive for your learning 
about the project? (n = 17) 

0% 0% 0% 41% 59% 4.59 0.51 

Will you be able to use imme- 
diately what you learned in 
the institute? (n = 17) 

0% 0% 6% 29% 65% 4.59 0.62 

Will the institute sessions 
help you support your 
teacher(s) in project 
participation? (n = 17) 

0% 0% 0% 47% 53% 4.53 0.51 

Do you understand how to 
apply what you learned? 
(n = 17) 

0% 0% 0% 65% 35% 4.35 0.49 

Did you actively participate 
in the institute activities? 
(n = 17) 

0% 0% 18% 47% 35% 4.18 0.73 

*Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding. 
 

 

  



 

Appendix A - 2 

How could your involvement/engagement in the institute activities have been increased? (n = 10) 
 

- Open up for more principal participation. 
- This session plan was great. 
- I thought involvement and engagement was good. 
- By sitting in on a teacher session. 
- Our schedule is full of other initiatives and activities. I need to make more time specifically for RMIN. 
- Love the engagement with other administrators. 
- I think the institute activities [were] well thought out. Thanks. 
- Be present in the classroom for observations. 
- I am a first-year administrator; however, I plan to use and participate in all institute activities by scheduling 

appropriately. 
- Perhaps a minute for tables of administrators to discuss personal RMIN experiences in their schools. 

 
What additional information should be included in future RMIN trainings to help you understand your role in 
supporting your participating teacher(s)? (n = 9) 

 
- More open discussion and sharings (networkings) face-to-face. 
- Possibly a little more information about what teachers are doing. 
- I felt like the training did a thorough job of explaining our role. 
- We could have logged in to a computer and observed a video lesson together to share feedback and norm 

expectations. 
- Excellent training using collaboration. 
- Please continue to support administrators on supporting teachers. 
- Because a lot of principals do not have a math background, give us examples of the application piece. What 

professionals can we help our teachers bring into the building to provide real-world application experiences? 
- None. 
- Not sure—new this year. I feel well informed. 

 

Satisfaction 
Response Option Percentages* 

(Items re-ordered by highest-to-lowest mean scores) 
Statistics 

Level of agreement: Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Neutral 
(3) 

Agree 
(4) 

Strongly 
Agree 

(5) 
Mean Std. Dev. 

I believe the institute was a 
high-quality event. (n = 16) 

0% 0% 0% 25% 75% 4.75 0.45 

I believe the project is a 
worthwhile investment of 
my teacher’s time. (n = 16) 

0% 0% 0% 31% 69% 4.69 0.48 

The institute confirmed the 
importance of the princi-
pal’s role in supporting an 
innovative teacher. (n = 16) 

0% 0% 0% 31% 69% 4.69 0.48 

The training institute was a 
worthwhile investment of 
my time. (n = 16) 

0% 0% 0% 38% 62% 4.63 0.50 

I now feel adequately pre-
pared to support my parti-
cipating teachers. (n = 16) 

0% 0% 0% 56% 44% 4.44 0.51 

*Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding. 
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Knowledge 
 
 1 = No understanding of the topic    4 = Pretty much understand the topic 
 2 = Not much understanding of the topic   5 = Very much understand the topic 
 3 = Somewhat understand the topic 
 

BEFORE Response Option Percentages* Statistics 
TOPICS 

1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD 

7% 20% 53% 13% 7% 2.93 0.96 Principal support of teacher innovation (n = 15) 

13% 20% 47% 13% 7% 2.80 1.08 Status of RMIN project (n = 15) 

20% 20% 40% 20% 0% 2.60 1.06 Status of RMIN evaluation (n = 15) 
*Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding. 
 

AFTER Response Option Percentages* Statistics 
TOPICS 

1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD 

0% 0% 0% 44% 56% 4.56 0.51 Principal support of teacher innovation (n = 16) 

0% 0% 0% 62% 38% 4.38 0.50 Status of RMIN project (n = 16) 

0% 0% 6% 44% 50% 4.44 0.63 Status of RMIN evaluation (n = 16) 
*Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding. 
 

TOPICS COMMENTS 

Principal support 
of teacher 
innovation 

- More specific examples this year! 

 
 
Please share any additional comments you would like to make about the institute. (n = 6) 

 
- Getting the principals together for a 1-day session was an excellent idea. The panel discussion was very 

informative and helpful. 
- I found the panel discussion very meaningful. Wonderful panelists! 
- Please continue to support school with your research. Thanks for all you do for education. 
- It needs to be sustainable. 
- Worthwhile institute. 
- Today was 100% informative. I appreciate the working lunch—redeeming the time! Are there ways I could be 

more involved? 
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EVALUATION BRIEF: AUGUST 1, 2018  
TEACHER FEEDBACK SUMMARY FROM RMIN YEAR 2 SUMMER TRAINING INSTITUTE (JULY 2018) 
 
A total of 29 of the 33 RMIN teachers (88%) attended the July 2018 training institute, representing 22 of the 24 
participating schools, and 17 of the 18 participating divisions. All 29 participating teachers completed a feedback form 
for a 100% response rate. 
 

School level (n = 29): 66% Middle school 31% High school   3%  Both 

Locale (n = 29): 59% Southside VA 41% Southwest VA 

Subjects taught (n = 29): 31% Pre-Algebra 38% Algebra 1 31% Both 

Online survey capacity (n = 27) 96% Yes   4% No (need paper survey instead) 

 

Engagement and Relevance 
Response Option Percentages* 

(items re-ordered by highest-to-lowest mean scores) Statistics 

To what degree: Not at all 
(1) 

Not much 
(2) 

Somewhat 
(3) 

Pretty much 
(4) 

Very much 
(5) 

Mean Std. Dev. 

Did the institute help you build working rela-
tionships with your project peers? (n = 29) 

0% 0% 0% 7% 93% 4.93 0.26 

Do you understand the purpose of the 
RMIN project? (n = 29) 

0% 0% 0% 24% 76% 4.76 0.44 

Did the institute sessions enhance your 
learning about the project? (n = 29) 

0% 0% 0% 24% 76% 4.76 0.44 

Do you believe it will be worthwhile to 
apply what you learned? (n = 29) 

0% 0% 0% 24% 76% 4.76 0.44 

Are you comfortable partnering with a peer 
group to collaboratively develop math 
lesson plans? (n = 29) 

0% 0% 3% 24% 72% 4.69 0.54 

Was the institute structure conducive for 
your learning about the project? (n = 29) 

0% 0% 0% 31% 69% 4.69 0.47 

Do you believe the institute’s content is 
important for success in the project? (n = 29) 

0% 0% 0% 31% 69% 4.69 0.47 

Will the training materials help you 
succeed in the project? (n = 29) 

0% 0% 0% 38% 62% 4.62 0.49 

Did you actively participate in the institute 
activities? (n = 29) 

0% 0% 0% 41% 59% 4.59 0.50 

Do you understand how to apply what you 
learned? (n = 29) 

0% 0% 0% 45% 55% 4.55 0.51 

Did you increase your understanding of 
how to integrate growth mindset strategies 
into math lesson plans? (n = 29) 

0% 0% 3% 48% 48% 4.45 0.57 

Did you increase your understanding of 
how to integrate self-efficacy strategies 
into math lesson plans? (n = 29) 

0% 0% 10% 41% 48% 4.38 0.68 

*Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding. 

  



 

Appendix B - 2 

How could your involvement/engagement in the institute activities have been increased? (n = 21) 
 

- My engagement in the institute has been increased because of the clarity attained in the days of training this summer.  

- The goal of the project is getting clearer to me. 

- I was actively engaged but I can always do more. Just tell me! 

- I need to dedicate more time/set a routine. 

- Feel much more knowledgeable on observations. 

- The methods developed for the second year should be great for increased interaction.   

- I'm not really sure that there is a way to increase them. The training really hit my roadblocks and provided feedback to move forward.  

- Activities were useful and engaging. No changes. 

- This is my first year so I was learning it all. 

- None, everything was explained well.   

- Weekly calls. 

- Set goals and work towards those in a timely manner. 

- Prior to coming, partner with someone and pick a topic and real-life example, then create a lesson plan together that both teachers can 

implement.  

- Having a pre-reading or pre-task assignment. 

- Having more of a project overview prior to this week would have helped, but I'm excited to learn. 

- Continue to share. 

- The institute was wonderful! 

- I felt the activities were engaging and worthwhile. 

- The activities were appropriate for the information needed by me. 

- Smaller groups. 

- My only regret is missing part of the training. I thought the part I was involved with was terrific. The team building as well as the specifics 

of the training promoted involvement. 

What additional information should be included in future RMIN trainings to help you fulfill your responsibilities in the 
project? (n = 14) 

 

- Those people who do not attend will be far behind. It may be a roadblock for the groups. How should we all get caught up?  

- Continue what you are doing. 

- Currently, I do not have anything that I'm missing from this training. 

- I can't think of any at this time. 

- More time finding/collaborating lesson plans. 

- None. 

- Expectations. 

- DACUM sessions were awesome! 

- How to locate resources in our school community. 

- Unsure if anything at this time. I found this training extremely beneficial. 

- Keep up the clear expectations. 

- Suggested information for future trainings would be related to increasing students' self-efficacy in the classroom. 

- None. 

- I don't have a specific recommendation or suggestion at this point. However, as we continue to go forward and evolve, I'm sure 

questions will arise and the additional information will be made available. 
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Satisfaction 
Response Option Percentages* 

(Items re-ordered by highest-to-lowest mean scores) 
Statistics 

Level of agreement: Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Neutral 
(3) 

Agree 
(4) 

Strongly 
Agree 

(5) 
Mean Std. Dev. 

The training institute was a 
worthwhile investment of my 
time. (n = 28) 

0% 0% 0% 25% 75% 4.75 0.44 

I look forward to networking 
with my peers in this project. 
(n = 28) 

0% 0% 0% 25% 75% 4.75 0.44 

I believe the project is a 
worthwhile investment of my 
time. (n = 28) 

0% 0% 0% 32% 68% 4.68 0.48 

I believe the institute was a 
high-quality event. (n = 28)  0% 0% 0% 36% 64% 4.64 0.49 

I feel ready to continue 
participating in this project. 
(n = 28) 

0% 0% 4% 43% 54% 4.50 0.58 

I now feel adequately 
prepared to carry out my 
RMIN responsibilities. (n = 28) 

0% 0% 0% 57% 43% 4.43 0.50 

*Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding. 

 

Knowledge 
 
 1 = No understanding of the topic    4 = Pretty much understand the topic 
 2 = Not much understanding of the topic   5 = Very much understand the topic 
 3 = Somewhat understand the topic 
 

BEFORE Response Option Percentages* Statistics TOPICS 
1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD 

18% 43% 29% 11% 0% 2.32 0.90 Status of RMIN evaluation (n = 28) 

11% 18% 54% 14% 4% 2.82 0.94 
Self-efficacy and growth mindset instructional strategies 
(n = 28) 

11% 21% 64% 0% 4% 2.64 0.83 Lesson planning (n = 28) 

11% 46% 32% 11% 0% 2.43 0.84 Peer-to-peer feedback (n = 28) 

*Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding. 

 

AFTER Response Option Percentages* Statistics TOPICS 
1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD 

0% 0% 3% 72% 24% 4.21 0.49 Status of RMIN evaluation (n = 29) 

0% 0% 0% 66% 34% 4.34 0.48 
Self-efficacy and growth mindset instructional strategies 
(n = 29) 

0% 0% 3% 59% 38% 4.34 0.55 Lesson planning (n = 29) 

0% 0% 3% 52% 45% 4.41 0.57 Peer-to-peer feedback (n = 29) 

*Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding. 
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TOPICS COMMENTS 
Status of RMIN 
evaluation 

- No comments.  

Self-efficacy and 
growth mindset 
instructional 
strategies 

- No comments.  

Lesson planning 
- Still nervous that I may do it wrong.  
- What to put and language in the lesson plan has gone up.  

Peer-to-peer 
feedback 

- Much needed!  
- The menu really eased my concerns! 

 
 
What challenges do you anticipate in applying what you have learned, and how could those challenges be lessened? 
(n = 22) 

 
- One challenge will be the time required to complete the necessary tasks—both in terms of duration and appropriate (as it relates to 

personal schedule). An unstable internet connection at home has proven to be the biggest obstacle.  
- We are all excited now, but my hope is that we do not lose that excitement and everyone stays involved and active. Jenn, Sandy, and 

Veronica rock! 
- Time management. 
- I still need to spend time finding real-life situations to apply to Algebra. 
- None at this time, but if I have questions or problems I have a group to call on as well as the directors. 
- Just working on my time management skills and holding myself accountable to the goals I've set. 
- Internet connection. 
- Time. 
- I'm still a little worried about writing the lesson plans, but this will get better with time. 
- Writing lesson plans, finding fun lessons. I need to practice to feel more comfortable. 
- Finding more growth mindset videos; I need to advance my research for these items. 
- Time management. 
- Group members participating fully. 
- Making real-life valuable lessons, and implementing them in my classroom without disrupting my class management. 
- Posting/uploading stuff in Torsh and taking time to do so. This challenge will be lessened because I plan to set a schedule to make it more 

routine. 
- Making the time to complete lessons and observations. 
- Videoing myself will be a challenge at first, but over time I think I will become more comfortable. 
- This year's group is very challenging. I am going to have to work very hard on growth mindset and classroom atmosphere.  
- Time, video-recording myself. Both will be better with practice. 
- The challenge would be technology concerns in my building. I have spoken with my assistant principal in regards to getting the platform 

and wifi connection set up on my classroom desktop and iPad. 
- Going to weekly meetings will keep me on task. 
- My own personal time management is typically my largest obstacle. I admit to being too busy in general. However, I anticipate a 

smoother semester and that should help me. Also, I am doing some things this summer that will help me get a quick start. 
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Skills 
 

  1 = Little to no understanding of the skill     4 = Can perform the skill without assistance 
  2 = Basic understanding of the skill, but cannot perform it   5 = Can perform the skill and teach others to do it 
  3 = Understand the skill, and can perform it with assistance 
 

 

BEFORE Response Option Percentages* Statistics 
TOPICS 

1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD 

10% 35% 38% 14% 3% 2.66 0.97 
Collaboratively develop a math lesson plan using a common 
template (n = 29) 

10% 41% 38% 7% 3% 2.52 0.91 
Collaboratively develop a lesson plan that integrates self-efficacy 
strategies (n = 29) 

7% 34% 45% 10% 3% 2.69 0.89 
Collaboratively develop a lesson plan that integrates growth 
mindset strategies (n = 29) 

7% 34% 38% 17% 3% 2.76 0.95 
Collaboratively develop a lesson plan that incorporates real-world 
context (n = 29) 

17% 45% 21% 14% 3% 2.41 1.05 Provide constructive peer-to-peer feedback (n = 29) 

10% 48% 21% 17% 3% 2.55 1.02 Receive constructive peer-to-peer feedback (n = 29) 

*Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding. 

 

AFTER Response Option Percentages* Statistics 
TOPICS 

1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD 

0% 0% 10% 69% 21% 4.10 0.56 
Collaboratively develop a math lesson plan using a common 
template (n = 29) 

0% 0% 17% 59% 24% 4.07 0.65 
Collaboratively develop a lesson plan that integrates self-efficacy 
strategies (n = 29) 

0% 0% 7% 69% 24% 4.17 0.54 
Collaboratively develop a lesson plan that integrates growth 
mindset strategies (n = 29) 

0% 0% 17% 62% 21% 4.03 0.63 
Collaboratively develop a lesson plan that incorporates real-world 
context (n = 29) 

0% 0% 7% 69% 24% 4.17 0.54 Provide constructive peer-to-peer feedback (n = 29) 

0% 0% 7% 72% 21% 4.14 0.52 Receive constructive peer-to-peer feedback (n = 29) 

*Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding. 
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TOPICS COMMENTS 
Collaboratively develop a math 
lesson plan using a common 
template 

- Had really not been working collaboratively on the lesson plan before this summer's institute; I 
pretty much worked on developing the plan on my own up to this point. 

Collaboratively develop a lesson 
plan that integrates self-efficacy 
strategies 

- Had really not been working collaboratively on the lesson plan before this summer's 
institute; I pretty much worked on developing the plan on my own up to this point. 

- The writing it in the plans is difficult. Better in practice and with class. 

Collaboratively develop a lesson 
plan that integrates growth 
mindset strategies 

- Had really not been working collaboratively on the lesson plan before this summer's 
institute; I pretty much worked on developing the plan on my own up to this point. 

Collaboratively develop a lesson 
plan that incorporates real-world 
context 

- Still working on this. 
- Working on getting better. 

Provide constructive peer-to-peer 
feedback 

- No comments.  

Receive constructive peer-to-peer 
feedback 

- No comments. 

 

What skill are you most excited about implementing, and why? (n = 26) 
 

- I am excited to work with the Torsh platform to communicate with peers. 
- Teaching students that mistakes are really opportunities to learn. 
- The observation/feedback will be a great resource for both seeing new instruction ideas and for growing my own instruction 

professionally. 
- Collaborating with these fine ladies! 
- Intentionally planning for added value; math is about problem solving. 
- Feel better about observations. 
- Regular feedback and sharing. 
- Sharing and receiving feedback from my group. 
- Implementing more growth mindset strategies to help students focus and find value. 
- M = E + V - C 
- M = E + V - C 
- Watching videos to gain ideas/support. 
- Growth mindset activities to watch kids grow and feel confident in themselves. 
- Collaborating with my A-Team. They are so supportive and fun to work with! 
- Growth mindset and tools talked about within my group. 
- More real-world concepts in the classroom; it will show students how it relates. 
- Real-world and growth mindset. 
- Growth mindset and self-efficacy into my daily classroom because building students up will only make them better in their everyday lives. 
- Lesson planning/collaboration: will increase V but decrease C. 
- Receiving constructive criticism because I'm always trying to be better. 
- Recording and trying new plans. 
- Growth mindset vs. fixed mindset. 
- Using the growth mindset language and developing this in my classes. I am excited because I can start the beginning of the year with 

strategies. 
- I am most excited about the standing weekly meetings. It will hold me accountable for participating in the program. 
- More real-world interactions making math more relevant. 
- Growth mindset is more natural to me so continuing to incorporate that should be easy. Otherwise, I look forward to incorporating real-

world context because I believe it will help my students appreciate the work we're doing and be more excited about doing it. 
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Which skill are you least sure about implementing, and why? (n = 22) 
 

- Evaluating other teachers; it is hard to comment on another person's work. 
- I don't really know of anything at this point.  
- Writing lesson plans (until I learn the language, then I will be fine). 
- Real-world context. 
- Still overcoming in-school technology issues. 
- Providing constructive feedback only because I don't like fully critiquing others. 
- Lesson plan writing. 
- Again, writing lesson plans. 
- Developing lesson plans. I don't feel like I am good putting thoughts on paper. 
- Constructive peer-to-peer; don't want to upset anyone, but I learned good ways to go about doing this. 
- Self-efficacy. 
- Constructive feedback; some people do not take feedback well and may get offended. 
- Self-efficacy and feedback. 
- Videoing due to I'm still nervous about being on video. 
- Provide feedback: understand it but not comfortable with it! 
- Developing real-world context in my lessons. Finding those connections will be difficult for me with certain topics. 
- Writing. 
- Uploading videos and resources. 
- Peer feedback. 
- I am least sure about receiving feedback. Feedback is needed to be respectful. 
- Providing peer-to-peer feedback; people can be sensitive about their creations, but we have strategies to help with this. 

- I suppose I'm still a little bit apprehensive about the feedback portion, but I don't really dread it that much as I think it's an overall great 
piece of RMIN. 

 

Confidence Response Option Percentages* Statistics 

To what degree: Not at all 
(1) 

Not much 
(2) 

Somewhat 
(3) 

Pretty much 
(4) 

Very much 
(5) 

Mean Std. Dev. 

Do you feel confident about 
applying what you have 
learned so far, overall? (n = 29) 

0% 0% 10% 66% 24% 4.14 0.58 

If participants selected Not at 
all, Not much, or Somewhat, 
they selected all of the relevant 
reasons why they were less 
confident. 

 0% (n = 0) 
 0% (n = 0) 
 0% (n = 0) 
 0% (n = 0) 
 0% (n = 0) 
10% (n = 3) 

I don’t have the necessary knowledge and skills. 
I don’t understand what is expected of me. 
I have other more pressing priorities. 
I don’t have the necessary resources/support to apply what I learned. 
I don’t think what I learned about will work in my school setting. 
Other: 

- Since this is my first year, I don’t feel fully prepared yet. 
- I’m still figuring it out. 
- Nerves (mostly about videoing). 

Do you feel confident you will 
be able to carry out your 
project tasks with additional 
RMIN support throughout the 
year? (n = 29) 

0% 0% 3% 62% 34% 4.31 0.54 

*Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding. 

  



 

Appendix B - 8 

 

Follow Up 
Response Option Percentages* 

(items re-ordered by lowest-to-highest mean scores) 
(NOTE: For these items, the lower the score, the more urgent the need for training.) 

Statistics 

 Yes, right 
away! 

(1) 

Important, 
but not 
urgent 

(2) 

Add this 
when you 

can 
(3) 

At some 
point in the 

future 
(4) 

No need 
for more 
support 

(5) 

Mean Std. Dev. 

Understanding what “good” looks 
like in RMIN math lesson plans  
(n = 29) 

10% 14% 10% 55% 10% 3.41 1.18 

Effectively including real-world 
applications in classroom 
instruction (n = 28) 

4% 18% 18% 43% 18% 3.54 1.10 

Effectively carrying out self-
efficacy and growth mindset 
strategies in classroom 
instruction (n = 29) 

7% 3% 14% 52% 24% 3.83 1.07 

Providing feedback/comments on 
lesson plans (n = 28) 

0% 7% 14% 29% 50% 4.21 0.96 

Guided practice on video 
recording (n = 28) 

0% 14% 4% 25% 57% 4.25 1.08 

Using the virtual platform to 
communicate and share ideas  
(n = 28) 

0% 7% 7% 36% 50% 4.29 0.90 

Planning feedback/documents on 
videos (n = 28) 

0% 4% 14% 21% 61% 4.39 0.88 

Uploading videos and resources 
to the virtual platform (n = 28) 

0% 7% 11% 11% 71% 4.46 0.96 

Commenting on instructional 
videos (n = 28) 

4% 0% 7% 25% 64% 4.46 0.92 

Other (n = 0) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% -- -- 

Miscellaneous write-in comments included: 
- A few more examples would be great of what “good” looks like in RMIN math lesson plans. 
- Sharing technology that teachers use in their classrooms. 
- Really looking for feedback that I am doing these things properly, effectively (self-efficacy, growth mindset, real-world 

applications). 
*Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding. 

 

Please share any additional comments you would like to make about the institute. (n = 9) 
 

- I really learned a lot more about growth mindset and self-efficacy during this institute. Working in the group setting was a great idea/plan 
so that I can better put names and faces together! Thanks for a great couple of days! 

- Thank you! 
- Always well organized. Really enjoyed time spent with peers. 
- This year's institute was much better than last year's institute. 
- Good job! 
- I am so very excited about what this program has already brought and the future of this program. 
- Enjoyed it! Thank you for the tech tools and resources! 
- Are we doing another DACUM? 
- I have a clearer understanding of the expectations than in the previous year. 
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EVALUATION BRIEF: DECEMBER 2018   

RMIN TEACHER GROUP INTERVIEW SUMMARY YEAR 2  

The purpose of the teacher group interview sessions was to provide teachers an opportunity to share their 
thoughts about their experiences with the RMIN project throughout the year. The external evaluation team 
conducted four 1-hour sessions via GoToWebinar between October 9 - 19, 2018. Twenty-nine of the 31 teachers 
(94%) participated in one of the four sessions. The sessions were audio recorded, and transcripts were 
generated for analysis. Key themes and illustrative comments are summarized below. 

 

• Teachers are excited to be part of the project and report it has been a positive experience in general. 

A few descriptions include “encouraging,” “exploring,” “helpful,” and “educational.” Teachers 

especially valued the summer institute, including the institute’s structural change. One shared, “The 

information provided during the summer PD gave a better sense of what was expected.” Another 

noted, “This summer was even better. I felt the confidence.” 

• A few teachers thought the first year of the project was overwhelming, but noted that is no longer the 

case. “The first year, . . . we were not exactly sure what we were supposed to do, but after this 

summer it was much better because it was much clearer and we had been through a year. And the 

summer get-together was much clearer in our expectations and moving forward and using the 

platform and who your group is and what your responsibilities are. It was just much better. It seemed I 

felt more prepared to go forward.”  

• There was consensus among teachers that they enjoy the recently created small groups. One 

commented, “I’m on a really good team where we constantly talk and share ideas and talk about 

different things in different districts and how they’re handling [similar situations].” Another stated, “I 

like the structure that has been put in place this year. The small group settings they have created this 

year have definitely helped.” 

• Finally, one teacher remarked, “To be honest, the program itself, it's wonderful.” Another shared, 

“[The project] helped me become excited about teaching again and gave me a lot of people to reach 

out to for different reasons.” Another said, “It’s really made me think outside the box.” After reading 

student feedback from a recent classroom activity, one teacher commented, “It made me feel like I 

need to do this more, because it’s not my perspective on how they’re doing, it’s their perspective and 

that’s powerful.” 

2. Tell me how the RMIN project is affecting your knowledge and beliefs. 
 

• Overall, teachers perceived the RMIN project is increasing their knowledge and beliefs about growth 

mindset and self-efficacy. One stated, “I would say [it] definitely has improved my understanding of 

growth-mindset and my ability to communicate that to my students, and I’m seeing the benefit of 

using growth-mindset and self-efficacy in the classroom.” Another commented, “I think a sort of a 

priority of the project . . . is to help the children see that math is so connected to the real world. And I 

don’t think that is something we have a lot of resources to help with, so this has provided a lot of 

resources that we can use.” 

• For some teachers, the project is reaffirming what they have been doing in the classroom. For 

example, one teacher noted, “It has kind of reassured that what we’ve been doing is worthwhile, 

because I have seen lots of growth. I traditionally challenge the kids that ‘you can do it; you’ve just got 

1. What are your overall reactions to your RMIN project experience? 
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to keep trying—don’t give up.’ . . . Now I can wrap my mind around it and say, ‘Hey, that’s growth-

mindset and that’s what we’ve been working on.’ The motivation piece of it has also been helpful.” 

3. How is the RMIN project affecting your instructional practices? 
 

• Overall, teachers reported the inclusion of more real-world problems when teaching. One observed, 

“It’s making me more aware that I need to make those real-world connections and I’ve been doing 

more activities that make those connections.” Another stated, “I feel like the instructional practices 

were way more routine with our growth-mindset and self-efficacy practices as well as trying to relate 

what we’re supposed to be doing in class with where it’s really at in the real world. And just trying 

different things and getting outside of the traditional instructional practices is where it’s affected mine 

the most.” One teacher added, “I try to find real-life examples so when the students are working out 

problems and they want to know how they can use it in real life, I try to find those examples.”   

• Other teachers shared the importance of changing language used in the classroom. One reflected, “I 

would say probably the language that I’m using in my classroom. Making sure that I’m trying to always 

be encouraging and using that growth-mindset language versus the fixed mindset.” While some 

teachers are incorporating new words and phrases, one teacher noted relying on silence: “I’ve gotten 

comfortable with the silence, putting something out to the kids and not being overly eager to just 

jump in and solve it for them. [The students] are doing their own thinking.” This individual added that 

a favorite thing to do is sit with students and push their thinking to solve a problem by scaffolding and 

asking them, “How are you going to do that?” or “What do you have available to use?”  

• Another teacher remarked, “I’ve really tried to enlist help from people that I know in other fields to 

help make my lesson plans a little bit more task-oriented.” In addition, this individual commented, 

“You just really have to think outside of what is how you typically instruct.” 

4. What do you think are the most important aspects of the RMIN project? 
 

• Across the sessions, teachers noted the importance of teaching students responsibility and teaching 

them that they can learn. One said, “I’ve been trying to get the students more involved in the 

problem-solving process. . . . Instead of just showing it, I’m trying to lead them to discover how to 

solve the problems.” Another noted, “I think that giving the students growth-mindset is probably one 

of the most important parts because it gives them that power to feel like they are able to accomplish 

any goals that they might have, or learn the difficult parts of whatever, not just in math but whatever 

they are doing.”  

• Teachers from all four sessions mentioned the networking and collaboration as being very positive. 

One teacher highlighted that impact of the network: “One of the most important aspects of the RMIN 

project has been the collaboration with other teachers teaching the same subject, because in my 

school I am the only one teaching my subject. So, now I have people I can bounce ideas/resources off 

of and we can look at each other’s lessons and grow from that.” Another stated, “I think the 

collaboration has been great and . . .  being able to talk with each other about similar problems and 

challenges that we face. It’s just really been good to realize that we’re not so isolated—that a lot of 

the problems we face, people are facing at lots of schools and lots of locations across Virginia.” 
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5. Describe any factors you believe are serving as facilitators to the RMIN project.  What factors are 
serving as barriers? 

 

• Teachers offered several facilitating factors, one of which was the VASS RMIN project staff 

themselves. One shared, “I feel like VASS staff are very helpful when we have questions, or we need 

something. I feel they are very good to respond and help.” Another commented, “[VASS Staff] been 

great. Anytime I’ve had a problem or a question and I’ve emailed, their response time is just 

phenomenal.” 

• The establishment of small groups was noted as another facilitator. For example, “Our group, we meet 

weekly when we’re supposed to, but we also message pretty much every day and still communicate.” 

This individual continued, “[The small groups have] been very supportive and very helpful to stay on 

task and to know that others are going through the same thing.” Another commented, “Being able to 

share and talk to another voice that understands exactly what you’re going through as a teacher in the 

State of Virginia and when you have those other participating teachers who are going through the 

exact same thing and you can share and pull from them that support system is incredible.” 

• The Torsh Talent platform was identified as both a facilitating factor and a barrier. One teacher noted, 

“The Torsh is key in facilitating this because of the way we can share videos and do our observations 

and all the additional sharing.” Yet other teachers expressed a different perspective, i.e., “I just feel 

like it’s not user-friendly and it’s hard.” 

• Overall, teachers identified time as the biggest barrier. One teacher expressed, “A barrier is time 

constraints when it comes to writing the detailed lesson plans and being overwhelmed with work, 

which I know we all are.” Another commented, “As public school teachers in Virginia, we are 

burdened with a lot of additional things that we have to do, so finding the time is a huge barrier and 

that’s just professionally.”  

6. Describe your experience with providing feedback to your RMIN peers about their lesson plans and 
video recordings of their implementation of those lessons. 

 

• Some teachers found the experience of giving feedback positive. For example, one individual shared, 

“I found that giving the feedback on the lesson plans went very well. It’s fairly user-friendly.” Another 

commented, “I feel like it has been a good experience.  I do have a good group and I feel like they give 

excellent feedback to me, not only on the lesson plans but on the videos, to help improve myself in 

the classroom.” 

• A few teachers from different groups used the video recordings as an opportunity for clarification or 

new ideas. One noted, “For one, I learned from them at times—‘oh, that was an idea I hadn’t thought 

of’ or ‘that’s a concept I hadn’t really thought of’.” Another commented, “I like watching videos 

because it helps clear up some confusion that might come in from just reading a lesson plan.”  

• Teachers from several sessions mentioned some apprehension about reviewing videos from their 

peers. One reflected, “I still feel a little shaky about doing that because I know we’re all professionals 

and so I just always am a little nervous giving feedback to another teacher. . . . And then I don’t want 

to hurt anybody’s feelings or things like that, so I’m always a little shaky about giving feedback.” 

Another stated, “I think it’s just more that I don’t want to put another teacher down because 

truthfully, I think our jobs are pretty tough and criticized a lot, so for me it’s more so that (and I’m 

terrible at this) I just want to be everybody’s cheerleader because I think we’re all doing good in our 

classrooms and we can all learn from each other.”  
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•  Another teacher expressed this concern: “I know we’ve talked about some different ways but for me 

that is a barrier for me in giving out to other people because I feel like ‘well, what do I know about 

really critiquing someone else’s lesson,’ you know. I’m their peer. I’m still struggling with that part of it 

for myself.” 

7. How are you integrating growth mindset into your teaching practices? What does that look like in the 
classroom?  

 

• Many teachers include weekly activities and daily incorporation of motivational quotes as well as 

displaying posters throughout the classroom. One shared, “Just a lot of my posters and things around 

the room kind of go with the growth mindset. We have those visuals up to not only remind me but the 

students as well.” A number of teachers mentioned the use of motivational video clips. For example, 

one said, “In my classroom, it looks like mindset Fridays or motivational-video Fridays, where I show 

them a motivational video and then we have a class discussion about it for a few minutes.” Another 

noting sharing quotes from famous motivational speakers with students, and using those as 

references when students are feeling down or if they say they cannot do something.  

• A few teachers mentioned that they allow for test corrections. For example, “The test corrections for 

me have been a big thing. When the students figure out what their mistakes are, and they don’t make 

them the next time because they looked at their work and found their mistakes, that just seems really 

positive.” Another added, “I think a huge piece of it is making mistakes, knowing that it's okay, but 

also having the opportunity to fix them.” 

• Teachers from different groups also discussed the shift in language they use with students. One 

shared, “I’m trying to get my students to stop saying, ‘I can’t do this; I don’t know how to do this’ and 

more of ‘I just need some help; can you come and help me, please?’” Another teacher noted using 

encouraging language and “not yet” and “don’t give up” language.  

8. How are you integrating self-efficacy into your teaching practices? What does that look like in the 
classroom? 

 

• A few teachers touched on the importance of getting students to try and believing that they can. One 

expressed, “I think just having our kids try. I know in the past kids are like ‘I don’t know,’ so they don’t 

try. So, I really tell them it’s okay to not know but it’s not okay to not try. So, they at least have to give 

me something.” Another remarked, “We just do a lot of goal-setting and so . . . students set goals and 

they try to reach them.” This individual continued by providing an example, “They could be small goals 

or big goals, but they just have to believe they can meet those goals. We set goals and every so often 

pull those goals out and look to see if they are heading towards meeting those goals, what do they 

need to change to try to meet those goals . . . that’s how we work on self-efficacy.” 

• With regard to changing students’ perceptions about errors, one individual shared, “For my students, 

they are really excited when they get papers back that they have made corrections to and they are 

starting to believe, I think more and more, that they can do math. Because I have a whole classroom 

of children who have either never passed an SOL or have only passed one or two in their five or six 

years, and so I think for them the fact that they see that ‘hey, maybe I can do this’.” 

• Some teachers mentioned changing student language to help increase their self-efficacy. One shared, 

“I try to compliment the students when they’re working hard and doing what I want them to do, 

especially if they’re showing a lot of work in the problem-solving process. I had one just this week who 



 

Appendix C - 5 

didn’t do well on a quiz and we went back and found out he was doing a formula wrong, so I just told 

him, ‘You did everything right except this one little step’ and he went back today and fixed it.”  

9. How are you integrating real-world applied math strategies into your teaching practices? What does 
that look like in the classroom?  

 

• Several teachers mentioned having monthly speakers from the community to explain math in daily 

jobs in common vocations. One teacher had a real estate agent, construction worker, and a banker 

speak to the students. This individual shared, “The kids really enjoy that.” Another explained, “[I] try 

to do things that interest them . . . cell phone usage, cell phone bills.  I try to make it more applicable 

to their lives right now and hopefully in the near future. . . .  ‘Do I have enough money to buy that car I 

want?’” 

• One teacher noted allowing the students to pick which areas speakers are from; for example, they 

have identified the military and animal rescue to name a few. The speakers talk about how they use 

math in their jobs and other things it takes to get the job. Another teacher shared about using online 

resources. At the beginning or end of a particular lesson, this individual would have students look up 

the types of jobs that align with the chosen the topic area, and a follow-up discussion is included at 

the end of the lesson.  

10. How are your students reacting to inclusion of these strategies in your classroom? 
 

• Overall, teachers report that students have been receptive to the strategies. One shared, “One of the 

boys was doing something, he was like ‘you learn from your mistakes,’ and he fixed what he was 

doing, and he was like ‘yeah, you can learn from your mistakes.’ You really can, and that one has been 

incorporated a lot in the classroom. You can learn from your mistakes.” However, one teacher noted 

that, “Some of mine really like the videos and others really complain when I do them. . . . I’m having to 

work a little harder with those.” 

• Teachers also observed the peer support students are receiving, and one commented, “My students, I 

think they have really started to support each other more. I think they’re just more willing to share not 

only their successes, but also the mistakes and failures that they’ve made. They feel more comfortable 

with doing that.” 

• Some teachers provided examples of students embracing the positive shift in language and holding 

each other accountable when non-growth mindset verbiage is used. One said, “Some of these 

students are kind of calling each other out saying that ‘oh, that’s a banned phrase; you can’t say 

that.’” Another shared, “They do correct each other when someone uses language that they don’t feel 

supports our classroom theme.  If anyone says, ‘I can’t do this,’ [the students] are really quick to say 

‘Yet—remember you have to throw in yet.’” 

• One teacher shared about periodically allowing students to pick their math grade level for the day and 

they then write a statement about how selecting their own math level made them feel. This individual 

noted that one student wrote, “Choosing my own grade made me feel responsible and it was 

rewarding because I know how hard I worked. [My teacher] made me feel like my hard work and 

dedication mattered and that my grade wasn’t a generic, ‘fit for all’ grade.” 
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11.  What challenges are you facing in trying to integrate these strategies and how are you addressing 
those obstacles? 

 

• Time was unanimously noted as an obstacle. One shared, “For me it’s part time and also trying to 

come up with a creative way to have them practice the assignment instead of just a worksheet.” 

Multiple teachers commented on the difficulties of teaching in a rural area. For example, one pointed 

out, “I think that’s one thing about this project is that . . . everyone is from a very rural school and 

quite often that means a very small school. . . . We’re just asked to do more and cover more.”  

• Although time was the only challenge discussed across each group, one teacher shared an interesting 

perspective, “I feel like this [project] has lessened my challenges because my students are more willing 

to try difficult things, just with, you know, the growth mindset and self-efficacy, everything has 

encouraged them a little more.” 

12. How supportive is your principal regarding your participation in the RMIN project? 
 

• Most teachers believed their principals have been supportive in offering assistance and watching the 

implementation of new classroom activities. One said, “I have to say that my principal is very 

supportive. He asks every so often if there is anything that he can help with or ‘How is the project 

going’ or ‘Do you need any assistance?’.” Another noted, “[My principal] doesn’t really get directly 

involved all the time but she has make it clear that ‘anytime you need my help when you’re filming a 

lesson or if you need certain things,’ that she would try to make it happen, so she is supportive, but 

she is not directly involved in it.” Yet another reflected, “He’s worked with me to help me get some 

resources for my projects and things and then he is flexible . . . like this evening when we had this 

webinar, our computers have not been great at school, so he came and watched the last few minutes 

of my class, so I could get home in time for the webinar.” 

• Two teachers are working with new principals and although there is new leadership, they are still 

supportive. One said, “My principal is new here and she is overwhelmed with her position, but she is 

doing her best and she is supportive in what ways she can be.” 

• One teacher had a different perception: “I’m not sure my principal really knows what goes on in our 
building. . . . I’m not sure he really understands what [the project is] all about.” Another commented, 
“My principal is very indifferent to it. He has mentioned the training this summer but never follows up 
or asks how things are going. However, if I needed anything he would help out without a doubt.” 
 

13. What suggestions do you have for improving the RMIN project? 
 

• Many teachers commented on the video aspect of the project. One said, “Maybe revisit the video and 

see how we can make it so that it’s not overwhelming and it’s not a barrier to some. I understand the 

importance of it. I know why they’re doing it, but for me from a time aspect it’s been challenging, 

especially in giving feedback to others, so I just think they need to revisit it and consider other options 

and how we can make it easier and how we can make it better.” 

• Another teacher shared a different way to use the video-recorded lessons, “What I would like is a 

video and access to activities. Let’s say I’m going to do a lesson on operations and somebody has done 

a really cool activity on operations. If they had the video along with the activity attached to the video 

and I could look at them using that activity, and the worksheet or the activity attached to it, then I 

could pull that and use it.” 
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• One teacher commented on the virtual platform: “Improve Torsh to get notifications better . . ., you’re 

sifting through 150 notifications or someone has added a document here or a video there, and what I 

need to find for my observations and it’s really hard and I don’t have time to sit there in Torsh and 

search.” 

• With the creation of the small groups, some teachers suggested having the stipulation that everyone 

has to participate in a timely manner as some groups have not had full participation from each 

member. One teacher shared, “I just received feedback from a video I submitted three weeks ago and 

I still have not received feedback on the other two videos I’ve submitted.” This individual added, 

“There are two or three people in our group who haven’t been on a call the whole time.” 

• Teachers suggested that having a resource bank of videos and sample activities correlated to the SOLs 

would be helpful. One commented, “I don’t know that I will pull somebody else’s lesson plan and use 

the entire lesson plan. What I would like is like a video and access to activities. Let’s say I’m going to 

do a lesson on operations and somebody has done a really cool activity on operations. If they had the 

video along with the activity attached to the video and I could look at them using that activity, and the 

worksheet or the activity attached to it, then I could pull that and use it, [rather than] . . . an entire 

lesson plan.” 

• And, two teachers suggested including face-to-face meetings. One noted, “More face-to-face contact 

like we did last year. I mean, it helps to be in the environment. For me, it does.” 

14. What other comments would you like to make about your experience with the RMIN project? 

• Many teachers appreciate the community support. One said, “I’ve appreciated having some teacher 

support. Sometimes just voices to listen and to kind of be a sounding board to bounce back and let me 

know some ideas and some things.” Another shared, “The community section of Torsh. I like being 

able to pose questions and get some feedback from different people.” 

•  “I’ve appreciated the resources that they have supplied like access to the videos. That’s been helpful.” 

•  “It’s worthwhile and it’s powerful and I’m glad to be a part of it.”  

•  “The future is bright and I doubt we have a real good grasp, yet, of what is going to come out of this 

project.” 

•  “I left the summer training overwhelmed, but I felt really inspired to try something new and I have a 

great group of kids that is making it very easy for me to try to learn something new and tackle this 

project and so far I’m not as overwhelmed as I thought I would be. Still a little scary and I’m not real 

comfortable videoing myself, but I think that as time goes on this will be a really good learning 

experience for me.” 
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EVALUATION BRIEF: DECEMBER 2018 

RMIN KEY PROJECT STAFF INTERVIEW SUMMARY YEAR 2 

Between October 16 – November 8, 2018, the ICF evaluation team conducted individual phone interviews with 
five key RMIN project staff to reflect on their experiences with the project implementation in Year 2. These staff 
members included Darla Edwards, Veronica Tate, Jennifer Stevens, Sandy Wilborn, and Robbie Patton (an RMIN 
consultant). The interview recordings were transcribed for analysis. Key themes and patterns emerging across 
respondents are summarized below. 

1. In your opinion, how is the RMIN project going?  

The respondents unanimously felt that the project was going well and that it was going better than Year 1. For 
example: 

• Teachers are doing well; “they are much more engaged than they were during the first year of the 
project.” 

• Because of the summer training, teachers “learned a lot more as far as growth mindset and growth 
efficacy, but even more so about the lesson plan and the expectations.” 

• “I think there was so much more buy-in [amongst teachers]. The teachers understood it, the project, 
much better. They understood what they needed to do.” 

2. Tell me your perceptions of how participating teachers are experiencing the project.  

The general consensus among respondents was that participating teachers are excited about being involved in 
the project.  

• Staff believe that teachers “feel supported and they are excited to be a part of something that can have 
a tremendous impact” and are “a lot more confident. . . . They've learned the language. I think they're a 
lot more comfortable.” 

• Project staff are continuing to foster good relationships with the teachers. 

• In comparison to Year 1, teachers “really see the value in being part of something like this. I think that 
they understand that this is truly about their becoming more innovative and having professional growth 
and being in control of that.” 

• “I think we've got more teachers that are feeling empowered and feeling like that they are part of 
something that is important and has promise to help other teachers just like them in other rural 
communities. I think we have a good majority of teachers that are very enthusiastic about what we're 
doing. I think they're beginning to see the benefit not only to themselves but to their students.” 

While staff believe teachers are having a positive RMIN experience overall, they perceive that teachers are still 
hesitant about the project component of providing feedback on video-recorded lessons.  

• “The only challenge, and of course this just comes with having to give feedback or evaluate your peers . . . 
it kind of is awkward I guess when they're giving feedback, but then it's a way to give feedback where it 
doesn't come off as a criticism.” 

• Staff perceive that the majority of teachers are concerned about hurting other teachers’ feelings. “I 
don't think that they would take it that way. I think that they're scared about giving it and hurting 
somebody's feelings. I think it's the giving more than the receiving.” 
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3. How are the principals supporting the teachers?  

According to project staff, most of the principals are being “supportive and staying out of the way, but are there 
if [teachers] need them:” 

• “There's just this idea of just letting the teachers do their thing and kind of getting out of the way, and 
then I think in some places we have principals who are checking in with the teachers, who are staying 
engaged with them, who are asking the teachers ‘what can I do to support, what can I do to remove 
some of the barriers?’.” 

• “The principal has to trust that the lessons and things that RMIN is having their teachers do is 

scientifically based and has a purpose behind it. And then they have to trust that that teacher is 

learning, is going to benefit from trying something different, and maybe something that they might fail 

at, and still support them, because they know that they're heading in the right direction.” 

• “By knowing what's going on with the program, [principals are] better able, I think, to listen and interact 
with the teachers.” 

• “I think in lots of ways, it's good practices, not just for RMIN, but they see maybe ways that they can give 

the teachers space, give them room to try something different that may not work, because it's part of 

the RMIN program and they feel comfortable with the professionalism and the research-based ideas 

behind the RMIN program, that the principal is giving that teacher space and room to do things 

differently, and that type of support can go a long way.” 

Additionally, project staff revealed that a few of the principals are providing participating teachers the 
opportunity to share with their non-RMIN colleagues: 

• “Some of the feedback reflected that principals are observing teachers in their classrooms and have 
noticed that students are, I saw the word[s] ‘enjoy’ and ‘fun’ and ‘wanting to come to class.’ Those kinds 
of phrases showing up in their comments which you could sort of loosely reflect as students being 
motivated then to come into those classrooms and learn. I saw some comments related to the principals 
having the teachers share in faculty meetings, etc., about what they're doing in their classrooms and 
that other teachers were then looking to adopt some of the practices of their own volition.”  

• “The only evidence that I could pull out of that is that they're giving those teachers an opportunity to 

share and highlight what they're doing that's working in their classroom, which is then creating a sense 

of pride and contributions on the teacher's part on the school as a whole.” 

4. What do you view as the key components of the RMIN project?  

Most of the respondents noted the importance of the virtual aspect of the project.  

• “The virtual platform that's allowing the teachers to be able to upload, share, and comment on each 
other's lesson plans and videos of instruction. It's also allowing them to be able to share resources with 
one another, to ask each other questions, and just share ideas in general in the community forum.”  

• “The online platform is certainly the hub of the project activities.” 

Another key component discussed by the majority of the project staff is the importance of the ongoing support 
being provided to participating teachers. “The right kind of support and having it available to them when they 
need it is critical.”  
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Collaboration was also mentioned across interviews. 

• “The thing that catches my eye is the collaboration and all the research about professional teachers 

being able to collaborate with other teachers and bounce ideas off each other and share ideas.”  

• “I think the RMIN network allows for teachers to professionally develop relationships with other 

teachers, and to allow for that collaboration.” 

• “The teams have afforded [the teachers] the opportunity to get to know one another better and to 

build these relationships and trust with one another, and also just to have that same level of 

accountability as you might have if you go on a diet with a friend.” 

5. Describe whether these key components have been implemented as planned.  

The consensus across project staff was that the key elements had been implemented “as planned.”  

• In terms of implementation, staff shared, “We've had more success in the latter half of Year 2 then we 
did in the first part of Year 2.” 

• “I do think that the social part, the trust, the relationships, I think that was emphasized this year. . . . 

[The goal] for these math teachers was to get them to know each other and feel comfortable with each 

other and trust each other, so that they are able to share and participate in the platform.” 

• Staff have worked to resolve issues with the virtual platform and have made “changes in the platform 

that made it more user-friendly” for continued use.   

6. Tell me about any changes that occurred in how the RMIN project is being implemented.    And, 
describe why those changes were made. 

The project has made a few modifications from the original plans. 

• The expectations were not quite clear at first in terms of the number of lesson plans, etc.; therefore, 
VASS staff “worked really hard this summer to make sure that there was a clearer outline of what 
teachers should be working on this year and by what time and with whom.” 

• The establishment of teams and team meetings were a major change. “When we originally got started 
we were thinking of this more of a ‘one peer to one peer’ type of thing, or maybe even a situation where 
you'd have just one or two or three peers working together and exchanging ideas and commenting on 
one another's lesson plans. I think we realized that we really needed larger teams.”  

7. Based on your experience, what factors have served as facilitators to the RMIN project?  

Project staff identified common facilitators. 

• The RMIN project staff are not only “on the ground level in the trenches so to speak with the teachers, 
being that support system and having such a wonderful collaborative relationship with them and helping 
them through questions,” but also are willing “to be honest in where the project ran into roadblocks in 
Year 1.” 

• “The relationships that have been built, the work that we've done to really help the teachers build those 
relationships and trust among one another.” 

• Regarding the addition of the small-group teams, staff commented, “We seem to have made good 
decisions when we grouped them this way.” 
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8. What factors have served as challenges to the RMIN project? How are those challenges being 
addressed? 

 
Project staff identified several challenges, some focused on logistics and others on newer pieces of the project.  
 

• Rural context. Being in rural areas of Virginia, teachers are asked to take on more roles within the 
school. “Many of [the teachers have] a lot of other responsibilities, like being department chair or 
coaching various teams, or they may be involved in other initiatives that are grant funded or just major 
initiatives that the schools are wanting to do, and then we also have teachers that are in schools that are 
not accredited and are under status with the state where they are having a lot of oversight and are 
having to do extra work to try to improve the school's accreditation status. All of those pieces kind of go 
back to the fact that we're in rural schools where these challenges exist, and so that makes it more 
difficult to have people be able to put in the time and the effort to do the things that we're needing 
them to do.” 

• Technology. A few teachers are not as savvy with technology, which is further complicated by system 
delays in “updating a few features that had been promised would be in place this year, [and] that has 
created some sluggish points in the work that we could have done without.” 

• Feedback. There is room for growth when it comes to providing peer feedback on the recorded lesson 
plans. “And, certainly we are continuing as I mentioned to battle with this feedback, constructive 
feedback, piece that we’ve really got to get a handle on.” 

 

9. What are your perceptions about how sustainable the RMIN project components will be in the 
future? (during the project and beyond) 

 
All of the respondents believe the project is sustainable beyond ED’s grant funding for a number of reasons. 

 

• Sustainability by capacity building. As teachers see success in sharing and talking across schools and 
regions, the more likely they are to continue practicing it. “Because this project is building the capacity 
of these teachers and they would still have that capacity even when we're gone, I think that once they 
feel the value they would be able to, through word of mouth and through just effort around the state, 
you know, organizations and conferences and things like that, I think it would be very possible to expand 
what's happening just among the teachers.” 

• Sustainability by peer support. This project has created a concept of networking and coming together to 
overcome common obstacles in rural Virginia. “I think that we’ve got a really good chance that this 
stands sustainable. A common need is for teachers across rural Virginia or across rural areas anywhere 
to be able to communicate and to work with somebody that does the same thing they do in the same 
situations.” Sustainability is inherent in how well teachers become comfortable with each other. 

• Sustainability by using cost-effective alternatives. The concept of the network and providing a virtual 
space (e.g., platform, webinar system) for discussions and resource sharing is vital to the project’s 
longevity beyond funding. “The most expensive part that would be necessary to keep this going forward 
later on will be the virtual network itself, the platform. I think in order to have the teachers implement 
with fidelity, we needed a platform and needed this license to be able to do it.” This individual added, “I 
personally believe that once teachers get the hang of working together in this fashion, I think it could 
reasonably be done through free resources that are out there, such as using Dropbox or Google Drive or 
things like that to be able to share documents and videos and still be able to use the tools that we created.” 

• Area of sustainability concern. While the cost of technology was discussed as an area of concern for 
staff, one staff member also mentioned teacher retention. “During the project the one thing that makes 
me nervous about sustainability is attrition of teachers for different reasons, and how that then impacts 
our team structure and feedback loops and circles within the network.” 
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EVALUATION BRIEF: DECEMBER 2018  
RMIN TEACHER SURVEY SUMMARY YEAR 2  
 
A total of 28 teachers (90%) completed the online annual teacher survey in November 2018, which focused on their educational beliefs and practices 
related to their experience in the RMIN project in Year 2.  
 
School Level:   61% Middle school     39% High school   Locale:   57% Southside VA     43% Southwest VA 
 
Table 1. Teachers’ Beliefs/Perceptions 

Survey Items 
(and Construct Subscales in Shaded Rows) 

N 

Response Option Percentages 
Descriptive 

Statistics 

Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

(3) 

Agree 
(4) 

Strongly 
Agree 

(5) 
Mean 

Std. 
Dev. 

Applied Math Subscale 28      4.11 0.47 

Integrating real-world applied math strategies into my instructional practices 
will improve student learning. 

28 0% 0% 0% 64% 36% 4.36 0.49 

Integrating real-world applied math strategies into my teaching will improve 
my instructional practices. 

28 0% 0% 0% 68% 32% 4.32 0.48 

Integrating real-world applied math strategies into my teaching will 
significantly change how I provide classroom instruction. 

28 0% 4% 7% 64% 25% 4.11 0.69 

I know how to integrate real-world math applications into my lesson plans. 28 0% 0% 11% 71% 18% 4.07 0.54 

I am good at delivering lessons that incorporate real-world applied math 
strategies. 

28 0% 11% 25% 46% 18% 3.71 0.90 

Collaboration Subscale 27      4.45 0.40 

In the RMIN project, there is a culture of peer collaboration among teachers 
that includes sharing of ideas and resources. 

28 0% 0% 0% 36% 64% 4.64 0.49 

As a result of participating in the RMIN project, I have developed positive 
working relationships with my RMIN peers. 

28 0% 0% 0% 39% 61% 4.61 0.50 

In the RMIN project, there is a culture of peer collaboration among teachers 
that includes encouraging individual growth. 

28 0% 0% 0% 46% 54% 4.54 0.51 

In the RMIN project, there is a culture of peer collaboration among teachers 
that includes providing constructive feedback to one another. 

27 0% 0% 0% 67% 33% 4.33 0.48 

The structure of the RMIN Networked Improvement Community (NIC) 
effectively meets my needs related to the project. 

28 0% 0% 11% 57% 32% 4.21 0.63 

Note: Percentage totals may not equal 100% due to rounding. 
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Survey Items 
(and Construct Subscales in Shaded Rows) 

N 

Response Option Percentages 
Descriptive 

Statistics 

Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

(3) 

Agree 
(4) 

Strongly 
Agree 

(5) 
Mean 

Std. 
Dev. 

Growth Mindset Subscale 28      4.39 0.39 

Fostering students’ growth mindset in math is part of my job responsibilities. 28 0% 0% 0% 32% 68% 4.68 0.48 

All students can and should have a growth mindset in math. 28 0% 0% 0% 39% 61% 4.61 0.50 

When a particular classroom strategy doesn’t work, I will try something 
different. 

28 0% 0% 0% 46% 54% 4.54 0.51 

My involvement in the RMIN project may be challenging, but I will keep at it. 28 0% 0% 0% 50% 50% 4.50 0.51 

I know I can increase my level of talent in a given area. 28 0% 0% 0% 54% 46% 4.46 0.51 

I know I can significantly change my intelligence level. 28 0% 0% 4% 50% 46% 4.43 0.57 

Integrating growth mindset strategies into my instructional practices will 
improve student learning. 

28 0% 0% 0% 61% 39% 4.39 0.50 

Integrating growth mindset strategies into my teaching will improve my 
instructional practices. 

28 0% 0% 4% 57% 39% 4.36 0.56 

Integrating growth mindset strategies into my teaching will significantly 
change how I provide classroom instruction. 

28 0% 0% 7% 54% 39% 4.32 0.61 

I like to set challenging goals for myself. 28 0% 0% 0% 68% 32% 4.32 0.48 

I know how to foster a growth mindset in my students. 28 0% 0% 0% 68% 32% 4.32 0.48 

I know how to integrate growth mindset strategies into my math lesson 
plans. 

28 0% 0% 7% 71% 21% 4.14 0.52 

I am good at delivering lessons that foster a growth mindset in my students. 28 0% 0% 11% 75% 14% 4.04 0.51 

Innovation Subscale 28      4.16 0.44 

As a RMIN teacher, I am encouraged by RMIN project staff/consultants to try 
new ideas. 

28 0% 0% 0% 46% 54% 4.54 0.51 

As a RMIN teacher, I am eager to try new ideas. 28 0% 0% 0% 64% 36% 4.36 0.49 

As a result of participating in the RMIN project, I have increased my ability to 
innovate effective lesson plans. 

28 0% 0% 4% 64% 32% 4.29 0.53 

Being innovative is more possible in the RMIN NIC than in my home school 
environment. 

28 4% 4% 46% 36% 11% 3.46 0.88 
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Survey Items 
(and Construct Subscales in Shaded Rows) 

N 

Response Option Percentages 
Descriptive 

Statistics 

Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

(3) 

Agree 
(4) 

Strongly 
Agree 

(5) 
Mean 

Std. 
Dev. 

Observation Subscale 28      4.38 0.45 

I know how to request feedback from RMIN peers on my video recorded 
classroom instruction. 

28 0% 0% 0% 46% 54% 4.54 0.51 

I know how to record videos of my classroom instruction for critiquing by 
other RMIN teachers. 

28 0% 0% 4% 43% 54% 4.50 0.58 

I know how to provide constructive feedback to my RMIN peers about their 
instructional practices using project rubrics. 

28 0% 0% 7% 75% 18% 4.11 0.50 

Self-Efficacy Subscale 28      4.22 0.42 

I know that I can exert a positive influence on the academic development of 
my students. 

28 0% 0% 0% 46% 54% 4.54 0.51 

Fostering students’ math self-efficacy is part of my job responsibilities. 28 0% 0% 0% 54% 46% 4.46 0.51 

I know that I can exert a positive influence on the personal development of 
my students. 

28 0% 0% 0% 57% 43% 4.43 0.50 

Integrating self-efficacy strategies into my teaching will improve my 
instructional practices. 

28 0% 0% 0% 64% 36% 4.36 0.49 

I am convinced that I will continue to become more capable of delivering 
lessons that address my students’ motivational needs. 

28 0% 0% 4% 61% 36% 4.32 0.55 

I can motivate my students to value mathematics as necessary for success in 
life. 

28 0% 0% 4% 64% 32% 4.29 0.53 

Integrating self-efficacy strategies into my instructional practices will 
improve student learning. 

28 0% 0% 0% 75% 25% 4.25 0.44 

Integrating self-efficacy strategies into my teaching will significantly change 
how I provide classroom instruction. 

28 0% 0% 7% 71% 21% 4.14 0.52 

I believe I am able to successfully teach all relevant math content to even the 
most difficult students. 

28 0% 4% 14% 46% 36% 4.14 0.80 

I can carry out innovative projects even in a school culture with skeptical 
colleagues. 

28 0% 0% 18% 61% 21% 4.04 0.64 

I know how to integrate self-efficacy strategies into my math lesson plans. 28 0% 0% 18% 64% 18% 4.00 0.61 

I know how to foster students’ self-efficacy. 28 0% 0% 18% 68% 14% 3.96 0.58 

I am good at delivering lessons that foster students’ self-efficacy. 28 0% 0% 25% 61% 14% 3.89 0.63 
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Survey Items 
(and Construct Subscales in Shaded Rows) 

N 

Response Option Percentages 
Descriptive 

Statistics 

Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

(3) 

Agree 
(4) 

Strongly 
Agree 

(5) 
Mean 

Std. 
Dev. 

Technology Subscale 28      4.34 0.52 

I have been provided with appropriate technology (i.e., iPad and Torsh 
Talent platform) to fulfill my RMIN responsibilities. 

28 0% 0% 4% 25% 71% 4.68 0.55 

The RMIN technology tools (i.e., iPad and Torsh Talent platform) have made 
it possible for me to share my instructional practices with other RMIN 
teachers. 

28 0% 0% 4% 46% 50% 4.46 0.58 

The RMIN technology tools (i.e., iPad and Torsh Talent platform) have made 
it possible for me to document my instructional practices. 

28 0% 0% 4% 50% 46% 4.43 0.57 

The Torsh Talent platform is an effective tool for collaborating with other 
RMIN teachers. 

28 0% 4% 7% 54% 36% 4.21 0.74 

The use of the Torsh Talent platform as a critiquing tool increases my 
interest in reflecting on lessons taught to students. 

28 0% 7% 18% 54% 21% 3.89 0.83 

Miscellaneous Items         
I understand how a rural context can influence a student’s interest in 
learning mathematics. 

28 0% 0% 0% 64% 36% 4.36 0.49 

I have the necessary support from my principal to successfully participate in 
the RMIN project. 

28 0% 0% 7% 64% 29% 4.21 0.57 
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Table 2. Teachers’ Practices/Behaviors 

Survey Items 
(and Construct Subscales in Shaded Rows) 

N 

 Response Option Percentages 
At least once a . . . 

Descriptive 
Statistics 

Never 
(1) 

Year 
(2) 

Semester 
(3) 

Month 
(4) 

Week 
(5) 

Day 
(6) 

Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 

Growth Mindset Subscale 28       5.55 0.44 

I encourage students’ growth mindset with affirmation statements 
(everyday language that encourages growth mindset). 

28 0% 0% 0% 4% 14% 82% 5.79 0.50 

I encourage students to value the process of learning and problem 
solving, not just the end product. 

28 0% 0% 0% 4% 21% 75% 5.71 0.53 

I include relevant growth mindset strategies in my classroom 
practices. 

28 0% 0% 0% 4% 50% 46% 5.43 0.57 

I utilize strategies to create a growth-oriented environment in my 
classroom. 

28 0% 0% 0% 11% 50% 39% 5.29 0.66 

Innovation Subscale 26       4.83 0.73 

I take risks in trying new teaching techniques, ideas, and/or 
resources in my instructional practices. 

27 0% 0% 4% 22% 63% 11% 4.81 0.68 

I seek to create new ideas or ways of doing things based on my 
experiences in the RMIN NIC. 

27 4% 0% 0% 22% 56% 19% 4.81 1.00 

Lesson Plans Subscale 28       4.63 0.59 

I develop math lesson plans that integrate growth mindset 
strategies. 

28 0% 0% 0% 21% 50% 29% 5.07 0.72 

I develop math lesson plans that integrate self-efficacy strategies. 28 0% 0% 4% 25% 54% 18% 4.86 0.76 

I develop math lesson plans that integrate real-world math 
applications. 

28 0% 0% 11% 29% 57% 4% 4.54 0.74 

Using the Torsh Talent platform, I collaborate with one or more 
RMIN teachers to gain ideas for revising my RMIN lesson plans. 

28 0% 0% 21% 57% 18% 4% 4.04 0.74 

Observation Subscale 28       3.94 0.54 

Using the Torsh Talent platform, I provide feedback to other RMIN 
teachers on their videos of classroom instruction. 

28 0% 0% 18% 71% 7% 4% 3.96 0.64 

Using the Torsh Talent platform, I request constructive feedback 
from my RMIN peers on my recorded video of classroom 
instruction. 

28 0% 0% 21% 68% 7% 4% 3.93 0.66 

Using RMIN technology tools (iPad and Torsh Talent platform), I 
record and upload videos of my classroom instruction in which I am 
implementing an RMIN lesson plan. 

28 0% 0% 18% 71% 11% 0% 3.93 0.54 
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Survey Items 
(and Construct Subscales in Shaded Rows) 

N 

 Response Option Percentages 
At least once a . . . 

Descriptive 
Statistics 

Never 
(1) 

Year 
(2) 

Semester 
(3) 

Month 
(4) 

Week 
(5) 

Day 
(6) 

Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 

Self-Efficacy Subscale 26       5.37 0.54 

I encourage students’ self-efficacy with affirmation statements 
(everyday language that encourages self-efficacy). 

27 0% 0% 0% 4% 33% 63% 5.59 0.57 

I utilize strategies to create an energized, yet low-risk classroom 
environment. 

27 0% 0% 4% 11% 33% 52% 5.33 0.83 

I include relevant self-efficacy strategies in my classroom practices. 28 0% 0% 4% 4% 54% 39% 5.29 0.71 

I help students set challenging, yet attainable, learning goals. 28 0% 0% 7% 4% 50% 39% 5.21 0.83 

Self-Efficacy/Growth Mindset Subscale* 27       5.65 0.42 

I praise students for their effort. 28 0% 0% 0% 4% 7% 89% 5.86 0.45 

I praise students for their use of learning strategies. 28 0% 0% 0% 0% 18% 82% 5.82 0.39 

I encourage students who are already doing well to keep trying to 
improve. 

28 0% 0% 0% 0% 32% 68% 5.68 0.48 

I encourage students to try new strategies when they are struggling. 27 0% 0% 0% 4% 30% 67% 5.63 0.56 

I assist students in evaluating and choosing new strategies when 
they are struggling. 

28 0% 0% 0% 4% 39% 57% 5.54 0.58 

I provide concrete, realistic feedback to students on what they did 
well. 

28 0% 0% 4% 4% 46% 46% 5.36 0.73 

Miscellaneous Items          
I work with my RMIN peers to seek knowledge, skills, and strategies 
for application in our work for planning and delivery of instruction. 

28 0% 0% 4% 39% 54% 4% 4.57 0.63 

I use the Torsh Talent platform to participate in the RMIN NIC. 28 4% 0% 4% 50% 39% 4% 4.32 0.90 

*These items fit within both concepts of Self-Efficacy and Growth Mindset, so were included in this combined subscale. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

Appendix E - 7 

Table 3. Year 1 and Year 2 Subscale Average Scores and Change Scores   
Year 1 Year 2 

  

 
N Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Change Stat. sig. 

Beliefs/Perceptions 

Collaboration Subscale 21 3.83 0.53 4.50 0.38 0.67 * 

Observation Subscale 23 3.78 0.64 4.41 0.46 0.62 * 

Technology Subscale  24 4.13 0.57 4.40 0.53 0.28 * 

Applied Math Subscale 24 3.95 0.44 4.20 0.45 0.25 * 

Growth Mindset Subscale 24 4.20 0.42 4.45 0.39 0.24 * 

Innovation Subscale 24 4.01 0.42 4.22 0.45 0.21 * 

Self-Efficacy Subscale 23 4.05 0.43 4.26 0.43 0.21 * 

Practices/Behaviors 

Observation Subscale 22 2.45 1.35 3.97 0.57 1.52 * 

Lesson Plans Subscale 24 4.25 0.63 4.64 0.60 0.39 * 

Growth Mindset Subscale 24 5.39 0.53 5.56 0.46 0.18 * 

Innovation Subscale 22 4.73 0.61 4.84 0.78 0.11 
 

Self-Efficacy Subscale 22 5.25 0.58 5.36 0.56 0.11 
 

Self-Efficacy/Growth Mindset Subscale 22 5.70 0.32 5.62 0.44 -0.08 
 

Note: Only the teachers who provided responses to both the Year 1 and Year 2 surveys were included in this statistical analysis. 
Paired t-tests were conducted and statistical significance at alpha 0.05 was noted with an asterisk (*).   
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EVALUATION BRIEF: DECEMBER 2018 

RMIN STUDENT SURVEY SUMMARY YEAR 2  

 
A total of 421 students completed the online student survey in November 2018, which focused on their growth mindset, self-efficacy, math self-efficacy, 
math anxiety, and their teacher’s use of growth mindset and self-efficacy instructional practices.  
 
Classroom Type:      60% Treatment     40% Comparison   Course Subject:   40% Pre-Algebra    60% Algebra 1 
Student Gender:      54% Female           46% Male    Student Race:   64% Caucasian       36% Minority 
Grade Levels:           <1% 6th grade         12% 7th grade          65% 8th grade          18% 9th grade          2% 10th grade          1% 11th grade          1% 12th grade 
 
The results below summarize the results for the students being taught by the RMIN teachers (the treatment group). The final column shows the 
difference in mean scores compared to the students in the comparison group (taught by non-RMIN teachers). 
 

Survey Items 
(and Construct Subscales in Shaded Rows) 

N 

RMIN Student Results (Treatment Group) 
Response Option Percentages 

Descriptive 
Statistics 

Diff. from 
Comparison 

Group 
Students 

Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2)  

Mostly 
Disagree 

(3)  

Mostly 
Agree 

(4)  

Agree 
(5) 

Strongly 
Agree 

(6) 

Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 

Growth Mindset 244       4.77 0.85 0.29 
No matter who you are, you can significantly change your 
intelligence level. 260 2% 2% 2% 23% 31% 40% 5.00 1.08 0.42 

No matter who you are, you can significantly change your level 
of talent. 

257 2% 3% 4% 26% 28% 37% 4.85 1.17 0.29 

You can always substantially change how intelligent you are. 258 1% 3% 3% 29% 34% 29% 4.80 1.06 0.30 

No matter how much intelligence you have, you can always 
change it quite a bit. 

259 1% 3% 3% 26% 42% 25% 4.80 1.02 0.31 

You can always substantially change how much talent you have. 259 3% 3% 5% 28% 31% 30% 4.69 1.22 0.27 

No matter how much talent you have, you can always change it 
quite a bit. 255 2% 2% 9% 24% 36% 26% 4.68 1.16 0.30 

You can change even your basic level of talent considerably. 257 2% 3% 6% 29% 36% 24% 4.65 1.13 0.37 

You can change even your basic intelligence level considerably. 257 2% 4% 5% 27% 39% 23% 4.63 1.15 0.36 
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Survey Items 
(and Construct Subscales in Shaded Rows) 

N 

RMIN Student Results (Treatment Group) 
Response Option Percentages 

Descriptive 
Statistics 

Diff. from 
Comparison 

Group 
Students 

Not At 
All True 

(1) 

Mostly 
Untrue 

(2) 

Somewhat 
True 
(3) 

Mostly 
True 
(4) 

Very True 
(5) 

Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 

Self-Efficacy 256      4.20 0.74 0.22 

I can do almost all the work in class if I don’t give up. 256 1% 2% 11% 26% 60% 4.41 0.85 0.10 

Even if the work is hard, I can learn it. 258 2% 2% 10% 27% 59% 4.38 0.91 0.21 

I can do even the hardest work in class if I try. 258 2% 2% 17% 28% 51% 4.24 0.94 0.28 

I’m certain I can master the skills taught in class this year. 258 1% 2% 23% 38% 35% 4.04 0.89 0.20 

I’m certain I can figure out how to do the most difficult class work. 258 2% 3% 27% 35% 33% 3.93 0.95 0.27 

 

Survey Items 
(and Construct Subscales in Shaded Rows) 

N 

RMIN Student Results (Treatment Group) 
Response Option Percentages 

Descriptive 
Statistics 

Diff. from 
Comparison 

Group 
Students 

Never 
(1) 

Seldom  
(2) 

Sometimes  
(3) 

Often 
(4) 

Usually 
(5) 

Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 

Math Self-Efficacy 250      4.14 0.79 0.19 

I believe I can learn well in a math course. 254 0% 4% 16% 25% 55% 4.30 0.90 0.18 

I believe I can do the math in a math course. 257 1% 4% 17% 25% 54% 4.27 0.93 0.17 

I believe I am the type of person who can do math. 257 1% 3% 18% 29% 50% 4.25 0.89 0.17 

I believe I can understand the content in a math course. 256 0% 4% 21% 30% 46% 4.17 0.90 0.21 

I feel that I will be able to do well in future math courses. 255 1% 5% 22% 29% 43% 4.07 0.99 0.14 

I believe I can get an “A” when I am in a math course. 256 3% 7% 18% 30% 42% 4.02 1.06 0.33 

I believe I am the kind of person who is good at math. 257 3% 4% 35% 23% 36% 3.84 1.05 0.26 
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Survey Items 
(and Construct Subscales in Shaded Rows) 

N 

RMIN Student Results (Treatment Group) 
Response Option Percentages 

Descriptive 
Statistics 

Diff. from 
Comparison 

Group Students Never 
(1) 

Seldom 
(2) 

Sometimes 
(3) 

Often 
(4) 

Usually 
(5) 

Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 

Math Anxiety* 251      2.79 1.07 -0.30 

I get nervous when taking a math test. 254 20% 20% 26% 13% 21% 2.94 1.40 -0.36 

I worry that I will not be able to get an “A” in my math course. 256 18% 23% 27% 16% 16% 2.91 1.32 -0.33 

I worry that I will not be able to do well on math tests. 256 14% 20% 41% 15% 10% 2.88 1.14 -0.25 

I get tense when I prepare for a math test. 256 22% 19% 25% 22% 12% 2.84 1.32 -0.22 

I worry that I will not be able to get a good grade in my math course. 254 29% 19% 26% 13% 14% 2.65 1.39 -0.40 

Working on math homework is stressful for me. 255 25% 28% 24% 9% 14% 2.60 1.32 -0.18 
*These items reflect a student’s level of math anxiety and thus a lower mean score depicts less anxiety.  

 

Survey Items 
(and Construct Subscales in Shaded Rows) 

N 

RMIN Student Results (Treatment Group) 
Response Option Percentages 

Descriptive 
Statistics 

Diff. from 
Comparison 

Group 
Students 

Never 
(1)  

Once a 
Year  
(2) 

Once a 
Semester 

(3) 

Once a 
Month 

(4) 

Once a 
Week 

(5) 

Once a 
Day 
(6) 

Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 

Teachers’ Use of Growth Mindset and Self-Efficacy 
Instructional Practices 

246       4.91 1.10 0.43 

My math teacher encourages me to value the process of 
learning and problem solving, not just getting the right answer. 

257 3% 3% 3% 6% 23% 63% 5.32 1.19 0.42 

My math teacher provides me with concrete feedback on what 
I did well. 257 3% 3% 5% 11% 29% 49% 5.06 1.25 0.30 

My math teacher helps me evaluate and choose new strategies 
to try when I am struggling. 257 4% 4% 4% 9% 24% 54% 5.06 1.37 0.31 

My math teacher encourages me when I am already doing well 
to keep trying to improve. 251 6% 4% 6% 12% 26% 46% 4.87 1.46 0.26 

My math teacher encourages me to try new strategies when I 
am struggling. 249 7% 4% 4% 9% 30% 45% 4.86 1.48 0.32 

My math teacher praises me for my effort. 252 6% 4% 5% 15% 34% 37% 4.75 1.42 0.52 

My math teacher helps me set challenging, yet attainable, 
learning goals. 257 5% 5% 9% 9% 33% 38% 4.74 1.44 0.65 

My math teacher praises me for my use of different learning 
strategies. 246 11% 4% 6% 13% 30% 36% 4.54 1.64 0.60 
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Summary of Treatment and Comparison Subscale Average Scores and Differences 

 
Treatment Group Comparison Group Difference 

(T – C) 

Statistical 

Significance 

Subscales N Mean Std. Dev. N Mean Std. Dev. 

Growth Mindset 244 4.77 0.85 147 4.48 0.92 0.29 * 

Self-Efficacy 256 4.20 0.74 154 3.98 0.81 0.22 * 

Math Self-Efficacy 250 4.14 0.79 154 3.94 0.89 0.20 * 

Math Anxiety 251 2.79 1.07 153 3.09 1.00 -0.30 * 

Teachers’ Use of Growth Mindset and  

Self-Efficacy Instructional Practices 
246 4.91 1.10 155 4.48 1.27 0.43 * 

Independent t-tests were conducted and statistical significance at alpha 0.05 was noted with an asterisk (*). 

 

 


