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ABSTRACT 
 

Using universal design instruction (UDI) as a framework, this study explores the 

inclusive teaching practices of four award-winning humanities and social sciences faculty at a 

large urban Research I university located in the northeastern region of the United States. UDI, a 

framework used to assist teachers in creating proactively inclusive instructional design, was used 

as a measure of inclusivity. Using a qualitative case-study approach, the study cross-examined 

the pedagogy of these faculty and unpacked specific techniques and practices embedded in their 

pedagogy that aligned with UDI. With each faculty member considered an individual case, 

structured classroom observations and interviews with target faculty, their colleagues, and 

student focus groups were conducted. Guided by the UDI framework, a cross-case analysis was 

then undertaken to determine the extent to which each faculty member met UDI principles. The 

study yielded descriptive accounts of multidimensional teaching strategies that incorporated 

universal design instruction.  
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CHAPTER 1 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
 

Problem Statement 

Exclusionary practices in American colleges and universities can be traced back to their 

original purpose: to educate only “gentlemen scholars” deemed an elite group of the American 

population exclusively worthy of education (Thelin, 2004). As American society has evolved, so 

have the practices of colleges and universities to include diverse students. However, many of the 

structural roots of institutional operation have remained unchanged (Bowen et al., 2006; 

Goodchild & Wechsler, 1997; Thelin, 2004), resulting in inclusion issues as complex as the 

institutions in which they thrive (Archer et al., 2003).  

In the kaleidoscope of higher education’s inclusion challenge, ills related to teaching are 

ripe for examination (Bok, 2006). The classroom is significant because it is the single most 

common contact point in the college setting that all students encounter. Research reveals many 

important concerns regarding the teaching of students (Hurtado, 2012). One such concern is 

traditional singular teaching strategies by which college teachers simply “deliver” information 

for students to absorb (Bok, 2006). Research has found that strict lecture approaches are not 

generally effective for learning because they induce passivity amongst students and fail to 

accommodate student differences (Akbulut & Cardak, 2012; Watkins & Daynan, 1992).  

Paulo Freire (1970) refers to strict lecture-only instruction as “banking” education. His 

scholarship argues that students in these academic environments are treated as passive, docile 

information receivers who are only storing information with no active input or critical thinking. 

These methods of “banking”1 often stifle students’ ability to learn and fail to meet the diverse 

                                                
1 Banking refers to a system of teaching and learning that situates students as depositories for knowledge. See Paulo 
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needs of learners (Freire, 1993; Strong et al., 2001). Student learning theory shows that students 

need to be engaged on multiple levels for enhanced learning to occur (Ambrose et. al., 2010; 

Brown, 2000; Burgstahler, 2008). 

College teaching practices have a direct and indirect impact on students’ learning (Fink, 

2003; Hake, 1998). Research has empirically revealed that students have learned more 

successfully with interactive teaching than with lecture-only practices (Hake, 1998). 

Nonetheless, disproven teaching strategies persist, are sometimes even encouraged, and have not 

evolved to meet the learning needs of an increasingly diverse student population (Archer, et al., 

2003; Bok, 2006). Some college teaching now extends beyond the lecture, but inclusive methods 

are sometimes seen as only needed for “at risk” populations (Hurtado, et al., 2012; Tinto, 2008).  

Conversations about improving teaching have viewed learners as the issue instead of 

instructional practices (Rose & Meyer, 2008; Steinfeld & Maisel, 2010). Alternatively, 

scholarship on teaching suggests that even students of identical demographic backgrounds and 

academic preparedness benefit from inclusive teaching techniques (Burgstahler, 2008; CAST, 

2011; Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2000; Mace, 1997; McGuire & Scott, 2006; Rose & Meyer, 2006). 

Therefore, discussions of teaching strategies, which currently focus primarily on marginalized 

students, ought to be addressing a much wider constituency of students. Current conversations 

reveal a blind spot, a failure to realize that the vast majority of students may need and benefit 

from more inclusive teaching.   

Inclusive-teaching literature informs us that the challenges of teaching are only 

compounded in diverse environments (McGuire & Scott, 2006). As colleges and universities 

begin to adopt inclusionary methods to meet their diverse students’ needs, contemporary 

instructional-design methods should be investigated (McGuire & Scott, 2006; Bok, 2006). Fink 
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(2003) contends that there need to be drastic changes in teaching to improve the quality of 

student learning. He argues that student learning will change to the extent that teaching evolves 

(Fink, 2008). Fink suggests that institutions require faculty to learn more about their teaching and 

that their institutions aid them in doing so. He also asserts that to teach college students 

effectively, it is becoming a prerequisite that college teachers have the necessary skills to address 

the learning needs of students from diverse backgrounds (Fink, 2003). Further, if a student is 

viewed as an individual learner regardless of race, cultural background, and physical condition, it 

can be concluded that students from all backgrounds need to be better served through inclusive 

teaching methods (McGuire & Scott, 2006; Rose & Meyer, 2008).  

Universal Design for Learning 

As the conversation about inclusive teaching grows, so does the complexity of the issue. 

The term “inclusive” has become a moving target, making it difficult for educators to understand 

educational issues and create solutions to remedy them. A common understanding is needed of 

the nature of inclusive instruction and its potential efficacy in increasing the quality and reach of 

education (McGuire & Scott, 2006; Tinto, 2008).  

Universal design for learning (UDL) provides a much-needed framework for discussing 

inclusion in education. Notably, it provides clear recommendations for proactively addressing 

inclusion issues from a broad perspective that does not simply center on race, class, gender, 

and/or ability. Scott et al. (2003) say,  

It is our assumption that the role of the college instructor is to teach…diverse students 

and, indeed all students in the classroom as effectively as possible without compromising 

academic standards. We do not espouse a philosophy of “weeding out” the unqualified 

student. Approaching instruction and diversity from a holistic perspective [makes 
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teaching more effective and] provides a more cohesive instructional environment for a 

broad range of students (p. 374).  

UDL seeks to achieve this goal by providing a framework for proactively creating classroom-

learning experiences that are free of learning barriers (Mace, 1997). Initially, there were fears 

that UDL was an attempt at providing a “universal” or “one-size-fits-all” education for learners. 

UDL was seen as another “diversity” framework that would dilute educational goals or provide 

varying expectations for diverse students (Scott et al., 2003). Rather, the framework aims for the 

proactive functional integration of various teaching methods. It addresses a wide range of 

learning needs by encouraging educators to engage students in the learning of information and 

ideas, and to assess their learning, in a tactical variety of ways.   

UDL advances the universal design (UD) framework that was originally developed in 

architecture. UD informs how physical environments can be made accessible to a broad range of 

people. For instance, designing sidewalks and other walkways to accommodate foot traffic, 

wheel chairs, and strollers (Rose & Meyer, 2008). UDL seeks to accomplish in the classroom 

what UD has done for physical environments: proactively design curricula that engage and 

support a broad range of learners (Leichliter, 2010; Scott et al., 2003). An example is offering an 

oral exam in addition to, or as an alternative to, an essay exam.  

 Utilizing UDL as a conceptual framework for inspecting the teaching practices of the 

four faculty members studied revealed their propensity to be inclusive. The lens of UDL focused 

the discussion of inclusivity.  In recent scholarship, the active implementation of UDL is referred 

to as universal design instruction (UDI). UDI is the implementation of UDL principles in 

teaching, whereas UDL encompasses both teaching and learning (McGuire & Scott, 2006; 

Leichliter, 2010). UDL is the macro term that encompasses the more focused term UDI 
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(McGuire & Scott, 2006; Story, 2001). UDI is used here because this study focuses specifically 

on teaching practices.  

Purpose of the Study  

Potential disadvantages for students in the college classroom sparked curiosity to 

investigate inclusive teaching practices in colleges, particularly research-oriented universities, 

which traditionally do not place much value on undergraduate teaching. This study seeks to 

advance the conversation of inclusive teaching in higher education. It examines the teaching 

practices of four college professors, each of whom received an award for their teaching in a 

research-driven university. The intention is to inspect, analyze, and evaluate their inclusive 

teaching practices, using UDI as a gauge.  

Huber & Morreale (2002) inform us that some particular teaching methods vary 

according to what is being taught, just as different methods of research are required depending 

on what is being studied. This study looks at a sample of faculty specifically in humanities and 

social sciences, disciplines selected for their essentiality in a liberal arts education (Pascarella & 

Terenzini, 2005; Winter, 1981). Also, literature suggests that other disciplines, such as 

mathematics and engineering, are more likely to teach content by employing traditional 

techniques of lecture and rote memorization (Ishiyama, 2002). Though the interpreted data may 

yield implications for content-specific strategies in these other disciplines as well, the sole 

purpose of the study is to discover and understand the inclusive teaching practices of the four 

award-winning humanities and social sciences faculty being studied. The disciplines provide a 

formal context for the design of the study. Future scholarship could investigate contested 

nuances of instructional practices among various specific disciplines. 
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Research 1 institutions, such as the site of this study, do not traditionally acknowledge 

teaching with the same attention and praise as that given to research and publication (Cuban 

1999). Some faculty in such universities, however, do shine as teachers and are acknowledged 

for their teaching. Because the four faculty in this study were so acknowledged, they seemed 

promising candidates for observation and analysis, using the UDI framework to gauge the 

inclusiveness of their teaching.   

The study is qualitative with three foci: (1) direct observation, analysis, and evaluation of 

the teaching practices of four humanities and social sciences professors who received a 

university teaching award, (2) assessment, via interviews, of colleagues’ and students’ 

perceptions of the award-winning faculty’s teaching practices, especially their ability to foster 

inclusiveness, and (3) gauging of (1) and (2) in light of universal design instruction (UDI), the 

over-arching question being, to what extent do the teaching practices of these four award-

winning professors fulfill the inclusive intentions of UDI? 

Conceptual Framework 

UDI is used in this study as a framework for illustrating inclusive teaching practices 

amongst the target faculty. It provides clear, systematic possibilities for inclusive teaching that 

are more explicit than mere suggestions of perspectives that heavily critique the educational 

system but do not provide tangible solutions (Archer, et al., 2003; Bok, 2004; Kincheloe, 2008). 

UDI rejects one-size-fits all approaches to teaching through traditional delivery of curriculum 

and assessment (Meo, 2006). Instead, UDI calls for teaching that employs an “… interactive and 

learner-centered approach, with an emphasis on learning concepts—rather than a traditional 

teacher-directed style emphasizing facts and figures” (Coyne et al., 2006, p. 7). With goals of 

proactively controlling for inherent learning barriers in the classroom to create inclusive learning 
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experiences, UDI provides a flexible, multi-faceted approach to teaching, offering research- and 

practice-based recommendations (McGuire & Scott, 2006).  

UDI is based on research in learner differences and best practices for teaching and 

assessment (Rose & Meyer, 2006). UDI scholars have identified three “networks” as critical to 

learning: the recognition, the strategic, and the affective networks. The recognition network 

constitutes the “what” of learning. Learners recognize and begin to process information and ideas 

as they are represented through language, symbols, and objects. Recognition is accommodated 

most effectively when teachers provide multiple means by which students experience and 

acquire information and ideas.  The strategic network, the “how” of learning, engages learners in 

multiple means of organizing and expressing what they are in the process of learning. The 

affective network, the “why” of learning, sparks learners to get engaged in the learning process 

and stay engaged. To best meet the needs of the affective network, UDI asserts that teachers need 

to provide multiple means of engagement with content (CAST, 2011; Rose & Meyer, 2006, 

2008). In sum, UDI promotes, as core principles, multiple means of representation, engagement, 

and expression. This study aims to reveal inclusive teaching practices that align with these 

principles. Figure 1 displays the three core UDI principles with corresponding networks.  
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Figure 1. UDI Conceptual Framework  

Though the principles mentioned provide broad categories in which educators can 

approach instruction, they also serve as a source of contention for some scholars, who argue that 

teaching involves dynamics that also exist outside the boundaries of the given principles (Meo, 

2006). They claim that attempts to reach a wide range of learners are limited in their seemingly 

far-reaching construct.  UDI does not claim to be “universal” in the strict sense of the word 

(Rose & Meyer, 2007). Neither, does this study attempt to use the framework in a universal way. 

Instead, UDI promotes considerations for inclusive teaching, and this study deploys the 

framework simply to investigate the inclusive teaching practices of the four target professors.  

Another critique of UDI claims that instruction necessarily must vary across disciplines, 

courses, and content, arguing that teaching has different boundaries depending on the subject 

matter. UDI scholars recognize that approaches to instruction may very across disciplines, and 

they provide broad areas for flexible consideration by teachers. The aim is not to promote a 
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standard teaching scheme that covers all disciplines and subjects as if they were alike (CAST, 

2011, Rose & Meyer, 2006; Story, 2001). For example, although both writing and math involve 

learning various thinking processes, the subject matter and approaches to subject matter are 

necessarily quite different. Hence strategies for teaching and learning will probably be quite 

different. Teachers in both disciplines can engage students by forming and directing student 

work groups effectively, but specific purposes and designs will surely differ. UDI offers 

principles for the engagement of students in such groups. It could be enlightening for teachers of 

writing and math to confer, with the goal of learning how key similarities and differences work 

in each context and thereby gaining ideas for how to improve their individual approaches to 

inclusion. Such conferring might be especially productive if the two share understanding of 

certain UDI concepts such as strategic network, recognition network, and affective network. The 

math teacher might explain how she engages students in math issues with online games as well 

as real-life simulations (McGuire & Scott, 2006), and the writing teacher might well exclaim, 

“Thanks! I’m going to try both of those! May I come to your class and see how they work?” UDI 

offers numerous ways to provide multiple means for engagement, representation, and expression 

(Burgstahler, 2009; Rose & Meyer, 2008; Story, 2001). This study uses UDI to help identify and 

describe explicitly the techniques for teaching and learning employed by the faculty studied.  

The broadest tension about UDI concerns its applicability to students without disabilities 

(McGuire & Scott, 2006). However, Burgstahler (2009) argues that, although the UDI 

framework was first developed to make learning environments accessible to marginalized 

students, students within the margins also benefit from inclusiveness.  About the utility of UDI, 

Meo (2006) says, “As a teaching approach, UDI provides a framework that makes explicit 

what good teaching is. It helps teachers recognize the diversity of their classrooms and asserts 
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that even those that might appear to be homogenous are not. It helps them be explicit about the 

goals of the lessons and enables them to offer choices and alternatives for students to reach those 

goals” (p. 35).  

This study uses the UDI principles of multiple means of representation, expression, and 

engagement in such an expansive way, illustrating the inclusive teaching practices in traditional 

college classrooms. According to Foreman (2000), inclusivity is the essence of understanding 

and catering to different potentials, needs, and resources of students. Thus, inclusive teaching is 

at the core of effective teaching, and the two terms should be deemed one and the same 

(Laurillard, 2000, Orlich et al., 2012). Fusing inclusivity and effective pedagogy can meet the 

needs of all students.  Inclusivity starts with recognition of a learner’s individual diversity. It 

involves treating students as individuals rather than as a homogeneous group. It involves all 

students in classroom practices by valuing their uniqueness and what they bring to the classroom. 

It values their interests, experiences, abilities, insights, needs, cultural and ethnic backgrounds, 

learning styles, and intelligences (Foreman, 2000).  

Some critics view inclusivity as needed only for marginalized groups. Some go even 

further, claiming that UDI is a framework that applies only to students with disabilities (McGuire 

& Scott, 2006). However, research shows that all groups benefit from inclusive pedagogical 

practices because different students have varying learning needs (Briggs, 1993; CAST, 2010; 

Nilson, 2010; Foreman, 2000). Although Universal Design Instruction may be considered “just 

good teaching” (Chickering & Gamson, 1987; Hodge & Preston-Sabin, 1997), it goes one step 

further. It calls for proactive attention to potential differences among learners, and provides a 

clear model for inclusive teaching (Barajas & Higbee, 2003). Use of the framework for this study 

brings to light such teaching practices.  
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Catering to the educational needs of all students in all schools is a complex issue that 

ranges across cultures, linguistic backgrounds, and social and economic situations within 

communities (Story, 2001). Nonetheless, UDI scholars aim for teachers to shift from teaching 

most students, to instructional techniques that benefit all students (Burgstahler, 2009; CAST, 

2001; Mace, 2005; Rose & Meyer, 2008). This study builds on this notion.  

Research Question(s) 

Based on the statement of the problem, the purpose of the study, and the theoretical/conceptual 

framework for it, the following research questions were used to guide this study:  

1. How do four award-winning humanities and social sciences faculty employ 

universal design instruction (UDI)?  

2. How do colleagues and students perceive their use of UDI?  

This study investigated the teaching practices of four faculty at the same university (two in the 

social sciences, one in the humanities, and one in between [history]), each having received a 

comparable award for their teaching, each providing descriptions of their practices.  Each of the 

four chose certain faculty colleagues who were knowledgeable about their teaching and willing 

to be interviewed. As well, student participants were recruited.  These students were already 

enrolled in a target professor’s course and were willing to be interviewed. The focus of this study 

was not to highlight the impact teaching had on students but, rather, to observe and describe the 

teacher’s inclusive methods, corroborated by the perceptions of students and selected colleagues 

of the four.  
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Definitions of Terms 

For the purposes of clarity and consistency, certain key terms are defined: 

Inclusivity 
 
Inclusivity starts with the recognition of individual diversity. It entails treating students as 

individuals rather than as a homogeneous group and involves all students in classroom practices 

by valuing their uniqueness and what they bring to the classroom. Inclusivity values students’ 

interests, experiences, abilities, insights, needs, cultural and ethnic backgrounds, learning styles, 

and intelligences. 

Pedagogy  
 
Pedagogy means teaching methods/the practice of teaching, including assessment of students’ 

learning.  

Universal Design Learning 
 
Universal design learning (UDL) is a framework for designing curricula that enable all 

individuals to gain knowledge, skills, and enthusiasm for learning. 

Universal Design Instruction 
 
Universal design instruction, which stems from UDL, is an instructional-design model. It 

provides a framework for developing flexible teaching techniques that present students with 

choices of materials, tools, contexts, and support mechanisms that students can use to become 

more successful learners. As a framework, it informs how classroom environments can be 

created to increase access and be free of learning barriers that so often litter pedagogical 

practices.  
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Dissertation Overview   

This chapter has outlined the problem that motivated the study, the purpose of the study, 

and the conceptual framework driving the study. It has also defined key terms.  Chapter 2 

presents a review of the literature pertinent to this study, regarding access and equity, 

curriculum, and teaching and learning. It provides further discussion of universal design, 

distinguishing between universal design for learning and universal design of instruction as such. 

Chapter 3 details the research study conducted and outlines the methodology used. Chapters 4 

and 5 present analysis of the study’s findings. Chapter 6 provides a summary of conclusions and 

suggests recommendations for future research and practice to advance inclusive teaching in 

higher education. 
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CHAPTER 2 
 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE  
 
 

Introduction to the Literature Review 

This study addresses the increasing scope of diverse learning needs for those taught in 

postsecondary institutions, an area of particular concern as educators continually search for 

effective teaching approaches. Examining teaching practices of award-winning faculty serves as 

a useful tool for fostering the growth of instructional methods. The insights provided are 

particularly relevant and timely for research-driven institutions, such as the site of this study, as 

they magnify both current practices—namely, what is actually being done by target faculty who 

have achieved certain benchmarks—and reveal intriguing gaps—areas needing attention if we 

wish to improve inclusive instruction in college classrooms. 

The focus of this study is the teaching practices of four award-winning faculty members 

who create inclusive classroom environments. Universal design learning (UDL) is the 

instructional design model used to assess inclusivity in their teaching techniques.  An overview 

of the pertinent literature relevant to this study’s content is included in this chapter. It contains 

literature from the areas of access in higher education, retention and persistence, curriculum, and 

teaching and learning. These areas of literature all have a direct impact on and/or are directly 

affected by inclusive college teaching.  

Access in Higher Education 

The discussion of inclusive teaching is tied to the longer string of access issues that 

extend outside the classroom. Access to the opportunity for students to learn in the higher 

education arena became an articulated expectation in the latter half of the 20th century (Lucas, 

2006). In a 1947 report titled Higher Education for Democracy, the president’s Commission on 
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Higher Education (the Truman Commission) asserted that citizens were “entitled” to higher 

education regardless of their ability personally to afford it (Lucas, 2006). Reaffirming the 

usefulness of college education, the report declared that the nation would benefit when 

postsecondary education was available to all with the requisite ability. The Higher Education Act 

of 1965 was born from this report and created grant and loan programs that provided financial 

aid programs for students demonstrating financial need. 

 Prior to that, access to higher education for African Americans had initially increased 

following the 1954 Brown v. Topeka Board of Education decision declaring racial segregation in 

schools illegal (Lucas, 2006). Desegregation of white institutions in the South accelerated in the 

years following (Lucas, 2006). Shortly thereafter, with the passage of the Higher Education Act 

of 1965, the enrollment of African-American students doubled at both historically black colleges 

and predominately white colleges (Lucas, 2006). The Civil and Women’s Rights movements in 

the 1960s also contributed to the diversification of access to learning in post-secondary 

environments. By 2004, African Americans composed the largest population of minority 

students in higher education at 13%, and in 2006, female students constituted more than half of 

all undergraduate college enrollment (Li, 2007). The years since the 1960s have seen a 

particularly strong emphasis placed on access issues, with entitlement and anti-discrimination 

legislation being put in place. By way of comparison, in 1940, only 5 % of the population 

between the ages of 25 to 29 had completed a college degree (Li, 2007). This number grew to 25 

% in 2005 (Snyder, Tan, & Hoffman, 2006). As of fall 2003, thirteen million of the seventeen 

million students enrolled in American collegiate education attended public colleges (Snyder, 

Tan, & Hoffman, 2006). In addition to these historical events, societal changes in culture and 

technology have led to amendments in legislation and various developments. These changes will 
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result in, and ultimately affect, the student composition of the traditional classroom. Today’s 

college classes, for example, include students with a multitude of cultural backgrounds; students 

from under-represented groups; international students for whom English is a second language; 

students who may not have proficient literacy skills; non-traditional students of varying ages and 

experiences; students with behavioral, emotional, motivational, physical, and learning 

disabilities; students with chronic illnesses; academically-gifted students; and those students 

often (but inaccurately) referred to as typical (Rose & Meyer, 1998, 2002).  

Institutions of higher education have experienced a rapid transformation of their student 

populations. Growth in technology and the birth of an information age have resulted in economic 

and social changes that have drastically affected enrollment numbers at colleges and universities 

throughout the United States (Scott, McGuire, & Shaw, 2003). A college degree is now virtually 

a requirement to obtain even an entry-level position in any professional field. In 2004, 94 % of 

the high school students surveyed, in an educational research study conducted by the United 

States Department of Education’s Office of Educational Technology, stated that they planned to 

continue their education after graduation, and 88% of those students stated their belief that 

attending college is critical to success in life (U.S. Department of Education, 2004). 

Many adults who have been employed for years in an occupation are becoming aware 

that a post-secondary education is necessary for advancement, or they are deciding to return to 

school for a complete career change. In the year 2000, over “15 million students were enrolled in 

postsecondary education” (Scott, McGuire, & Shaw, 2003, p. 369). According to a 2000 study 

conducted by the Educational Testing Service of the National Center on Education Statistics, 

researchers predict that enrollment at American institutions of higher education will continue to 
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increase over the next 15 years by 19 %, and minority students will represent 80 % of the total 

growth (Lords, 2000, as cited in Scott, McGuire, & Shaw, 2003).  

 As the population of the United States continues to become more diverse in heritage, 

culture, and spoken language, classrooms, too, will become increasingly diversified. The 

research gathered in 2004 by the United States Department of Education’s Office of Educational 

Technology indicated that of the 50 million students enrolled in the K-12 education system, 30% 

of the population was comprised of minority students, “representing the largest and most diverse 

student body in our history” (p. 16). This population of students—defined by many of these 

“diversity” studies as primarily minorities by race and ethnicity—has already begun to progress 

into post-secondary education, and these numbers are expected to continue to increase. 

In addition to those labeled above as “minority” students, adult students of nontraditional 

age have been increasing in number over the last couple of decades (Scott, McGuire, & Shaw, 

2003). According to the United States Department of Education National Center for Education 

Statistics, a nontraditional student is defined as an individual who meets any or all of the 

following characteristics: (a) has delayed her or his enrollment in post-secondary education, (b) 

attends only part time, (c) works full time while enrolled in a program of study, (d) is financially 

independent when determining financial-aid eligibility, (e) has dependents that are not a spouse, 

(f) is a single parent, or (g) does not possess a high school diploma (2007). A study done in 1998 

revealed that almost 40% of the student population surveyed were 25 years of age or older 

(Scott, McGuire, & Shaw, 2003). Recent research studies indicate that the proportion of students 

over the age of 25 “may exceed 50% by 2013” (O’Donnell & Tobbell, 2007, p. 313). As many 

studies of the so-called “millennial student” generation explain, adult students bring a diverse set 
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of experiences, backgrounds, knowledge, and special needs that define them as nontraditional 

learners and for which educators must be prepared (Arum & Roksa, 2010). 

Educators at postsecondary institutions should be ready for a dramatic increase in 

students with special needs related to disability. In addition to social and economic trends, 

government legislation and subsequent changes in the special-education systems of K-12 schools 

have drastically affected the number of students with disabilities who graduate from high school 

and decide to pursue a college degree. According to a research survey conducted during the fall 

of 2000 semester, there were 66,197 full time freshmen attending public and independent 

colleges and universities who reported having a disability. This number represented 6 % of all 

freshmen enrolled during the fall 2000 semester (Li, 2007). During the 2003-2004 college year, a 

similar study conducted by the United States Department of Education’s National Center for 

Education Statistics revealed that 11% of the undergraduate population reported a disability 

(2006). The number of students with disabilities in the college classroom rose 5 % in only a four-

year period. According to the National Dissemination Center for Children with Disabilities, more 

than 6 million children with disabilities are currently in the K-12 public school system (2007). If 

public education transition services for students with disabilities continue to improve as they 

have over the last five years, postsecondary institutions can anticipate sustained growth in the 

numbers of students with disabilities. 

The brief history of access in higher education sketched here, while preliminary, 

nonetheless highlights the issues surrounding current-day access in higher education. Though 

there is literature that chronicles the growth of access (Rose & Myer, 2008, 2012; Scott, 

McGuire, & Shaw, 2003), little attention has focused on the college classroom. This is because 

institutions had been focused on structural issues before the conversation shifted to more 
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practical issues, such as what would be taught and how, at these institutions. The following shifts 

the conversation to curriculum in higher educational institutions. 

Curriculum in Higher Education  

Curriculum is naturally connected to discussions about teaching in higher education. My 

study seeks to look at the pedagogical practices of faculty members, all of who have a 

curriculum in place. The term curriculum, broadly defined, includes goals for student learning 

(skills, knowledge, and attitudes), content (the subject matter in which learning experiences are 

embedded), sequence (the order in which concepts are presented), learners’ instructional 

methods and activities, instructional resources (materials and settings), evaluation (methods used 

to assess student learning as a result of these experiences), and adjustments to teaching and 

learning processes based on experience and evaluation. Although the term curriculum is used 

variably, this definition is sufficiently inclusive and dynamic to account for the many innovations 

in the undergraduate curriculum that involve instructional methods, sequencing, and assessment, 

as well as instructional goals and content, all of which have been implemented in order to 

improve learning (Frederick, 1977; Gaff et al., 1997).  

One must understand some of the history of the emphasis on curriculum before exploring 

where changes in that area can go. The roots of curriculum in higher education can be traced 

back to the Carnegie Unit. Originally used in the early 20th century as a classification system for 

successful transition from high school curriculum to college, since 1906 the Carnegie Unit has 

shaped major issues in U.S. secondary and postsecondary curricula and the conditions for 

federal-level funding, accreditation, and the accountability of educational institutions (Boyer, 

1983; Cooke, 1910; Hamilton, 1966). Since the inception of the Carnegie Unit, the American 

higher-education system has experienced a long-term trend toward diversification of institutions, 
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educational missions, students, and academic programs, accompanied by recurring debates about 

key curricular issues (Hamilton, 1966). Critiques of higher education curriculum, such as A 

Nation at Risk (1983) and Integrity in the College Curriculum (1985), have powered the push for 

educational reform as these works identified the inability of college graduates to problem-solve, 

communicate through writing and speaking, engage in ethical decision-making, work in teams, 

and interact effectively with diverse others. After these publications, colleges and universities 

reacted with various reforms to improve curriculum.  

Historically, curriculum reform emphasized the teaching-centered paradigm in which 

faculty were considered the authorities who knew all the right answers (Barr and Tagg, 1995; 

Huba and Freed, 2000). In this paradigm—much like what Friere termed the “banking system of 

education,” as presented in Chapter 1—students passively receive information and acquire 

knowledge that does not connect with the varying contexts where it might be used (Huba and 

Freed, 2000; Barr and Tagg, 1995). Typically, faculty search for new information, integrate it 

with existing knowledge, and organize it for a form of presentation (Huba and Freed, 2000). 

Progressive faculty members, by contrast, tend to embrace the learning-centered approach to 

teaching. These teaching approaches require students to be actively involved and give students 

the opportunity to create new knowledge in some cases. Students learn through gathering and 

synthesizing information and integrating it with previous knowledge and skills (Barr and Tagg, 

1995).  

Martin Van Der Werf and Grant Sabatier (2009) argue that the face of the college 

classroom has changed and will continue to undergo drastic transformations (Leichliter, 2010). 

The traditional model has built-in educational barriers, they argue; as a result, the researchers 

advise campuses that they need to be aware of the potential effects of such change. In their 
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words, “it should come as no surprise that student bodies will increasingly be made up of 

members of minority groups. At some point, probably just after 2020, minority students will 

outnumber white students on college campuses for the first time” (p. 5). Leichliter (2010) argues 

that institutions should be concerned with addressing the needs of the immanency of minority 

students’ being the majority. She asserts that if particular institutions do not meet students’ 

needs, they will simply elect to “shop elsewhere.”  

My scholarship sheds light on how the traditional model of education is being currently 

challenged, namely, with inclusive teaching practices. This study seeks to examine more closely 

the ways in which professors are providing inclusive instruction, and whether they are doing so 

consciously or unintentionally. Thus, an understanding of how curriculum is evolving proves 

critical to this study. What students are being taught and how they are being taught has a heavy 

impact on their ability to matriculate through college and reach degree completion. Next comes 

discussion of inclusive teaching’s impact on retention and persistence.  

Retention and Persistence 

 Persistence, in the context of higher education, is the process by which a student 

navigates his or her college experience, ultimately culminating in graduation from a particular 

institution. Tinto (1993), a foundational theorist in the area of persistence-and-retention studies 

in tertiary education, notes that while many conceive determination to be the key variable 

seminal to student success, the road to graduation is often paved with many challenges and 

experiences that differentially affect its travelers—especially those who identify as numerical or 

social minorities. Retention rates commonly measure the percentage of freshmen that re-enroll 

the next academic year as sophomores. The primary reason that retention rates, along with 
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graduation rates, are important is that retention rates are perceived as indicators of academic 

quality and student success (Bean, 1990).  

 Retention issues can be complicated. Some studies show that it may, in some cases, 

depend on institutional type. For example, four-year schools typically have higher retention rates 

than do two-year schools (Titus, 2006). Other studies look at the role financial aid plays in 

students’ decisions to stay or leave. Unsurprisingly, studies indicate that financial aid helps 

increase persistence for students who need and receive financial aid. Yet other factors studied are 

known to affect retention rates among certain student populations, such as older students, 

students of color, students who work more than 30 hours weekly, and first-generation college 

students. However, it is a misconception that students are not retained solely because of 

academic, personal, and/or financial issues. Sometimes students leave school because their 

educational and personal goals change (Bettinger, 2004).  

Retention has been one of the most frequently considered and researched questions 

regarding college students, especially those who identify as minority members (Tinto, 1993). 

Studies of the health, resilience, and retention of ethnically and racially diverse populations 

proliferate in the literature. Their aim is to learn of the issues that encourage students either to 

persist to graduation or to leave college before completing their courses of study. Most students 

in these analyses are considered to be at risk for the physical, mental, and emotional stresses 

associated with being underrepresented on their campuses and for the behaviors in which they 

may participate as a result of the stresses they experience (Slavin, 1989) 

According to Thompson and Fretz (1991) person-environment congruence is a significant 

conceptual tool used by theorists to predict behavior. Within the context of higher education, 

congruence theorists suggest that a good fit between students and the environments has a positive 
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impact and promotes satisfaction, achievement, and personal growth, whereas poor fit creates 

stress. Students’ feelings of alienation may be greater in larger institutions. Students who live on 

campus are shown to have a greater sense of community and higher retention rates. Berger and 

Braxton (2000) demonstrate that institutional communication, fairness in policy and decision-

making, and participation are positively related to social integration and have significant indirect 

effects on student retention. Others believe that the quality of a student’s experience in the 

classroom is central to student retention (Ritschel, 1995; Tinto 1993). 

  Tinto (1993) suggests that the more a student feels socially and academically integrated 

into the college or university, the greater the likelihood of her or his persistence through 

graduation. Similarly, Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) put forth that the quality and quantity of 

student contact with other people at the institution play a crucial role in college 

persistence. Although some students from traditionally underrepresented populations do have 

frequent interaction with the dominant culture, many do not prior to entering college. These 

students, because they are a part of a subculture, are automatically at risk of not succeeding in a 

traditional college environment. Kuh and Love (2000) argue that because the underrepresented 

students’ cultures of origin are so distant from the collegial culture of immersion, these students 

might leave college prematurely. 

To reduce student attrition, colleges and universities have developed a variety of 

strategies, programs, and interventions. One such strategy is the use of inventories to assess 

student needs (Himelstein, 1992; Picklesimer & Miller, 1998; Ryland, Riordan, & Brack, 1994). 

If students are identified as high risk on the inventories, they are given additional assistance. 

Others have supported the use of first-year programs, seminars, and orientation courses to help 
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students learn study skills, understand college expectations, and link them with student support 

services.  

Several other programs have attempted to improve retention by focusing on a student’s 

academic performance. At Oklahoma State University, for example, students on academic 

suspension took a study skills course and received additional advising. The intervention did not 

improve subsequent success, even though faculty volunteers were used in these programs to 

provide advising to undeclared students (Schultz, Dickman, Campbell, & Snow, 1992). 

Institutions sometimes establish a center or division for freshmen (Toder & Hartsough, 1993). 

Institutions also focus on assessing and improving academic advising. At one institution, 

students requested access to advising in the evenings, desired more information on career and job 

pursuits, needed more time with advisors, and wanted more assistance in learning study skills 

(Kern & Engels, 1996).  

 Other strategies for increasing student retention include student orientation programs, 

support-counseling groups, mentoring programs, honors programs, and service learning (Altizer 

& Patterson, 1994). Roueche and Roueche (1994) found that orientation programs and basic 

skills assessment, completion of remedial work before regular programs, reducing academic 

loads for working students, providing more financial aid, and conducting more program 

evaluations will increase retention rates. Though retention has been addressed at the institutional 

level through such programs and services as those mentioned previously, one area that is often 

overlooked or missing altogether is improving teaching to increase student success. Researchers 

such as Seymour and Hewitts (1997) have found that students who leave school (i.e., drop out or 

are academically dismissed) for overall academic difficulties often identify, as a part of their 

issue, problems with instruction. Thus, inclusive teaching methods are of central importance 
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when discussing retention. Inclusive teaching and effective teaching can be seen as one and the 

same. Next, scholarship on teaching and learning will be discussed as well as implications for 

inclusive teaching specifically.  

Teaching in Higher Education   

 In addressing the issue of inclusive teaching, curriculum and retention must be included.  

Teaching is what institutions are in the business of doing; students are evaluated on their ability 

to learn (Bok, 2007). The scholarship on teaching is central to this study. Clearly, there exist 

various inherent learning differences among students, even regardless of race, ethnicity, class, or 

gender, and these realities bring to the forefront the responsibility of faculty to meet the needs of 

all learners through inclusive instruction.  

Curricular (Course) Goals  

Curricular goals are critical tools to instruction, providing defined goals for what teachers 

want students to gain from their lessons (Brooks, 2005; Nilson, 2010). Literature on effective 

teaching argues that all instructional practices should be purposeful and linked to 

curricular/course goals. While curricular goals are defined in terms of the knowledge, skills, and 

abilities that a student must attain as a result of his or her engagement in a particular set of higher 

education experiences (Brooks, 2005), not all curricular goals of college courses are confined to 

learning. Additional behavioral outcomes or experiences that may result from attending an 

institution or program include the following: employment and increased career mobility, 

enhanced incomes and lifestyles, the opportunity to enroll for additional education, or simply a 

more fulfilled and reflective life. Nevertheless, unified course goals across sections of courses 

have been the central concern of higher education and accreditation from their beginnings 

(Brooks, 2005). How much a student learns, however, is frequently as dependent upon how 
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much he or she invests in the process, as on the conditions for learning created by institutions, 

programs, and teachers. For this reason, the focus of instruction has been on the goals of the 

course and not so much on the learners themselves.  

That having been said, the public, higher education community, policymakers, and 

students increasingly seek to use information about course goals as an integral part of making 

judgments about the quality of accredited institutions and programs. The federal government, for 

example, wants such information as part of its recognition of accrediting organizations (Brooks, 

2005). At the same time, almost every sector of the economy requires workers to possess skills 

and competencies beyond those acquired in high school (Kuh, 2001). The perpetual demand for 

skilled workers creates the widespread interest in the quality of education. State legislators, 

accreditors, parents, employers, and others want to know what students are learning and what 

they can do.  

According to Kuh (2001), the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) developed 

a report card on higher education released by the National Center for Public Policy and Higher 

Education for assessment purposes. The report was called Measuring Up 2000 and assigned 

grades to each state on five of the six key performance indicators. In the area of student learning, 

all 50 states received an “incomplete” (Kuh, 2001). This status suggested to stakeholders in 

higher education that a need exists in this area for greater levels of assessment. It was found that 

in order to have greater levels of assessment, more clearly defined curricular goals are needed.  

Today, many institutions, programs, and accrediting organizations are hearing a similar 

request about curricular goals from a number of sources (e.g., Middle States Commission on 

Higher Education). Curricular goals are needed as instructional tools to provide concrete targets 

for academic achievement in institutional arenas, especially for reporting purposes to governing 
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accrediting agencies when assessing student learning, and they need to be written in a manner 

readily understandable to the public at large (Prosser, 1999). The range of stakeholders creates a 

challenge for curricular goals. The competing forces in this matter are the institutions, external 

authorities, prospective and current students, and the public. Due to their dynamic nature, the 

parties involved are similar to the cultural challenges that affect student learning in higher 

education, which include civic, collegiate, and commercial cultures (Burke, 2005). As a result of 

the high demand for curricular goals to become a central part of instruction, focusing more on 

this area can only aid higher education in its efforts to improve institutional quality. 

Appropriately, this study contributes to ongoing conversations about improving institutional 

quality by improving college teaching. 

Teaching  

 There has been gradual innovation in higher education to advance teaching. A critical 

moment in teaching advancement in institutions of higher education was the call for 

undergraduate teaching reform that arose in the mid-1980s. Such innovations 2 sought to fortify 

undergraduate education and were driven by A Nation at Risk in 1983 and the Neal Report of 

1986 (Elliot, 1989). Since 1986, many colleges and universities have begun to change 

institutional practices related to teaching, structured learning, curricular and co-curricular 

initiatives, and multi-level assessment. 

 In the reforms that are changing teaching and learning in higher education, it is important 

to note the type of processes that have succeeded. Some reforms have been “top-down,” while 

others have been “bottom-up” (Bolman & Deal, 2011; Kogan & Hanney, 2000). Depending on 

the institution, some change has been driven from within the institution and some has had more 

                                                
2 Innovation: Characterized by the National Center for Postsecondary Improvement (1998) as a 
“bottom-up” or “grassroots” approach; based on internal processes.  
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external influences. Further, some reforms have been on the local college level, and some on the 

national level (Altbach & Lewis, 1994; Kogan & Hanney, 2000). Over time, teaching has 

become increasingly more important in higher education, not only in the U.S., but 

internationally. This is evidenced by the emergence of the International Journal on Teaching and 

Learning in Higher Education (IJTLHE), just one of the resources covering a broad range of best 

practices in teaching and learning globally. There has also been a growing push to hold 

institutions accountable for providing quality instruction. For example, in 2006, Canada’s 

Council of Learning was encouraged to establish clear, coherent, and consistent goals at the 

college level for teaching and learning (Cappon, 2006).  

Literature on teaching and learning has a growing presence through research and 

publications that seek to advance the practice of teaching at the college level. A number of 

studies have sought to improve teaching and learning, and some of these use student evaluations 

to gauge student and teacher effectiveness (Boud, 2001; Frye, 2009; Marsh and Roache, 1993; 

Ryan and Harrison, 1995). However, more attention needs to be paid to pedagogy in higher 

education, as is explored more fully in the section below.   

Pedagogy—the Art and Practice of Teaching  

 Teacher training differs in higher education from training in K-12. Grade school teachers 

receive extensive training in the craft and art of teaching before they are deemed qualified to 

teach. In addition, they must pass a comprehensive exam to prove their knowledge in content and 

pedagogical strategies. It is not the same for college teaching. Currently, there is no standard 

teaching training for college instructors. Michael Theall (2010), writer for ehow.com, offers the 

following about college teaching:  
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College teaching is a very complex activity that cannot easily be defined or measured. 

Part of the reason is that teaching at any level cannot be divorced from the context in 

which it takes place and particularly from the teachers and learners who are involved. 

Good teaching in a graduate seminar in physics is not necessarily the same as good 

teaching in a large introductory physics course, and it is certainly different from teaching 

in music or philosophy, or languages or medicine or business, whether in college or 

elsewhere. Another issue is that there is no single definition of good teaching. A major 

criterion of good teaching is, of course, the learning that results, but teachers cannot be 

held entirely responsible for student learning, and, often, learning is as difficult to define 

and measure as teaching. Research on college teaching and learning has identified several 

factors that contribute to successful outcomes, but the presence or absence of these 

factors (often called dimensions, behaviors, practices, conditions, or principles) does not 

automatically mean that teaching is good or bad (p. 2). 

Clearly, the many dimensions that factor into the discussion of college teaching amplify the 

issues revolving around pedagogy further, and all of these dimensions influence pedagogy. To 

make matters even more complex, the definition of pedagogy has varying meanings. At a general 

or commonplace level, Dictionary.com, for instance, “Pedagogy is an intimate embrace with 

another concept, teaching: 1) the function or work of a teacher teaching. 2) The art or science of 

teaching; education; instructional methods.” From a more specific point of view, Freire (1996) 

expresses his definition of pedagogy as what activist teachers do, which is “problem-posing 

education.” Problem posing is to be contrasted with “banking education,” which teaches students 

merely to be passively observant of reality. Freire (1996) expresses this dichotomy:  
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Banking education inhibits creativity and domesticates (although it cannot completely 

destroy) the intentionality of consciousness by isolating consciousness from the world, 

thereby denying people their ontological and historical vocation of becoming more 

human. Problem-posing education bases itself on creativity and stimulates true reflection 

and action upon reality; thereby responding to the vocation of persons as beings who are 

authentic only when engaged in inquiry and creative transformation (p. 65). 

This study shares the Freirian outlook and its emphasis on pedagogy as creative transformation; 

inclusive pedagogy necessarily follows this process of engaged inquiry, or engaged scholarship, 

as it has also come to be called more recently (Chun, 1999; Humes, 1998). Both concepts would 

be helpful in revealing ways that can provide effective (inclusive) praxis in each sense of the 

aforementioned approaches. In college classrooms, students are indeed participating in, and 

relying upon, banking knowledge when professors are not teaching inclusively, but, rather, are 

simply providing information to students. The topic itself needs more examination. Thus, this 

study is needed.  

Though there is a growing body of literature on pedagogy in the US, Fitzmaurice (2010) 

mentions that there is also a large body of literature on methods and techniques in higher 

education abroad. In examining literature on teaching in higher education internationally, 

Fitzmaurice discusses the lack of scholarship on the “experience of being a teacher in higher 

education and dealing with the realities of the practice” (p. 46). The same would apply in the 

U.S., were the scope to be expanded. When the discussion does focus on teaching in higher 

education, usually it centers on recommendations of techniques and strategies (Bonwell, et. al., 

1991; Weimer, 1990; Weinstein & Mayer, 1986; Silberman, 1996). Fitzmaurice (2010) and her 

mentor Alasdair Macintyre (1985) would argue that college teachers who provide inclusive 
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instruction do so because they view teaching as a “practice” and not as a set of skills or 

techniques. Macintyre (1985) describes practice: 

Any coherent and complex form of socially established cooperative human activity 

through which goods internal to that form of activity are realized in the course of trying 

to achieve those standards of excellence which are appropriate to, and partially definitive 

of that form of activity, with the result that human powers to achieve excellence, and 

human conceptions to the ends and goods involved, are systematically extended (p. 187). 

Fitzmaurice (2010) adds to Macintyre’s (1985) definition: 

So, what counts as a practice? The planting of crops is not a practice, but farming is, as 

are the enquiries of physics, chemistry, biology and the work of the historian, the 

musician and the painter. A practice involves standards of excellence and to enter into a 

practice is to accept these standards and to judge one’s own performance against them. 

The goods internal to a practice can only be had by involvement in that practice unlike 

external goods such as money, status and prestige, which can be achieved in many ways. 

Also, such goods can only be specified in relation to that practice and they can only be 

identified and recognized by participating in the practice (p. 86).  

In essence, both Fitzmaurice and Macintyre suggest that teaching should be a “practice” and that 

the “practice” of teaching is organic and evolves throughout the process of learning. I agree with 

these scholars that for student learning to take place, a teacher has to be flexible in delivery. A 

large part of student learning is dependent on teaching. Rigid teaching can easily miss the mark 

of helping students engage in the passionate acquisition of information and ideas.  

 Many education scholars also agree with Fitzmaurice’s and McIntyre’s assertions that 

teaching should be a living, dynamic practice rather than a static or set routine of what one does. 
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Fitzmaurice’s and McIntyre’s practice-based approach fits well under the umbrella of what many 

scholars refer to as constructivist teaching (Bruner, 1985; Dewey, 1916; Elmore et al., 1996; 

Fosnot, 1996). The constructivist teacher continually reflects on his or her teaching practice and 

ever evolves in response to student needs. In the constructivist classroom, the teacher serves as 

more nearly a facilitator than as a lecturer. Students co-create the learning experience, sparked 

and guided by productive interactions with the teacher. Constructivism calls for teachers to be 

authentic, reflective, and emergent (Dewey, 1916; Fosnot, 1996).  

 The constructivist model views educators as educational guardians and role models. 

From the constructivist perspective, a teacher is a caretaker instead of a knowledge giver. 

Constructivist literature addresses such issues as professionalism, ideology, learning 

communities, and knowledge as a cooperative construct (Bruner, 1985; Dewey, 1916; Elmore, et 

al., 1996). Teachers are viewed as meta-professionals who are responsible to students and who 

build ethical, purposeful relationships with them.   

 From a constructivist perspective, the ideology of a teacher is continually shaped by 

pre-existing personality and philosophy merged with experience, enabling the teacher to continue 

developing her or his epistemology. To constructivists, the learning communities that teachers 

teach in truly engage students by connecting with them and motivating them to learn. Teachers 

are expected to work on their own learning and their teaching process as a journey, much as they 

view their students’ learning as a process, too. Constructivists view knowledge as evolving and 

expansive. Teachers are expected to have pedagogical knowledge, knowledge of the curriculum, 

knowledge of the learning process, and knowledge of their students’ types of learning 

preferences, as well as knowledge of themselves as teachers. Constructivists maintain that 

keeping these varying areas of knowledge in mind can help a teacher become more effective at 
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helping students learn, for the teacher is constantly evolving his of her own knowledge base at 

the same time (Bruner, 1985; Dewey, 1916; Elmore et al., 1996). 

          Constructivism is one of the most influential paradigms guiding new approaches to 

teaching in the 21st-century. It has informed many frameworks and best practices (Elmore et al., 

1996; Fosnot, 1996; Richardson, 1997. Although my study does not seek to advance solely a 

constructivist perspective, the approaches of inclusive teaching and Universal Design Instruction 

can be readily linked to this philosophical framework, as constructivism has indeed influenced 

best practices and new directions for teachers. The next section treats some of those best 

practices that have stemmed from constructivists and innovative thinking in teaching and 

learning in higher education.  

Best Teaching Practices  

There is considerable debate within the higher education community on how teaching or 

teaching effectiveness should be defined (Braskamp & Ory, 1994). For example, Centra (1993), 

defines effective teaching as “that which produces beneficial and purposeful student learning 

through the use of appropriate procedures” (p. 42). Braskamp and Ory (1994) include both 

teaching and learning in their conceptualization, defining effective teaching as the “creation of 

situations in which appropriate learning occurs; shaping those situations is what successful 

teachers have learned to do effectively” (p. 40). As the discussion has grown, the 

conceptualization of teaching and learning has shifted from thoughts of practical strategies to 

thoughtful conceptualizations of the process.  

One of the noteworthy contributions to the higher education arena in regards to best 

practices is Bain’s (2004) book What the Best College Teachers Do. Bain outlines six broad 

patterns of thinking that inform best teaching practices, noting “anyone who expects a simple list 
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of do’s and don’ts may be greatly disappointed” (Bain, 2004, p. 15). This claim aligns with other 

relevant literature on pedagogy. Scholars such as Fitzmaurice (2010) advance Bain’s discussion. 

Bain (2004) claims that the ways that the “best” college teachers think require paradigm shifts, 

deep professional learning, and sophisticated reflection. He offer six elements to characterize 

such thinking: (1) what the best teachers know and understand; (2) how they prepare to teach; (3) 

what they expect of their students; (4) what they do when they teach; (5) how they treat students; 

and (6) how they check their progress and evaluate their efforts (Bain, 2004). 

Bain (2004) posits that the best teachers seek to understand students. He highlights that 

this understanding can enable the teacher to develop critical learning environments. As Bain 

discusses knowledge about learning, he highlights the importance of teachers’ having awareness 

of their own metacognitive reasoning, which can help them visualize their own learning and the 

thinking strategies applied in their discipline. Bain also states that knowledge is constructed 

rather than received; moreover, the way students construct their own knowledge is determined by 

their own preconceived ideas and paradigms (Alstaedter, 2007). Thus, the best teachers work 

towards breaking those preconceptions, challenging students to think critically, and providing 

students with the necessary scaffolding so that they can modify existing mental models that 

detract from learning. 

 Bain’s (2004) book provides insight into best teaching practices by teachers who truly 

care about students and their education and, more importantly, are willing to embrace new 

practices that will foster lifelong learning. He proposes that teachers strategically design 

instruction and relinquish the spotlight. Teachers who do this will be satisfied knowing that they 

have created a learning environment where students are active participants in their own learning 
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and engage critically with the material; furthermore, they will extend the impact of instruction 

and learning beyond their classroom and their discipline (Alstaedter, 2007).  

Teaching Methods 

 Teaching methods are being discovered, deployed, and revised every day to elicit student 

learning. Nilson (2010) asserts that some of the most common are “lecture, interactive lecture, 

recitation, directed discussions, writing/speaking exercises, classroom assessment techniques, 

group work/learning, student-peer feedback, just-in-time teaching, case method, inquiry-based or 

guided, problem-based learning, project-based learning, role plays and simulations, service-

learning with reflections, and fieldworks/clinicals” (p. 107). However, the goal of teaching is not 

the method; rather, the method should help educators reach the specific learning goal. For 

example, lecture, by itself, only helps students achieve the outcome of having knowledge of the 

subject matter. Bearing this in mind, before discussing some best practices of teaching methods, 

it is important to note that all teaching methods should have a specific utility to achieve a 

specific learning outcome. As mentioned, many curriculum goals are defined by the categories 

set forth by Bloom (1956): knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis, and/or 

evaluation. Nilson’s research (2010) adds to Bloom’s taxonomy cognitive development (Perry, 

1981) and says that educators should infuse the following teaching methods:  

• Knowledge/Remembering: To memorize or recognize facts, terms, principles, or 
algorithms 

• Comprehension/Understanding: To translate, restate in one’s own words  

• Application/Applying: To use, apply, make useful  

• Analysis/Analyzing: To identify and examine components, compare and contrast, identify 
assumptions, deduce implications 

• Synthesis/Creating: To make connections, identify new relationships, design something 
new (new to students) 
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• Evaluation/Evaluating: To make a judgment, assess validity, select, and defend 

• Cognitive development: To progress from dualism to multiplicity to relativism to a 
tentative commitment to the most worthy perspective available; to come to understand 
the nature of knowledge as inherently uncertain but subject to definite standards of 
comparison  

• Shift in mental models: To replace a faculty understanding of a phenomenon with the 
discipline’s more valid mental model 

Discussing how students are taught is complicated, given such a wide range of information to 

grasp; teaching “content” must seem a loose concept when applied so broadly to so many 

different subject areas. Basing learning experiences in curricular contexts sometimes helps the 

discussion about teaching become more focused. Some content areas only require a certain level 

of knowledge acquisition for students because of the discipline, while others may require 

reaching more advanced levels of Bloom’s taxonomy.  

Teaching Humanities and Social Sciences  

 The work of Huber and Morreale (2002) is important because it emphasizes that teaching 

methods vary according to what is being taught, just as different methods of research are 

required depending on what is being studied. These researchers warn that if educators seek a 

universal method for conducting the scholarship of teaching and learning or teaching, in of itself, 

“ we are fated to be disappointed” (Huber & Morreale, 2002, p. 11). Huber’s and Morreale’s 

comments underscore the point that the teaching methods used vary according to the subject 

matter at hand; by extension, providing context gives a more refined way to look at teaching. 

Huber and Morreale (2002) argue that even within each discipline exists variation and that “we 

must not think that all English courses can benefit from being taught in the same way” (p. 33). 

This variation complicates the study of teaching in higher education. 
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Though discipline is certainly one factor that can shape the use of specific pedagogies, 

there are many broader, common influential elements in learning that exist and can be identified 

regardless of subject area. Indeed, the Carnegie Academy for the Scholarship of Teaching and 

Learning (CASTL) found method and metaphor to be common threads of the pedagogical 

process that span across disciplines (Huber & Morrale, 2002). “Metaphor” is an overarching 

term that refers loosely to representations, analogies, actual metaphors and similes. The role of 

metaphor, as a pedagogical tool, is to connect “matters we understand to those we understand 

less well” (Huber & Morrale, 2002 p. 10). “Most faculty in most disciplines work in traditional 

ways of teaching and learning and are relatively unaware of or indifferent to the communities of 

education researchers and reformers tucked into the backwaters of their field,” write Huber and 

Morrale in 2007 (p. 17). CASTL scholars suggest that most faculty start to develop their own 

ways of innovating. They mention at least four historical developments that are worthy of 

examination, for they are driving new interest in teaching and learning in higher education: “new 

students, national priorities, public accountability, and changing pedagogical technologies” (p. 

21). These developments do bear on my study, as seen below. They give rise to newer issues of 

public accountability for the inclusion of new students, adding conversations about how 

changing pedagogical technologies can be used to achieve inclusion.  

Inclusive Pedagogy 

Inclusivity  

In many ways, inclusivity and pedagogy (praxis) go hand in hand. Nilson (2010) views 

inclusive teaching to be a byproduct of quality pedagogy. Foreman (2000) agrees that inclusivity 

is the essence of understanding and catering to the different potentials, needs, and resources of 

students. McLaren and Jaramillo (2007) refer to inclusive pedagogy as a “species of activism” 
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(p.8). This is the spirit informing this study’s approach. The lens of inclusivity naturally places 

the four professors being studied squarely in the seat of activism, viewing them as change agents 

for social justice. When referring to the lack of inclusivity, McLaren and Jaramillo (2007) state, 

“There is never any sense mistaking the priority given to property rights in capitalist societies” 

(p. 11). In this case, students need to be given more rights to their education. Inclusive teaching 

can accomplish this goal. 

  One important aspect of advocating for inclusivity is meeting the needs of all students 

through effective teaching and learning. Significantly, inclusivity in education starts with the 

recognition of individual diversity. It necessitates treating students as individuals, rather than as a 

homogeneous group. It involves all students in classroom practices by valuing their uniqueness 

and what they bring to the classroom. At the same time, it also values students’ interests, 

experiences, abilities, insights, needs, cultural and ethnic backgrounds, learning styles, and 

intelligences (Foreman, 2000). Some critics may view inclusivity as something needed only for 

marginalized groups. However, all groups possess diversity and distinctiveness and also benefit 

from inclusive pedagogical practices, for all students vary in learning style. Further, the 

educational needs of all students in schools are a complex issue that ranges across a litany of 

cultures, linguistic backgrounds, and social and economic situations within communities. 

Students need to be taught with the understanding that a range of social identities and 

experiences shape them as learners; they do not need to be taught in a way that singles out or 

unfairly caters to groups that are underrepresented in a particular context. 

Inclusivity arises from the objective to improve educational outcomes for all students, 

and to broaden social justice considerations of equity, access, and participation (Steinfeld & 

Maisel, 2012). With a more globalized and increasingly diverse society, inclusivity recognizes 
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that the operation of a democracy requires in-depth understanding of a variety of perspectives 

(Dewey, 1916). Inclusivity also contributes the ability to listen and learn from the lives and 

cultures of a variety of people. At stake in democratic logic is a vision of a common good: that 

rather than having an educational system for most students, educators should ensure that 

institutions have an educational system for all students. Operating from the philosophy that 

students want to learn and teachers want their students to learn, the question can be asked: How 

can educators design instruction to maximize the learning of all students? 

This study explores that question, and, in particular, examines how selected faculty 

provide inclusive teaching by casting a wide pedagogical net. What matters most, as gauged by 

universal design instruction, is the extent to which these professors are, or are not, inclusive in 

their pedagogical practices.  Universal design instruction is used as the interpretive framework 

that operates proactively by foregrounding the need for, and means of, inclusive instruction.  

Universal Design for Learning 

 Universal design for learning is derived from the broader framework of universal design. 

Originally, universal design was a framework based in architecture that sought to make physical 

environments more accessible for a broad range of physical abilities (Scott et al., 2003; Story, 

2001).  For example, curb cuts were added to all sidewalks so that the able-bodied and the 

wheelchair-bound can cross the street without facing a barrier. The same is true for closed 

captioning television. Closed captioning was a proactive adaptation put into televisions that 

allows for the hearing impaired to read what is being spoken. After the concept of proactively 

granting access to a wider range of physical abilities gained momentum, researchers applied the 

access concepts to learning and classroom spaces, giving birth to universal design for learning 

(UDL).    



40 

 

UDL provides a compelling starting point for developing a framework for instruction, 

one in which concerned educators can apply this body of knowledge to create courses that ensure 

lectures, discussions, visual aids, videos, printed materials, labs, and fieldwork are accessible to 

all students (Leichliter, 2010; Mace, 1997). UDL is defined more specifically by the Center for 

Applied and Special Technology (CAST) as a framework for designing curricula that enable all 

individuals to gain knowledge, skills, and enthusiasm for learning. CAST further explains, “UDL 

provides rich supports for learning and reduces barriers to the curriculum while maintaining high 

achievement standards for all” (Story, 2001, p. 72). Thus, UDL calls for multiple means of 

representation, action and expression, and engagement. 

 Architect and founder of the federally funded Center for Accessible Housing initially 

coined the term universal design. The center is now known as the Center for Universal Design 

(CUD) and is based at North Carolina State University. It is composed of a group of architects, 

product designers, engineers, and environmental design researchers who established seven 

principles of UD to provide guidance in the design of products and environments (Connell et al., 

1997). According to Story, Mueller, and Mace (1998), the universal design concept was rooted in 

demographic, legislative, economic concerns, and comes in response to similar changes in higher 

education. The principles of UD help us understand how society can be more inclusive by paying 

particular attention to specifics such as equitable use, ensuring that something can be used by 

those with a wide range of abilities (Leichliter, 2010). CUD’s principles of UD are listed below 

in Table 2, followed by an example of application in instruction. 
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Table 1. Universal Design Principles  

 
Principle 

 
Definition/Example 
 

 
Equitable use 

 
The design is useful and accessible to people 
with diverse abilities.  
 
Example: A professor’s website is designed so 
that it is accessible to everyone, including 
students who are blind and using text-to-speech 
software. 

Flexibility in use The design accommodates a wide range of 
individual preferences and abilities, and provides 
choice in methods of use.  
 
Example: A museum, visited as a field trip for a 
course, allows each student to choose to read or 
listen to a description of the contents of display 
cases. 

Simple and intuitive use Use of the design is easy to understand, 
regardless of the user’s experience, knowledge, 
language skills, or current concentration level.  
 
Example: Control buttons on science equipment 
are labeled with text and symbols that are simple 
and intuitive to understand. 

Perceptible information The design communicates necessary information 
effectively to the user, regardless of ambient 
conditions or the user’s sensory abilities. 
 
Example: A video presentation projected in a 
course includes captions. 

Tolerance for error The design minimizes hazards and the adverse 
consequences of accidental or unintended 
actions.  
 
Example: Educational software provides 
guidance and background information when the 
student makes an inappropriate response. 

Low physical effort The design can be used efficiently, comfortably, 
and with a minimum of fatigue. 
 
Example: Doors to a lecture hall open 
automatically for people with a wide variety of 
physical characteristics. 

Leichliter (2010); Scott, McGuire, & Shaw (2003) 
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Building from the CAST model of UDL and informed by the principles listed in the previous 

chart, Washington University’s Disabilities, Opportunities, Internetworking, and Technology 

(DO-IT) program identified eight performance indicator categories that could be used to support 

the core principles of universal design—multiple means of representation, expression, and 

engagement (Burgstahler, 2012). Table 2 below displays these performance indicators.  

Table 2. Performance Indicator Categories 

Category Definition  

Class Climate Adopt practices that reflect high values with 
respect to both diversity and inclusiveness. 
 

Interaction Encourage regular and effective interactions 
between students and the instructor and ensure 
that communication methods are accessible to 
all participants.  
 

Physical Environments and Products Ensure that facilities, activities, materials, and 
equipment are physically accessible to and 
usable by all students, and that potential 
student characteristics are addressed in safety 
considerations. 
 

Delivery Methods Use multiple instructional methods that are 
accessible to all learners. 
 

Information Resources and Technology Ensure that course materials, notes, and other 
information resources are engaging, flexible, 
and accessible for all students. 
 

Feedback  Provide specific feedback on a regular basis.  
 

Assessment Regularly assess student progress using 
multiple accessible methods and tools, and 
adjust instruction accordingly.  
 

Accommodation Plan for accommodations for students whose 
needs are not met by the instructional design. 

Burgstahler (2007); Leichliter (2010) 
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The principles presented in Table 2 make it easier to assess the presence of universal 

design learning (UDL) in the classroom by providing explicit ways to meet the core universal 

design instruction principles (i.e., multiple means of representation, engagement and expression). 

Leichliter (2010) previously used these categories in her scholarship when applying UDI to the 

college classroom. She found the indicators to be useful tools and effective in supplying common 

language to identify classroom techniques that correspond with UDI; they also proved useful as a 

means of discussing a classroom’s inclusiveness.  

CAST’s researchers also devised (2007) the term “universal design instruction” (or UDI) 

to create a purposeful distinction between UDL and UDI. Researchers believed that curriculum 

and the way it is taught could serve as a barrier to student learning. From an instructional 

standpoint, UDI focuses on providing learners with multiple means of representation, expression, 

and engagement as a means of reducing learning barriers for the greatest number of students. 

This study examines the inclusive instructional strategies of the four selected faculty and 

includes the perceptions of selected colleagues and students of these faculty regarding their 

strategies. Future research might examine students’ learning processes within the UDL 

framework. 
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CHAPTER 3  
 

RESEARCH METHODS  
 
 

A Qualitative Study 

Qualitative research methods have long been deemed appropriate for exploratory research 

problems where the variables are unknown and need to be explored (Creswell, 2005; Marshall & 

Rossman, 2010; Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2005). An exploratory case-study method was used for 

this project to investigate the inclusive pedagogical practices of four award-winning faculty  

(Yin, 2008). Traditionally, researchers elect to use the case-study strategy when the investigator 

seeks to focus on “how”/“why” questions that involve related phenomena existing within a real-

life context where the investigator has little or no control of events (Yin, 2008). The real-life 

contexts for this study are the classrooms of the faculty being studied. A cross-case analysis 

treats each faculty subject as a case. For each, data from multiple sources were collected to 

investigate the subject’s employment of UDI.  

While this study is not an ethnography of the subjects, it does draw upon ethnographic 

methods, which look for patterns and “… describe the culture and social interactions of a 

particular group or subgroup …” (Lichman, 2010, p. 70). For this study, the group under 

consideration is the four award-winning professors whose teaching practices are being 

investigated through the lens of UDI. A pilot study testing the methodological approach preceded 

this study. There follows a brief description of that pilot project.  

Pilot Study 

 The pilot study involved two qualitative case studies of award-winning faculty at a 

Research 1 institution similar to the site of this study. I investigated the best teaching practices of 

these faculty, in particular how they employed universal design for learning. The pilot study 
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enabled my testing of the data collection process, interview and observation protocols, and data 

analysis procedures. The subjects for the pilot study were two business faculty who had received 

comparable teaching awards. They are denoted as Case A and Case B.  

I observed three classes for each case. In addition to classroom observations, I conducted 

content analysis of the class syllabi and materials on Blackboard. I also used the course textbook 

as an artifact for examination. I first analyzed the data from observations and material culture to 

draw connections about best teaching practices. Then, I cross-referenced the data with UDL 

principles (Mayring, 2000).  

First, I interviewed the faculty members about their classroom teaching methods, using 

the pilot interview protocol (see Appendix I). While conducting the interviews, I audio recorded 

their comments and took notes. These interviews yielded some valuable information about their 

best practices in teaching. A best practice from Case A was the use of animations to engage the 

class and motivate learners. Case B used a technique of letting the class help create the syllabus.  

 When conducting my observations, I was a non-participant observer (Onwuegbuzie & 

Leech, 2005). To ensure that I was not overwhelmed with the phenomena I needed to focus on 

for the observations, I divided my time in the class in half. For the first half of the class, I 

observed the environment taking notes on all occurrences. For the second half, I took notes 

specifically on the instructor and what he or she was doing. A best practice I noticed from Case 

A was the use of Turning Point Clickers in a large lecture hall to assess students. A best practice 

observed in Case B was the use of alternative methods to PowerPoint to present information to 

students, such as role-plays and simulations. 

The findings from the pilot study influenced my research question and procedure for this 

study. The research question’s focus on the best practices of award-winning faculty through the 
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lens of UDL turned out to be problematic. The term “best practices” caused confusion when 

trying to connect findings to the literature, as there are many different interpretations of best 

practices. At the same time, having a cohesive framework to match the observations and 

interview questions worked well for identifying key teaching strategies.  UDL allowed me to 

categorize best practices as ways of delivering the information and assessing students.  

Though UDL was a useful framework, employing it was a challenge. The complication 

with UDL was that it is a theory on how students learn, whereas I was looking specifically at 

instruction and did not have a research component to test the effectiveness of the teaching. As a 

result, I changed my analytical approach to look at universal design instruction (UDI), which 

focuses on instructional practices, as opposed to instruction and its impact on learning.  

Another area that was strongly affected by the pilot study was the research timeline. 

During the pilot, the interviews were conducted before the classroom observation, which left me 

asking questions during the interviews about unobserved teaching practices. This led to the 

decision to observe faculty first, and then interview them afterwards. This approach was 

confirmed as useful in the literature on teaching and learning research (Loughran & Berry, 

2005).  

The observations also led to new directions. When observing during the pilot study, I 

found that most of the information I was capturing did not yield any substantive information for 

best teaching practices. This resulted in the development of a sounder research question as well 

as a structured-observation protocol to guide my observations. The research question for 

investigating best practices changed from What are the best inclusive practices of award-winning 

faculty? to How do award-winning faculty employ universal design instruction?  The new 
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protocol identified specific aspects of UDI to investigate further (see Appendix A). These 

experiences and observations informed my methodological approach for the present study.  

Overall, the pilot study was useful for examining teaching practices of award winning 

faculty. The experience enabled me to fine tune my research question and cultivate research 

skills in the area of qualitative cross-case analysis. The findings provided an example of the 

potential data my research would yield for the dissertation study.  

Inclusive-Teaching Study 

Drawing on lessons learned from the pilot study, I designed this study to collect evidence 

on how the professors are inclusive (UDI) in their instructional approach. I also decided to 

include perceptions of departmental peers and students taught. These data form the centerpiece 

of my case studies. The research questions for the study are:  

a) How do award-winning humanities and social sciences faculty employ 

universal design instruction (UDI)?  

b) How do faculty peers and students perceive the faculty’s use of UDI? 

Research to answer these two questions was conducted in four phases. Conducting 

research in phases allows for structure and planning of the research process (Marshall & 

Rossman, 2010; Mayring, 2000). For Phase 1, I carried out a content analysis of the syllabi of the 

target faculty. In Phase 2, I performed structured observations of each subject’s teaching. Phase 3 

consisted of interviews conducted with the target faculty and their faculty peers. In Phase 4, 

focus groups were held with students who were being taught by the target faculty. Below I 

describe each phase in detail.  

During Phase 1, I analyzed syllabi of each of the target faculty members to investigate 

what elements of UDI were present in the structure of the classes I would be observing. 
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Observations were conducted during phase 2. The methodological approach in Lemov (2010) 

and Sullivan and Rosin (2008) provided a structure for observation. Their studies on pedagogy 

advise that observing a teacher in her or his natural environment and then asking specific 

questions about the observed pedagogy is the most effective structure for yielding substantive 

data when conducting research observations about teaching practices.  

Structured observations for Phase 2 focused on what pedagogical practices of the faculty 

cases aligned with UDI. Sullivan and Rosin (2008) claim that teachers have challenges speaking 

about their teaching practices without structured prompts. Sullivan and Rosin (2008) noted that 

researchers need to engage teachers in discussing specific occurrences from their practice to 

provide for substantive conversation. To that end, when interviewing the target faculty, I asked 

questions about the specific teaching practices and the specific UDI elements I observed. 

Furthermore, I asked the target faculty to review their syllabi with me. This approach allowed for 

the research study to be more contextually based and less philosophical (Sullivan & Rosin, 

2008). In place of a pre-drafted interview protocol, the target-faculty-interview questions were 

focused on specific observed practices. The faculty peers were asked general questions 

pertaining to their colleagues’ inclusive teaching practices and about the award.   

When conducting observations, my role as a researcher was to remain unobtrusive and 

objective (Creswell, 2005; Marshall & Rossman, 2006). Though I planned to use “class capture,” 

a tool that allows for a class to be taped and viewed at an alternate time, I did not have the 

opportunity because class capture was not available in the classes of the target faculty. In all of 

my observations, I made sure to communicate clearly and record effectively so that information 

was not lost in transcription. Still, I was able to record all sessions effectively and no information 

was lost in transcription. The sessions were recorded, and then transcribed at a later time. My 
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goal was to create an organic process of discussion so that the meetings yielded the best 

information. Lastly, when conducting the focus groups, I played the role of facilitator and took 

notes on what was said only to guide the conversation. Above all else, my role in all aspects of 

the study was as an instrument—to gather data (Ratliff, 2010).  

Research/Study Setting 

The study took place at a large, comprehensive urban Research 13 university located in 

the northeastern part of the United States of America. I chose the site because it would 

“maximize comparability and allow access to a wide range of characteristics and perspectives” 

(Marshall & Rossman, 1995, p. 70). The university has a rich history rooted in serving the needs 

of a broad range of ethnically and socioeconomically diverse, domestic and international 

students. Currently, the campus is ranked among the top schools, as it relates to racial/ethnic 

diversity (Carnegie, 2012). The campus’s location and its diverse mix of students made the 

selection of this university ideal. As the student population has grown, so has the demand for 

varying types of degrees, courses, and teachers. This need necessitates a wide range of 

competencies among a large and well-regarded faculty. In examining this institution, it is 

important to make note of my position as a researcher, as it informs my perspective of 

examination.  

Researcher’s Positionality 

I attended a mid-size state-affiliated university for my undergraduate degree and a large 

public Research 1 university for graduate school. Moving from one context to the next, I 

transitioned from being a student leader during my undergraduate years to a graduate student 

pursuing a graduate degree in higher education student affairs. As a result of these experiences, I 

                                                
3 http://classifications.carnegiefoundation.org/ 
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developed an awareness of the practices and functions of different institutional types. When 

conducting this study, I focused specifically on factors that were exclusive to the institution I 

studied, and did not allow my knowledge of different institutional types to interfere.  

Indeed, my positionality influenced my research process. My interest in college teaching 

was sparked while pursuing my graduate degree. I took a graduate-level course on college 

teaching, co-taught a class for Residential Advisors, and served as a teaching assistant for two 

classes. Through my training and experience in graduate school and teaching as an adjunct 

afterwards, I developed strong views about higher educational classrooms and teaching—

particularly about large class sizes, value of different forms of intelligence, and lecture-only 

delivery methods. I also realized that students were often in a position of teaching themselves to 

supplement faculty instruction. In fact, I started my career in higher education as a full-time 

academic advisor assisting students negotiate ways to be successful in and out of the college 

classroom.  

Working as a student-affairs professional for 12 years (8 as an academic advisor), further 

influenced my understanding of the academic challenges of students. A common challenge for 

students I worked with was their professors’ instructional strategies. It became apparent to me 

that assisting students with motivation and time management was not the correct remedy in many 

cases. This reality was brought to the forefront when working with students who were motivated 

and diligent yet still were in danger of failing certain courses. Armed with the understanding that 

many college faculty do not receive mandated formal training to teach, I was motivated to work 

to change this aspect of higher education. My research here is a starting point on this lifelong 

mission to improve educational opportunities for students through improving teaching.  
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When conducting this study, I observed classrooms of the target faculty, but I took care 

not to let my style and philosophy of teaching color how I interpreted the style of those I 

observed teaching. I had to make sure I trusted the process of my research and sought to answer 

my research questions rather than assert what conclusions I could draw solely using critical 

thinking. I monitored my strong opinions about college teaching and training to guard against 

such bias by journaling and by discussing my experiences with my supervisor, colleagues, and 

dissertation chair. As the research I conducted also addressed inclusive teaching measures, I 

conducted interviews and analyzed the syllabi of those being studied. Inclusivity, by definition, 

is a topic of social justice; it necessitates looking at power structures and socio-historical 

dimensions of who has been included and excluded from systems of privilege and access 

(Kincheloe, 2008; Tinto, 2008). I would be remiss if I did not acknowledge that my awareness of 

this injustice also stands at the heart of my decision to use the existing inclusion-oriented 

framework of UDI to inform my study. UDI is a social- justice-oriented framework that 

encourages barrier-free instructional practices. I used the UDI framework to create my interview 

questions and content analysis rubric (Mayring, 2000).  

Researcher’s Role 

When conducting observations throughout the university, I kept in mind insights from 

Merriam (1998), who describes the main role of the researcher as that of  “the primary 

instrument for gathering and analyzing data" (p. 20) while attempting to obtain as much in-depth 

information as possible in a relatively short period of time. I did so, and furthermore, followed 

Slavin’s (2007) advice to be as inconspicuous as possible. One small tactic I used was to arrive 

for my class observations earlier than all students and to leave after everyone had gone. 
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 In conducting research, it is important to understand the skills a researcher must possess 

in order to perform high-quality case-study work and to limit bias and error. Marshall and 

Rossman (1999) and Yin (1994) have identified several specific skills researchers ought to 

possess: (a) good interviewing techniques, which entail clear communication skills and excellent 

listening skills; (b) the ability to be a nonparticipating observer who can pay attention to what is 

being observed, the meaning that is being created, and the interpretations of the experiences; (c) 

the capability to be flexible and adaptable to deal with different opportunities that can arise 

throughout the study; (d) the need to stay well informed and knowledgeable about what is being 

studied; and (e) the maintaining of a conscious awareness of human fallacies while endeavoring 

to remain unbiased. My years of experience working in higher education and conducting smaller 

research projects enabled me to develop and practice all of the aforementioned skills. Having the 

key considerations outlined by the researchers indeed helped me focus on those strengths. 

Any thorough investigation will account for biases. Researchers must be sensitive to such 

drawbacks. Keeping these cautions in mind, I took the following seven steps to limit bias: (1) 

clarified the purpose of the study for the participants by supplying them with a copy of the 

protocol (see appendix A), which includes the interview consent form and permissions audiotape 

form (audio taping assists me in producing accurate transcripts); (2) developed questions to 

guide the interview process (see Appendix B); (3) remained a nonparticipating observer, 

spending time in the field conducting interviews and collecting supporting information about the 

target faculty; (4) stayed informed about what was being researched, and conducted searches of 

related resources and literature; (5) presented my main informants with an advance copy of the 

draft to review and enabled them to provide feedback to ensure accuracy and to address any 

issues of bias; (6) collected data from various sources during all stages of data collection or 
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research, as defined in my methodology; and finally, (7) having collected and analyzed the data, 

presented the information in an organized written format. When conducting interviews during 

the study, I made sure to communicate clearly and record effectively using two audio-recording 

devices.  

Data Collection/Participants 

The primary units of analysis for this study were four faculty cases. The following data 

sources were used to examine the teaching practices of each: (a) interviews with the target 

faculty; (b) interviews with one or two faculty peers4; (c) structured direct observations; (d) 

content analysis of syllabi; and  (e) a student focus group. The participants, data sources and 

analysis strategies are highlighted further in Table 3 and explained in subsequent sections.  

Table 3. Research Design & Data Collection  

Research 
Question 

Units of Analysis/Participants Data Source(s) Collection 
Method 

How do the 
humanities and 
social sciences 
faculty employ 
UDI? 
 

4 Target Faculty 
 
4 Target Faculty Class Syllabi  
 
 

Transcribed 
interview notes 
from audio 
recordings 
 
Field notes  

Content analysis 
 
Interviews  
 
Structured 
observations 

How do peers 
and students 
taught perceive 
the use of UDI? 

7 Faculty Peers 
(2 faculty peers were 
interviewed for 3 of the target 
faculty and 1 faculty peer for 
remaining target faculty, 
resulting in 7) 

Interview notes Interview 

21 Students (one focus group 
per faculty member with 4 -7 
students in each group) 

Transcribed 
focus group 
notes from 
audio 
recordings 

Focus Group 
 

 

                                                
4 2 faculty peers were interviewed for 3 of the target faculty and 1 faculty peer for remaining case, resulting in 7 
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In addition to the aforementioned, I used electronic web-based background 

questionnaires (survey created using GoogleDos) to collect demographic information about the 

study participants such as contact information, discipline/degree program, gender, age, and 

ethnic group.  

The most robust source of data was interviews with the four award-winning faculty and 

with their colleagues. The interviews were all semi-structured. Target-faculty interviews ranged 

from 1–2 hours, while colleague interviews averaged an hour. The interview protocol for target 

faculty was derived from my structured observations. During the interviews, I asked specific 

questions about UDI practices that I observed in the classroom. The interviews for faculty peers 

were designed based on UDI principles. All interviews were audio recorded and transcribed 

using Dragon Dictation ® transcription software. Table 4 below is a breakdown of the data 

source and hours spent in the field.  

Table 4. Data Collection Breakdown 
 
Data Source   Hours 
4 Faculty Interviews  (2 hrs. each) 8 
7 Peer Interviews (1 hr. each)  7 
16 Class Observations (1.5 and 1hour observations)  45 
11 Member Check Meetings  .5 hours per participant 3.5 
4 Focus Groups (1.5 hrs. each)  6 
4 Content Analysis of Class Syllabi  8 
  
 The previous table represents over 80 hours put into collecting data on the target faculty 

for this study. The faculty interviews lasted 2 hours each, totaling 8 hours of target faculty 

interviews. I originally planned to interview 8 peers, but one proved unavailable and that target 

faculty could suggest no one else. This resulted in only 7 peer interviews, which lasted an 

average of 1 hour each. The bulk of my fieldwork was observing the classes, which were on a 

16-week semester. I observed each target faculty’s classroom during the first week and once a 
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week in the fourth, eighth, and fifteenth weeks. The observations were in 1-hour and 1.5-hour 

increments resulting in 45 hours of observation time across cases. Checks with the fours subjects 

and their colleagues lasted no longer than 30 minutes. The focus groups, on average, were 1.5 

hours long. Two of the focus groups lasted a little over 1.5 hours. The content analysis of the 

syllabi for the classes being observed required 8 hours. Next are the target faculty profiles.  

Case Profiles  

For each case study, the data collected were analyzed and then reduced across the cases 

because the study was not focused on any individual case or a comparison of the cases. Rather, it 

was a cross-case analysis to describe accounts of UDI. All target faculty in this study are tenured 

professors and received the same teaching award at the site of study. To provide further context 

for the cases studied, I now present individual profiles of the four professors:   

Professor Adam (ENG 400) 
 

Professor Adam is a Caucasian male, 56 years old, 5'7” tall, and of average weight. He 

has salt-and-pepper grey hair, wears glasses, and has a well-groomed dark-brown beard and 

mustache. Adam dresses neatly and professionally on most occasions. When teaching, he utilizes 

the classroom space well by moving across the room. He maintains good eye contact. When 

speaking to students, he often crouches forward and varies his tone of voice from moderate 

volume to loud.  Professor Adam consistently displays a positive attitude and is always full of 

energy.  

Professor Adam has an M.A. in Literature and a Ph.D. in Composition Studies. Before 

completing his terminal degree, he worked his way through school by doing odd jobs such as 

waiting tables. Since graduating, he has also served as a K-12 teacher. He has been teaching at 

the site of study for 20 years and 34 overall. To the surprise of most of his students, he actually 
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hitchhiked his way across the U.S. from coast to coast. Adam has always been a traveler, having 

grown up in a family that has lived in at least three countries. This international perspective is 

evident in his appreciation of and passion for people. Adam is a tenured faculty member who 

teaches English courses at the university level, is well published, and is heavily involved in 

community outreach. He is passionate about literacy and assuring that today’s youth receive a 

top-quality education. Above all else, Professor Adam’s students and peers know him as a “sage” 

of sorts. He is often sought out for his advice and is admired for his ability to see many sides of 

an issue. In his spare time, he rides motorcycles and enjoys racquetball.  

I observed Professor Adam’s ENG 400 class for over 12 hours during the spring 2012 

semester. ENG 400 is a capstone course taken by junior and senior English majors. Its purpose is 

to integrate the experiences and knowledge gained from required courses for English majors. The 

course meets a requirement for English majors, but is one among a menu of four other classes 

that also meet the requirement. The spring 2012 course had a total of 13 students: seven females 

and six males.  

Professor Beatrice (SOC 200) 
 

Professor Beatrice is a Caucasian female, 62 years old, 5'5” inches tall, and 

approximately 150 pounds. Wearing thick, dark-framed glasses when reading, she has silver-

white hair, and her appearance is neat and business casual. Professor Beatrice is soft spoken and 

maintains appropriate eye contact when speaking with students. She is polite, and her attitude is 

usually one of joy. When engaging with students her genuine caring for people is very apparent 

by her tendency to go out of the way to address student concerns.  

Professor Beatrice received her undergraduate and both graduate degrees (M.A. and 

Ph.D.) in Sociology. She has been teaching at the site of study for 25 years. She would say that 
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she “lives sociology” every day and considers it to be her passion. Her many scholarly 

contributions aim to make sense of the social world. She has lived in many countries to study the 

people and culture. Traveling for work is not just work, it delights her. She enjoys vacationing 

around the globe and has been to every continent. Her students and colleagues know Beatrice as 

a mother figure, often giving advice outside of class and serving as an unofficial mentor for her 

students.  

For over 12 hours, I observed Professor Beatrice teaching SOC 200 during the spring 

2012 semester. SOC 200 is a course that can be taken by any university student to satisfy a 

graduation requirement, but is a requirement for all sociology majors. Its purpose is to provide 

students with introductory knowledge about social relations in America and across the globe. 

The spring 2012 course had a total of 48 students, 28 females and 20 males.  

Professor Charles (HIS 400) 
 

Charles is a 68-year-old Caucasian male, 6'2” tall, and 190 pounds. He has silver-white 

hair and a slim build. He is clean shaven and usually dresses professionally with slacks, a 

collared shirt, and blazer. He interacts well with students by engaging with eye contact, smiling, 

and telling random jokes. When teaching, he often tells stories and provides much self-disclosure 

about his life and time as a student.  

Professor Charles has been teaching for over forty years, all at the site of study. He 

attributes his longevity to his passion for students. He is well known in his field for his 

scholarship and teaching. He is also well known in the professional conference circuit. His 

commitment to teaching has afforded him opportunities to teach across the disciplines of history 

and mathematics, even though he earned his Ph.D. solely in Mathematics. Professor Charles is an 

avid sports fan and has missed only two university men’s basketball games in the past 10 years, 
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for which he has had season tickets. Also, he has mentored a couple of the basketball players 

who have taken his classes, some of whom are now playing professionally. Retirement is on the 

horizon for Professor Charles after his long tenure teaching. He looks forward to golfing in his 

spare times, shooting hoops, and keeping in contact with his former students. He views them as a 

part of his extended family.  

For over 9 hours, I observed Professor Charles teaching HIS 400 during the spring 2012 

semester. HIS 400 is a course that can be taken by any university student to satisfy a graduation 

requirement and is often taken by math and history majors. Its purpose is to teach the history of 

mathematics around the globe. The spring 2012 course had a total of 13 students, 7 females and 

6 males.  

Professor Dana (POL 300) 
 

Dana is a 50-year-old Caucasian female, 5'3” tall, and 180 pounds. She has cropped dark-

brown hair and wears glasses. Dana is usually dressed semi professionally, often wearing a 

blazer, jeans, and sneakers. When speaking, she looks into the eyes of her students, and her tone 

of voice is clear, sharp, and direct. Her passion for the subject matter is always evident in her 

presentation of details. She often engages students by telling politically charged jokes.  

Professor Dana earned both her B.A. and Ph.D. in Political Science. She is a tenure-track 

professor who has been teaching for 21 years, but previously worked in local government with a 

congresswoman for a number of years. She is a mother both at home and with her students.  She 

has a deep passion for helping each student reach his or her full potential. One can find her often 

having long discussions with her students during her office hours and connecting them to 

internships so that they are properly prepared for the world after college. “Tough love” best 

describes the approach used by Professor Dana. She cares about her students and pushes them 
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academically to their limits. In her spare time, she takes care of her family and describes herself 

as a “soccer mom.” Though she loves and appreciates sports, she does not play any herself.   

I observed Professor Dana’s POL 300 class for over 12 hours during the spring 2012 

semester. POL 300 is a course that can be taken by any university student to satisfy a graduation 

requirement and is a requirement for political science majors. Its purpose is to integrate the 

experiences and knowledge gained from the required courses for political science majors. The 

spring 2012 course had a total of 54 students, 30 females and 24 males.  

Faculty-Peer Interviews and Student Focus Groups 

 In university faculty evaluation, faculty peers and students are the most common 

assessors (Shulman, 2004; Chism, 1999). Similarly, at the site of this study and most other 

institutions, the evaluation processes for faculty recognition, by such means as teaching awards, 

involve assessment by faculty peers and students (Arreola, 2007; Seldin, 2006). I used 

perceptions of faculty peers and students, as well as direct observation of and interviews with the 

four subjects, to derive the most well-founded, substantive answers to research question 1: How 

do award-winning humanities and social sciences faculty employ UDI? However, the direct 

purpose of student and faculty perceptions as data sources for the target faculty (unit of analysis) 

was to answer research question 2: How do target faculty’s peers and students perceive their use 

of UDI?  

During the process of selecting participants, I asked each of the four target faculty to 

provide names of departmental colleagues with the most knowledge of their teaching. Two peers 

for each target faculty were then selected and interviewed to collect their perceptions of how 

their peers employed universal design instruction. Each faculty peer interviewed worked in the 

same academic department of the target faculty during the semester the study was conducted. 
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Unfortunately, serving as a close faculty peer did not guarantee rich specific accounts of the 

target faculty’s teaching in all cases. This is consistent with literature on faculty development 

and evaluation (Centra, 1993; Chism, 1999). Evaluation by faculty peers is traditionally based on 

perception and does not always include direct observation of classes taught (Shulman, 2004). 

Nonetheless, faculty peers are informants with unique professional perspectives on a target 

professor’s work inside and outside the classroom. Their perceptions help measure his or her 

professional value and esteem. Further, what faculty do outside the classroom supplements their 

instruction. Peers do observe one another outside the classroom and can offer insight to a 

professor’s teaching practices. The chart below shows demographic data collected on the faculty 

peer informants.  

Table 5. Faculty-Peers’ Demographics  
 

Faculty 
Case 

Faculty 
Peer 

Highest  
Degree 
Received 

Years 
Teaching 

Faculty 
Rank  

Classes  
Taught 

Sex/ 
Gender 

Race/ 
Ethnicity 

ADAM PEER 1 PH.D. 40 Tenured 
Associate 
Professor 

History Female Caucasian 

 PEER 2 PH.D.  6 Tenure 
Track 
Assistant 
Professor 

English Female Caucasian 

BEATRICE PEER 1 PH.D. 15 Non 
Tenure 
Track 
Assistant 
Professor 

Sociology Female Not  
Reported 

 PEER 2 PH.D. 22 Tenure 
Track 
Associate 
Professor 

Sociology Male Asian 

CHARLES PEER 1 PH.D. 38 Tenured 
Full 
Professor  

Math Male Caucasian 
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Table 5. Faculty-Peers’ Demographics (continued) 
 

DANA PEER 1 PH.D. 12 Tenure 
Track 
Assistant 
Professor 

Political  
Science  

Female Hispanic 

 PEER 2 PH.D. 13 Tenure 
Track 
Assistant 
Professor 

Political  
Science 

Male Caucasian 

 
A separate student focus group for each target professor was also used to collect data, 

made up of volunteers from the target class I was observing (see Appendix C). A focus group, or 

focus-group interview, is a qualitative research tool often used in social science research, 

business, and marketing. A focus groups is small, usually 6-12 participants, either matched or 

varied on specific characteristics of interest to the researcher, and it addresses a single topic 

(Fern, 1982; Morgan & Spanish, 1984).  

The student focus group provided individual and collective oral accounts of the target 

faculty’s pedagogy. This approach, collaborative and synergistic, maximized my understanding 

of how the students, individually and collectively, perceived their professor’s use of universal- 

design strategies. Yin (2003) affirms that the benefit of focus groups is the collective data that 

emerge from the respondents’ collaborative building of information from the same question. Yin 

(2003) also asserts that focus group data are different from interview data because they are a 

collective merging of perspectives in a dialogue. The presence of other participants in the same 

space may inspire people to talk. I intentionally conducted each focus group in a classroom, thus 

providing a context similar to the students’ learning environment. Four focus groups with a 

maximum of 10 participants were conducted. To recruit volunteers, early in their course with the 

target professor, I made an oral announcement followed by an electronic survey. The incentive 

for participating was ten dollars cash and entrance into a raffle for an iPod Shuffle ($50 value). 
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During the focus group, participants had nametags, and the session was audio recorded. All of 

the questions asked were written in large font on flipchart paper for reference during the session 

(Carey, 1994). The following table presents the demographic information of the focus-group 

participants. (Note: For the sake of my study, students are referred to by an alpha letter (i.e. 

Student A). 

Table 6. Focus-Group Participants’ Demographics 

Professor/ 
Student Pseudonym   

Major  Credits 
Completed  

Gender Race/ 
Ethnicity 

Adam Student A  English 120 Female Caucasian 
Adam Student B  English 120 Female Caucasian 
Adam Student C English 124 Male Caucasian 
Adam Student D  English 130 Male  Caucasian 
Adam Student E English 118 Male Caucasian 
Adam Student F English 123 Female Caucasian 
Adam Student G English 123 Female Caucasian 
     
Beatrice Student A  Business 

Accounting  
32 Female Black 

Beatrice Student B  Education 30 Female Latina 
Beatrice Student D Pre-Med 60 Female Latino 
Beatrice Student E  Dance 123 Male Caucasian 
Beatrice Student F Business 

Marketing   
18 Male Caucasian 

     
Charles Student A  Mathematics 105 Male Asian 
Charles Student B  Chemistry 106 Female Caucasian 
Charles Student C Mathematics 106 Female Caucasian 
Charles Student D  History 118 Male Indian 
     
Dana Student A  Political 

Science 
73 Male Caucasian 

Dana Student B  Political 
Science 

60 Male Black 

Dana Student C Spanish 118 Male Caucasian 
Dana Student D  Advertising  90 Male Caucasian 
Dana Student E Business 

Finance 
72 Female Caucasian 
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Though the participants were randomly selected, the demographic make-up of each session was 

representative of the race and gender ratios of each class. Adam (ENG 400) had the highest 

percentage of his students participate. Out of the 15 students in his class, 7 participated in the 

focus group. The classes observed were small to moderate in size: Adam’s class (ENG 400) had 

15 students, Beatrice’s (SOC 300) 32, Charles’s (HIS 400) 14, and Dana’s (POL 300) 27. 

Structured Observations 

Before launching my study, I suspected the complexities might not come to light solely 

via data from documents, focus groups, and interviews. So, with the pilot study in mind, I 

developed a structured-observation protocol (see Appendix A), informed by UDI literature, to 

scrutinize one course taught by each target professor. The protocol is divided into six categories, 

informed by UDI principles and performance indicators, enabling me to make informed 

comments on what I observed while watching each teacher in action.   

For this study, I did not allow myself to include the entire context of classroom 

interactions. Rather, because my study sought to investigate the nuances of instructional 

strategies, I focused on the teacher, teaching strategies, and classroom dynamics as related to 

universal design instruction. The notes I took during these observations yielded rich data. Once 

the observations were complete, the data were examined, coded, and categorized. The coding 

process matched strategies to a pre-existing UDI framework and yielded additional thematic 

categories.  

Validity and Trustworthiness 

  After completing data collection, I searched for emerging theme patterns and 

instructional practices. To ensure the trustworthiness, authenticity, and credibility of this 

qualitative study, I also conducted member checks and used a priori coding strategies to generate 
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data (Creswell, 2003; Lather, 1993). After all my information was gathered from the faculty, 

their peers, and student focus groups, I shared the findings with participants so they could verify 

the accuracy of the information. Because I used pre-existing UDI principles for coding, the 

validity was based on the participants’ understanding of the principles. Because their knowledge 

of UDI may have been limited, I made sure to clarify the principles. I also communicated my 

potential research bias by conveying my background and experiences. I made sure to observe 

each course several times during one academic semester in an effort to develop a deep 

understanding of my research questions (Creswell, 2005).  

Data Analysis 

  Data analysis involved “identifying salient themes, recurring ideas or language and 

patterns of belief that link people and settings together” (Marshall et al., 1995, p. 154). In order 

to identify the many documents and interactions, as each piece of data (e.g., interview) was 

obtained, I assigned it a number (e.g. 1, 2, 3…) and a code to identify the type of data  (e.g., FI = 

Faculty Interview, PI =Peer Interview, D = Document, AF = Adam Focus Group, ADFSA = 

Adam Focus Groups Student A). I also coded which classroom it came from in relation to the 

professor studied (e.g., F1C = Faculty 1 Class…).  

Once the information was gathered and separated into units, the data were sorted by my 

research questions (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Krippendorff, 2004). For both research questions, 

thematic categories were formed using the universal design instruction (UDI) framework, which 

has three overarching principles: (a) multiple means of representation, (b) multiple means of 

expression, and (c) multiple means of engagement. For the purposes of this study, these 

principles were used as labels for the thematic categories. The data collected were cross-

examined with UDI principles and then by more finite performance-indicator subcategories for 
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each principle. The performance-indicator categories used were: (a) class climate, (b) interaction, 

(c) physical environments and products, (d) delivery methods, (e) information resources and 

technology, (f) feedback, (g) assessment, and (h) accommodation. I reviewed data in a cyclical, 

recursive fashion, examining previous documents and revising the emerging factors accordingly.  

After the data generation and initial data unitizing processes were completed, a peer 

debriefing team and I reviewed the data and categories (Krippendorff, 2004). Then, I grouped 

together the categories of factors discussed at greater length and recursively coded and arranged 

the constructs in emergent categories. This reconstructive process is the foundation for 

establishing the credibility of the data analysis (Creswell, 2003). 

Content analyses were also undertaken on all of the data collected using Klaus 

Krippendorff’s (2004) six components, or stages, of data analysis (see Table 7). Krippendorff’s 

stages were found to be a reliable, systematic way to conduct the data analysis process. They 

enable researchers to manage large volumes of data by providing stages in which to operate 

(Stemler, 2001). The first four stages comprise what Krippendorff (2004) refers to as “data 

making—creating computable data from raw or unedited texts” (p. 83). Krippendorff (2004) 

recommends that researchers make deductions only about phenomena they have observed. He 

also posits that inferences should be supported only by the data collected. The final step is to 

provide a detailed narrative explanation of the data that is consistent with the traditions and 

conventions established within the discipline of the researcher. The six phases of analysis are not 

always linear in nature. As Krippendorff (2004) explains, “A content analysis may include 

iterative loops – the repetition of particular processes until a certain quality is achieved” (p. 85). 

The repetition enables the researcher to support one’s interpretations by including quotations, 
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constructing parallelisms, and engaging in the triangulation of data sources (Mayring, 2000). 

This support further adds to the credibility of the findings. 

Nvivo content-analysis software was used to organize data collected from the transcribed 

focus group and interview audio files, allowing me to create searchable files using a variety of 

variables and create a dynamic range of coding possibilities including overlapping variable codes 

using a priori coding informed by UDI. Table 7 outlines the Krippendorff (2004) elements used 

to guide the analysis of my content. It must be noted that Krippendorff’s components are 

categories and not stages. Each component of content analysis can be conducted in any order and 

independently.  

Table 7. Krippendorff’s (2004) Components of Content Analysis 

Component Definition 

Unitizing Systematic distinguishing of text segments that 
are of interest for analysis 

Sampling Involves selecting portions of text to use. Text 
can be read at various levels including, words, 
sentences, paragraphs, chapters, and/or whole 
publications. 

Recording/Coding Bridges the gap between units of analysis and 
researchers’ interpretation of them. 

Reducing data Creates manageable representations of data 
that other individuals reading the research can 
understand. 

Abductively Inferring Stepping from strict data to unobserved 
phenomena that are inferred and supported by 
the evidence shown in the text. 

Narrating Explaining the findings and their practical 
significance. 

(Adapted from Leichliter, 2010) 

These six components allowed all of data to be unitized, sampled, coded, reduced, interpreted, 

and explained through narration. Furthermore, using these six components/phases allowed for 

the research questions to be answered with narratives. The first four stages of the analysis 
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required that the data be read multiple times to ensure that all criteria were coded for each 

reading. Through this re-reading, new samples emerged and data were reduced. I decided to 

bring the rereading process to an end when no new samples emerged and I could not reduce any 

further. The following describes each of the six components of analysis.  

Unitizing 

Unitizing is the systematic distinguishing of text segments that are of interest to the 

researcher for the analysis. In the case of my study, data were sorted into units based on the 

information sources. The units identified were: (a) field notes from direct observations, (b) 

faculty-interview notes, (c) peer-interview notes, (d) student-focus-group notes, and (e) syllabi. 

Each unit of analysis was analyzed independently of the other sources mentioned.  

Sampling 

  During the process of sampling, text was extracted. The extraction consisted of taking 

relevant text from the body of the text to be coded separate from the body of text it originated 

from. This makes for more impactful, more refined ways to look at the text. In this study, the 

syllabi were sampled as whole documents, while text was extracted from my notes covering 

observations, transcribed interviews, and focus groups.  

Recording/coding 

Coding is the component of Krippendorff’s analysis used to create clear and valid 

connection among units of analysis and the researcher’s analysis of the data. In my study, a 

priori coding was used, based on the established universal design instruction (UDI) principles 

(Rose & Meyer, 1998, 2002). When coding, these pre-existing UDI principles were used to 

categorize all the data.  
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 UDI principles were used consistently, since they were unchanging; thus, they 

contributed to a systematic coding process, which also heightened validity. Pre-established UDI 

principles were used for coding, increasing validity, as mentioned earlier, because these 

principles are based in the UDI literature. The coding strategy used directly answered the 

research question(s): (1) How do award-winning humanities and social sciences faculty employ 

UDI? and (2) How do faculty peers and students perceive their use of UDI? The principles used 

were established by the Center for Applied Special Technology (CAST). I also used eight 

performance indicators as a means of categorizing the data (Burgstahler 2007; Leichliter, 2010). 

The categories served as subsets of the overarching principles. The principles of UDI are: (a) 

multiple means of representation, (b) multiple means of expression, and (c) multiple means of 

engagement. The performance-indicator categories used are: (a) class climate, (b) interaction, (c) 

physical environments and products, (d) delivery methods, (e) information resources and 

technology, (f) feedback, (g) assessment, and (h) accommodation.  

Multiple means of representation encompasses the varying ways instructors provide 

information, skills, and knowledge to learners. The performance-indicator categories that best 

point to multiple means of representation are delivery methods, information resources, and use of 

technology. Multiple means of expression, the second principle, informs how instructors provide 

varying opportunities for students to demonstrate what they are learning. Assessment 

corresponds best as a performance indicator for this category. In the UDI literature, assessment is 

defined as regular determination of student progress using a variety of methods and tools. The 

third principle, multiple means of engagement, highlights the ways in which instructors develop 

learners’ interests, create learning-based challenges, and spark motivation for learners. The 
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performance indicators for this principle are class climate, interaction, physical environment, 

feedback, and accommodation.  

During coding, the text phrases corresponding with the principle indicators were marked. 

For example, the sentence “I provide students with options of what midterm to take” was coded 

as multiple options. As terms were located, they were highlighted for easy retrieval.  

Reducing Data 

The purpose of data reduction was to represent the information collected in manageable 

pieces for interpretation. I reduced the data in three steps. First, I transferred all the content from 

each unit of analysis into a larger pool of data. Second, I read through the data for patterns and 

themes related to UDI principles and coded accordingly. After looking through the data, I 

condensed the codes into categories that corresponded with the UDI performance indicators (see 

Table 2). Third, I transferred the results to a table that illustrates how the data answered the 

research questions. The table highlights the techniques that were used and the UDI principle with 

which they correspond.    

Abductively Inferring 

Abductively inferring occurs when the researcher shifts to unobserved phenomena that 

are implied by the data and can be supported by evidence in the text. In this stage, I began to 

interpret the data. The results are presented in Chapter 4.   

Narrating  

Narrating provides the space for the researcher to articulate the practical significance of 

the study’s findings. Narration is used in chapters 4 and 5 to provide context in which to 

understand each subject’s use of UDI and the perceived use by students and colleagues. Chapter 

4 is organized by UDI principles. I narrate a synthesis of the data across cases under each UDI 
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principle. In chapter 5, I present chunks of data from interviews with faculty peers and student 

focus groups. Chapter 5 is first organized by target-faculty case and then sub-divided by the UDI 

principles.  

Data Analysis Outline 

Following is an example of how the data analysis was conducted. During the Spring 2012 

(January – May) semester, over nine hours of observation were completed for each professor 

studied. Eight interviews were conducted, each averaging an hour in length. Additionally, 

content analysis was conducted for four syllabi and four hour-and-a-half focus groups. The data 

collected covered (1) perceptions of students and peer faculty on techniques observed, (2) 

behaviors and reactions, and target-faculty descriptions of and comments on classroom 

activities/discussions.  

Field notes were recorded during each data-collection process and transcribed shortly 

afterwards. Memos were taken on each piece of data after each transcription. The notes were 

kept as single units so that I could analyze them all together. I viewed all of my field notes 

together as a unit of data. They were read multiple times for key information that would fit into 

the predetermined categories for coding purposes (Krippndorf, 2004). The performance 

indicators of UDI proved to be extremely useful in providing boundaries for coding categories.  

The purpose of the coding process was to analyze the data and code for the ways UDI 

was being employed (Krippendorff, 2004). The material was first coded by UDI principle and 

then by information that fit the performance indicators. Multiple means of representation, 

defined as the ways in which an instructor presents materials using a variety of methods, was 

coded as a MMR. The second principle, multiple means of engagement, was coded as MMN. It 

consists of techniques used by teachers to develop learners’ interests, create learning-based 



71 

 

challenges, and provide motivation for learners (Mayring, 2000; Krippendorff, 2000). The third 

UDI principle, multiple means of expression, which encompasses how instructors provide 

learners with options for demonstrating their knowledge, was coded as MME. 

 Once the principles were identified from the data, the corresponding performance 

indicator coded each principle. The eight performance indicators correspond to the ones listed in 

Table 2. The principles were coded as follows: class climate (CC), interaction (IN), physical 

environment (PE), delivery methods (DM), information resources (IR), information technology 

(IT), feedback (FB), assessment (AS), and accommodation (AC). Then, the data were transferred 

to a table. After this was completed and all the data were presented, I began the last phases of 

abductively inferring and narrating the content (Krippendorff, 1980). Findings based on this 

content analysis are presented in Chapters 4 and 5.  

Figure 2 (below) displays the process of data collection and extraction that yielded the 

findings. The far-left column lists the data sources used for the study in distinct boxes. The figure 

then shows the UDI principles that were used as a framework to filter the data collected. The 

smaller box, on the far right side of the figure, shows the specific teaching techniques and/or 

practices that were identified from the process.  
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Figure 2. UDI Findings Process  

 

Figure 2 highlights the process of filtering the data sources through the UDI framework to 

provide descriptive accounts of how the inclusive techniques were utilized. Narration of these 

accounts of inclusive pedagogical practices that aligned with UDI are presented in the following 

chapters. Next, Chapter 4 presents the findings across the target-faculty cases to address research 

question 1: How do award-winning humanities and social sciences faculty employ UDI?  

  

Data Source 
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CHAPTER 4  
 

FINDINGS OF INCLUSIVE TEACHING ACROSS CASES  
 
 

Overview 

During the spring semester of the 2011-2012 academic year, data were gathered, syllabi 

were examined, classroom observations were completed, interviews and focus groups were 

conducted, and relevant course documents were collected. This chapter presents the data, 

through tables and narrative describing the data, to address research question 1: How do four 

award-winning faculty employ UDI?  The chapter is first organized by the three components of 

UDI (multiple means of representation, multiple means of expression, and multiple means of 

engagement), and then by the performance indicators for each principle to narrate a synthesis of 

the strategies found in the target-faculty data (interviews, syllabi, and focus groups) across the 

cases.  

The study yielded a range of specific practices and techniques target faculty used to 

provide inclusive teaching. All four professors were inclusive, by UDI’s measure, but some had 

more reported occurrences than others. The research indicated that all UDI principles can be met 

through the use of a single teaching technique. Most of the accounts highlighted how the UDI 

principles of multiple means of representation and engagement were being met. Multiple means 

of expression was present but limited in comparison to the other UDI principles. The first section 

starts with the multiple-means-of-representation principle across the faculty cases.  

Multiple Means of Representation 

Rose and Meyer (2002) describe the multiple-means-of-representation UDI principle as a 

way of teaching so that learners can acquire knowledge, skills, and information through multiple, 

flexible methods of presentation. The performance indicators for multiple means of 
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representation are delivery methods and information resources and technology. Both principles 

inform how information is delivered (Leichliter, 2010). According to UDI scholarship, the use of 

multiple means of representation includes learners by meeting the needs of the brain’s 

recognition network (Rose & Meyer, 2008). The recognition network controls how learners 

gather facts and categorize what they see, hear, and read. It also is the part of the brain that 

assists students with identifying letters, words, and an author's style, which are recognition tasks 

(CAST, 2011). Table 8 (below) displays a summary of ways that the cases employed universal 

design instruction, answering the research question: How do award-winning faculty employ 

universal design instruction? Table 8 also provides a visual representation of the UDI techniques 

that were found using the multiple-means-of-representation performance-indicator categories: 

delivery methods and information resources and technology. This table provides the second set 

of reduced data showing how multiple means of representation is present in all the cases studied.  

 Table 8 is separated into three columns. The first column contains the first principle of 

universal design instruction: multiple means of representation. Multiple means of representation 

gives structure to the varying ways an instructor delivers information to diverse learners through 

a variety of options for acquiring information, skills, and knowledge. The second column is 

divided into the two performance indicators of multiple means of representation: delivery 

methods and information resources and technology. The third column lists the techniques 

identified during data analysis.  
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Table 8. Cross-Case Multiple Means of Representation Analysis  
 

UDI Principle Performance  
Indicator  

Techniques/Practices 
Identified 

Multiple 
means of 
representation 

Delivery 
methods 

Ø Case studies 
Ø Concept mapping 
Ø Role playing  
Ø Peer Critique 
Ø Group 

Discussion/Work 
Ø Text and Electronic 

Readings  
Ø Online Video  
Ø Simulations  
Ø Story Telling  
Ø Lecture 
Ø Modeling 
Ø Games 
Ø PowerPoint  
Ø Dry Erase Board 
Ø Think-pair-share 
Ø Graphic Organizer 
Ø DVD 
Ø Office Hours 

 Information 
resources and 
technology 

Ø Blackboard 
Ø Dry Erase Board   
Ø Campus Portal 
Ø Facebook  
Ø Handouts 
Ø Internet 
Ø Laser pointer 
Ø Note Cards  
Ø Microphone 
Ø PowerPoint Slides  
Ø Web based homework 
Ø EBSCO Host 
Ø Overhead projector 
Ø LCD Projector  
Ø Textbook 
Ø YouTube 
Ø Websites  
Ø Artifacts 
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The previous table shows the ways that all of the target faculty met the principle of 

multiple means of representation. They varied in the ways they did so. For example, Professor 

Dana was found to use a variety of ways simultaneously, whereas professor Charles employed 

one main strategy.  Adam and Beatrice used a variety of inclusive teaching strategies but did so 

one at a time. The following are the specific accounts of multiple means of representation 

starting with how the strategies met the delivery-methods performance indicator.  

Delivery Methods 

The delivery methods presented across the cases are listed in table 8. All the methods 

mentioned displayed the specific techniques that were present in the syllabus, observed in direct 

observations, and/or confirmed through faculty interviews. The list contains the techniques 

present after the data collected were reduced by category and specific technique. UDI and 

literature about teaching were used to anchor the techniques in recognized pedagogical practices. 

Specific salient examples from the interviews and observations follow.          

A syllabus is a written form of communication to students (Leichliter, 2010) that provides 

an outline of the course (Burgstahler, 2008). The course syllabi (see Appendices E - H) were first 

analyzed to identify how the target faculty employed multiple means of representation. All the 

syllabi examined met both performance indicators of delivery methods and information 

resources and technology. In each case, the contents of the syllabi reinforced key information 

presented in class by the instructor and in assignments (Nilson, 2010).  

For example, Adam’s (ENG 400) course syllabus highlights that the course was created 

for advanced English majors as a capstone course to focus on their intellectual growth as English 

majors. The course goals presented by the instructor in the syllabus address the delivery methods 

performance indicator. When compared to the other cases studied, his syllabus contained the 
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most evidence of multiple means of representation, as informed by the delivery-methods 

indicator. On the syllabus, multiple outcomes were presented that displayed Adam’s goals for 

students to recognize and articulate what they learned; become acquainted with the field of 

rhetoric; research literacy; learn about composing; and explore rhetoric (Huber & Morrale, 

2002). The range of course goals present in the text corresponds to Rose and Meyer’s (2002) 

assertion that a variety of strategies are needed to provide inclusive instruction. The same was 

true for only one of the other three cases: Beatrice (SOC 200). Beatrice (SOC 200) asked the 

following questions in her course syllabus:  

“Who are these new immigrants? Why do they come, where do they settle, how do they 

make their way? What determines the economic, political, cultural, linguistic, and 

psychological adaptation processes of different types of immigrants and refugees, and of 

their children? How is the ethnic and generational composition of the American 

population changing as a result of this new immigration? What types of ethnic and pan-

ethnic identities are emerging? Where is “home” for these newcomers? How do gender 

and race influence the adoption of immigrant identities? How do second-generation youth 

struggle with what is cool and what is culturally authentic to their backgrounds? What 

new meanings around sexuality and romance emerge in trans-national families that 

straddle generations and international borders?” (See Appendix F) 

Her questions display Beatrice’s (SOC 200) explicit attempt to meet the course goals in a variety 

of ways by having students explore a variety of pertinent topics and think in different ways 

(Huba and Freed, 2000). Charles (HIS 400) and Dana (POL 300) both showed no indication of 

attempts to provide explicit ways of communicating the course goals in their syllabus (see 

Appendices F and G). When asked about this during her interview, Dana (POL 300) informed 
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me that she did not “see the need to let students know so much detail in the syllabus.” Professor 

Charles (HIS 400) said that he “never thought of foreshadowing for students, and I thought they 

would experience it [the course goals] as they progressed in the class.” The lack of 

foreshadowing limits the instructor’s ability to communicate the course goals effectively to 

students (Braskamp and Ory, 1994).   

Professor Adam (ENG 400) informed students on several occasions that he wanted to 

provide them with many ways to achieve course goals. There were three consistent techniques 

used during each class observed: he required students to read articles/reflect in groups; journal 

individually; and view the information projected on the LCD projector. Every class session, 

Professor Adam (ENG 400) provided information in a variety of ways. The most frequently used 

techniques were lecture, storytelling, and online technology. On one occasion, he showed a DVD 

of a prehistoric human experiencing fire for the first time, and asked the students to relate to how 

the character felt, by asking them to reflect on when they experienced something for the first 

time. Then he asked students to write about their experience. Another exercise required students 

to talk with a partner for 10 minutes about course material, and then have the partner attempt to 

write, verbatim, what the other had said. After each class activity, students were asked to share 

their reactions with the entire class.  

 In the cases studied, the content from each courses’ assigned readings was often 

referenced in multiple ways. Professors Adam (ENG 400), Beatrice (SOC 200), and Dana (POL 

300) all employed the technique of retrieving the readings from Blackboard and having students 

discuss them in class. When Professor Adam (ENG 400), for example, used readings from 

Blackboard, he had the students work in assigned groups with these guiding questions: “what did 

you learn; what did you find challenging; and what questions do you have?” All four professors 
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required students to discuss their readings in groups and dyads, using think-pair-share, an 

approach that engages students in reflecting on their learning and discussing it with a classmate. 

Professors Adam (ENG 400) and Beatrice (SOC 200) often supplemented the think-pair-share 

activity by giving students the option to write thoughts down first and then partner with another 

classmate to share reactions. After the think-pair-share or group discussion, the class participants 

presented a summary of what they had discussed in groups or dyads.  

All of the professors met the requirements of the multiple-means-of-representation 

principle with their delivery methods. Dana (POL 300) and Adam (ENG 400) were the most 

consistent and dynamic in their delivery. Charles (HIS 400) and Beatrice (SOC 200) primarily 

used lecture as their consistent delivery method, but often they would shift between lecture and 

storytelling. Beatrice (SOC 200) said that “it’s a part of the process where you go in and out of 

explaining the material and wrapping in your experiences or those of people you know.” When 

asked about his delivery methods Charles (HIS 400) informed me that  “the course content lent 

itself to lecture and storytelling” instructional delivery methods. When employing these methods, 

Charles (HIS 400) stood behind the podium or sat down to be on eye level with the class. 

Beatrice (SOC 200) most often stood at the front of the room or walked around. The stories that 

Charles (HIS 400) and Beatrice (SOC 200) shared were not always stories about the course 

content. Sometimes, their stories seemed unrelated. When asked about this, Professor Charles 

(HIS 400) noted that he “provided stories to make students laugh and keep them from falling 

asleep.” He said, “I recognize the fact that History could be boring but it does not have to be that 

way.” Humor was the strong point of Professor Charles’s teaching (HIS 400). He interjected 

jokes into the story telling and lectures to keep students’ interest in a topic that he described as 

naturally boring, at times. During my observations, students appeared to respond well to his 
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attempts to make them laugh by actually smiling or laughing. Though he lectured primarily, on a 

few occasions he split the class into groups and had them do case studies based in historical 

concepts. The groups then reported their reactions and findings to class.  

 As mentioned, Beatrice (SOC 200) used storytelling and group work a great deal. When 

asked about this, she said she also shifted into “stories about students [she has taught and places 

she has been] to bring social concepts to life.” Like Charles (HIS 400), she also assigned the 

students to groups and had them evaluate each other’s responses to the questions she posed. 

Usually, the work was around sociological content that she wanted the students to process 

together.  

Employing multiple means of representation, Dana (POL 300) spoke about the course 

content and reinforced it by writing on the blackboard and typing the notes into an open 

Microsoft Word document projected in the front of the room by an LCD projector. She would 

email these class notes to everyone at the end of class. Her routine, at the beginning of all 

observed classes, would be to start with a review of the notes from the day before, projected onto 

a screen in the front of the room. Then, she would open a new Microsoft Word document, date it, 

title it with the lesson or content to be covered, and begin to lecture. While delivering 

information, she would walk back and forth from the computer, where she would type into the 

projected Microsoft Word document, to the dry erase board, on which she would highlight and 

draw figures about particular points on her lecture. These lectures included information about 

aspects of government and voting, such as the Electoral College. Dana (POL 300) stated, “Even 

though I took notes electronically, I encouraged students to take their own notes as well and then 

compare them to mine.” In observing Dana (POL 300) it was evident that a majority of students 

took notes.  
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Adam (ENG 400) used concept maps and brainstorming in his classroom as a delivery 

method (multiple means of representation). He would write a word on the dry-erase board and 

ask students what the word meant to them. He would write their responses on the dry-erase board 

below the original question he posed. Often he would draw lines connecting the words, so 

students could visually see how words were connected. He is the only professor who used 

concept mapping in this manner. Another form of concept mapping is brainstorming. All four of 

the professors had students brainstorm, generating ideas in groups or by themselves about 

projects they were working on/course content. 

Role playing was also utilized by Adam (ENG 400). He told the students to put 

themselves in the minds of some of the theorists they were reading about and then instructed 

them to write a paragraph about the meaning of life. They shared their writings with the class. A 

similar delivery method to role-playing is simulations. Beatrice (SOC 200) used this approach as 

a way to help students understand race relations by placing students in social roles. In her 

simulation, everyone was assigned a social-identity group. Then students were instructed to 

interact with each other based on the common stereotypes for that group. Beatrice said, “The 

purpose of the simulation was to give the participants the opportunity to feel what it is like to be 

in another identity group.”  

 Dana (POL 300) and Adam (ENG 400) used YouTube videos to deliver information in 

multiple ways. Online videos besides those on YouTube, such as those on Quick Time or 

embedded in websites, were common in Beatrice’s class (SOC 200). Charles (HIS 400) did not 

use video in any of the classes I observed. When asked about this, he said, “I use them on 

occasion but would rather be talking to students.” When asked about the intentionality behind 

using videos, Beatrice (SOC 200) commented that “videos can communicate things that we 
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cannot.” Her comment underscores that this delivery method of videos could possibly 

communicate emotions that cannot be communicated in a typical lecture. Beatrice (SOC 200) 

also brought in DVDs to show her class, in addition to finding videos online. The videos and 

DVDs were delivery methods used but also, simultaneously, fall under the information-

resources-and-technology performance indicators for multiple means of representation. Next 

more specific techniques are discussed that met the information resources and technology 

indicator.  

Information Resources and Technology  

 As noted above in Table 8, the information-resources-and-technology performance 

indicators were displayed in a variety of ways across the cases. All of the cases studied 

referenced the information resources with statements in their syllabi. These syllabi had specific 

sections that referenced information resources. The sections read, “look on your Blackboard site” 

or “please refer to the class Blackboard page.” Technology use spanned across all cases as well. 

Dana (POL 300) often used websites that highlighted the information she was sharing about the 

American political system. As mentioned, she would use web-based resources in combination 

with writing on the dry-erase board. On many occasions, she used the dry-erase board for 

students to make calculations based on the information from the websites she would visit and 

display with the LCD projector. Professor Beatrice (SOC 200) also used this same strategy in 

class. In each class observed, she projected readings from Blackboard onto the projection screen 

in the front of the room. Then she would divide her students into groups and have them discuss 

the readings.  

Information resources and technology were used to teach students in a variety of ways in 

the cases studied. In each case, when working on assignments, students were encouraged and 
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required to pull readings from textbooks, Blackboard, PDFs, online, the university’s digital 

database, and EBSCO host. Each week of class, Professor Adam (ENG 400) put a summary of 

the course notes and key take-a-ways from the readings on Blackboard for students to reference. 

Students were encouraged to email their notes to their classmates. He also employed the use of 

resources such as connect cards and the online reading list as information resources for the 

remainder of the class. Connect cards are described in Professor Adam’s (ENG 400) syllabus 

follows: 

“On one side I’ll ask you to describe one major point you learned from the reading. On 

the other side I’ll ask you to connect that point with an experience you’ve had, an 

example the reading made you consider, or an application you’d like to try. I’ll also ask 

for any questions on either side of the connection. I’ll collect the cards each time so that I 

can understand better how the class experiences the reading.” 

When asked about his use of the connect cards, he responded, “It’s my way to use the 

perspective of the students to teach them.” Providing referrals to informational resources and 

technology such as connect cards is indeed in alignment with UDI and Rose and Meyer’s (2002) 

stance on multiple means of representation.   

Professor Adam (ENG 400) was the most consistent in employing multiple means of 

representation in his delivery methods and technology and information resources. He informed 

me that “[he enjoys] discovering and utilizing different ways to get the information to students.” 

He thinks “you must be innovative and continue to change as a teacher, if you want to stay 

relevant.” He said that for him the methods he can employ for representing the information in 

multiple ways “depends on the class session.” Professor Adam (ENG 400) informed me that, 

particularly for the ENG 400 class I observed, “the knowledge students gained in their lower 
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level English courses could be drawn upon to help provide other ways to present the course 

content.” When asked about technology, Professor Adam (ENG 400) said he feels that he could 

have used technology more, but “did not want to overuse it.” He said “professors overuse 

technology and it becomes too much for students, so [he stays] away from it.”  

 In my interview with Professor Adam (ENG 400), he acknowledged that he uses a lot of 

group work because he believes that “students learn best from each other.” He views himself as 

“a facilitator of information.” He noted, “English is sometimes subjective in interpretation,” so 

he views his role as “critical [in bringing] awareness to the subjectivity and allow[ing] students 

to know how each other think.” He wants technology and reading materials to be “used to help 

students to think and learn on their own instead of telling students what to think.” Adam said that 

he “wouldn’t know how to simply have the students read about material and try to interpret it.” 

He feels that “students have to internalize the information.” Giving them the information in 

multiple ways helps achieve this.  

Engagement with course content outside of class is another way he presents information 

to students. He referenced the course goals on the syllabus, where it is stated that he aims for 

“students to recognize and articulate what they learned, become acquainted with the field of 

rhetoric, research literacy, learn about composing, and explore rhetoric.” He noted that for 

students to recognize what they have learned, he has to be as explicit as possible about what he 

wants them to learn.  

 An information and technology resource that is low tech, but still a technology resource, 

is a book. On one occasion, Charles (HIS 400) brought into class an old book written in the early 

1900s. When asked about this, he said “history class lends itself to bringing in a lot of cool 

artifacts.” He continued, “In a world that is so very high tech, I like to do things differently so 
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that the students can feel and smell the objects they are learning about.” On the other end of the 

spectrum, Beatrice (SOC 200) used Facebook as a way to contact her students and give them 

updates on the class. The Facebook group was also used as a space for students to check in with 

each other and exchange thoughts on the readings.  

Multiple Means of Representation: Summary of Findings 

 All of the other professors observed seemed to provide a consistent display of multiple 

means of representation. Notably, Beatrice (SOC 200) used the same means-of-delivery methods 

and information resource and technology for each of her class sessions. She would start with the 

readings projected and then lecture students about the content. After the lecture, she would show 

a video or have students do a think-pair-share activity (Barr and Tagg, 1995). Professor Charles 

(HIS 400) most often lectured, in addition to bringing in books and artifacts. Although his course 

readings were available online via Blackboard, he did not use the web or any projected 

technology resource during any of my observations. It is possible that he could teach with 

technology more, but when asked about it, he said that he feels “students are oversaturated with 

technology so [he] makes an effort to not use it.” During my observations, they each had 

methods they would use most. For Adam (ENG 400) and Beatrice it was story telling and group 

work, for Charles (400) it was lecture and story telling, and for Dana (SOC 200) it was the 

simultaneous use of lecture and projected text. As mentioned, there were inclusive teaching 

techniques used across the cases. The following are interpretations of those techniques.   

Multiple Means of Representation: Common Teaching Practices Summary 

The following is a list of common practices the data yielded across the cases studied that met 

the multiple-means-of-representation UDI principles. The techniques are presented to make 

explicit the ways they can be used for inclusive instructional practices.  
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The specific techniques used in all faculty cases are:  

• Syllabus 

• Text and electronic readings 

• Storytelling  

• Lecture 

• Dry erase board 

• Collaborative learning (think-pair-share) 

• Office hours/talking before and after class 

Syllabus 

In the cases studied, the faculty members were very dependent on the syllabus to 

communicate the main goals and objectives for the course. The syllabi serve as a way of 

communicating the course information and the structure of the course (Nilson, 2010). It is an 

important foundation of a course to establish ground rules from which to operate, addressing 

expectations by having them articulated in the syllabus. The syllabus in the study was a form of 

multiple means of representation, but it also served as a primary way to establish common 

context for the course. Though syllabi were used, not all of the faculty members used them to the 

same degree. All of the faculty studied used the syllabi to communicate the class requirements, 

but Beatrice (SOC 200) and Adam (ENG 400) were most effective at communicating specific 

details about the course assignments and other expectations. Adam (ENG 400) and Beatrice 

(SOC 200) supplemented their syllabi with assignment outlines making the content more explicit 

and expectations more understandable for students. 
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Textbooks and Articles 

The textbooks and articles such as the syllabus served as a standard of communication for 

the classes. Articles were a means of communicating essential course content and goals. All of 

the professors relied heavily on readings. The articles and textbook were used, in every case, as a 

default starting point for the communication of course content and procedures. All of the other 

strategies used to communicate information were built from the students’ understanding of the 

readings. Each UDI principle met in this study was met through content presented in the readings 

for the course. There was not a single case where reading was not a component of content being 

taught. In most cases, the students completed the readings independently, outside of the 

classroom environment, and the strategies used in class were intended to enhance understanding 

of that content. The professors seem to rely heavily on key readings as foundational for all other 

information and knowledge (Bok, 2006). All circumstances observed and reported in this study 

indicate a reading base for all knowledge being acquired and discussed in all content areas.  

Storytelling 

Storytelling as a means of representing information was surprisingly common in all of the 

cases. Serving a purpose beyond lecturing on course content, the telling of stories enables faculty 

to present information and connect it to students’ experiences. Thereby, faculty show students 

how to find and make meaning in course material. The story makes explicit the idea that the 

professor links with the content (Fitzmaurice, 2010).  

Lecture 

Lecture is a very common method of presenting information to students, and the same 

holds true for the faculty in this study (Burgstahler, 2009). Their lectures embodied traditional 

means: speaking to present information and ideas. As lecturers, all employed at least one 
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complementary mode of presentation as well. All proved adept at shifting back and forth 

between lecturing and storytelling, the only complementary strategy employed by Charles (His 

400). Dana (POL 300) would type into a projected Word document or visit websites. Adam 

(ENG 400) and Beatrice (SOC 200) employed various complementary strategies fluidly. For all, 

the lecture served as a constructive, effective pedagogical method, in part because the four were 

dynamic speakers, in part because they employed complementary strategies.  

Dry Erase Board 

Each professor used the dry erase board to emphasize and highlight key thoughts and 

concepts but not optimally. Dana (POL 300) used it in the most intriguing way: having students 

come up and illustrate how they understood the content. No other faculty allowed students to do 

so. In the current technological age, it seems as if the dry erase board has taken a back seat to 

images on a projection screen. Yet, from this study, it is apparent that the dry erase board still 

has purposes for real-time interactive lecture and concept building.  

Collaborative Learning (think-pair-share) 

When the use of the lecture and dry erase boards were not enough to communicate 

information, all of the professors used think-pair-share as a collaborative learning technique. It 

enabled them to use student perspective as a teaching tool whereby students co-create meaning 

with peers. The same is true for group work. The group work and other collaborative learning in 

Dana’s class (POL 300) was always a means of highlighting what she had put on the board, and 

sometimes he used it to expand upon a video clip ((Barr and Tagg, 1995; Nilson, 2010).  

 A focus-group student commented that “hearing information from another student” 

makes so much more sense than when the professor presents information (Student Focus Group 

4/18/12). Students also commented that they would much rather verify their understanding of 
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information with someone who is "on their level," as opposed to risking having the wrong 

answer while interacting with faculty. The remarks by students confirmed research showing that 

student collaboration increases participation and can improve outcomes (Cardak, 2011; Leh, 

2001). Further, although the personability of the four faculty encouraged their students to ask 

questions, they valued peer interaction for exploring their grasp of course content.   

Office Hours  

Another strategy used by faculty in the study was discussions with students before class, 

after class, and during office hours, to help students understand concepts presented. In those 

meetings, the professors sometimes used various instructional techniques to individualize 

learning. For example, if Dana (POL 300) knew that a student was a football fan, she used the 

governing body of the National Football League to help explain how the American system of 

government works. Such clever approaches were used by all four faculty, but Dana (POL 300) 

was observed and reported to have done so the most proficiently.  

 Some, but not all, students in the observed classes utilized office hours. Though office 

hours do provide individualized instruction, time constraints prevented some students from 

getting customized attention. All of the other means of representation occurred during class, as a 

part of a professors’ proactive way to help remove learning barriers. Professors in the study all 

reported that they were required to have office hours, but also used them purposefully to get to 

know students, to give make-up tests, and to discuss content.  

 From the information provided, it is clear that multiple means of delivery can be as varied 

as bringing in an old book and using websites to highlight information. Yet, delivering 

information is only part of the teaching equation. If students are going to learn, they need to be 
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engaged. Next, I present how the faculty subjects embody the UDI principle multiple means of 

engagement in their classes.  

Multiple Means of Engagement 

Rose and Meyer (2002) describe multiple means of engagement as techniques teachers 

use in the classroom to challenge and motivate learners. The performance indicators for multiple 

means of engagement are class climate, interaction, physical environment, feedback and 

accommodation. All these components correspond with the performance indicators because they 

inform the methods by which a teacher can engage students in the learning process (CAST, 

2011).  

Table 9 displays how the four faculty employed multiple means of engagement. It is 

separated into three columns. The first column contains the third principle of UDI, multiple 

means of engagement. The second column is divided into the five performance indicators of 

multiple means of engagement: class climate, interaction, physical environment, feedback, and 

accommodation. The third column lists the techniques identified during data analysis. All of the 

professors studied met the principle of multiple means of engagement, but some more effectively 

than others.   
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Table 9. Cross-Case Multiple Means of Engagement Analysis  

UDI Principle Performance  
Indicator  

Techniques/Practices/Situations 
Identified 

Multiple means of 
engagement  

Class climate Ø Diversity celebrated 
Ø Students talking before during 

and after class 
Ø Dialogue 
Ø Cooperative learning 
Ø Personable 
Ø Student guided instruction 

 Interaction Ø Call students by name 
Ø Collaborative group work  
Ø Discussion 
Ø Modeling 
Ø Professor learns from students 
Ø Talking to student before 

during and after class 
Ø Office hours 

 Physical 
environment and 
products 

Ø Class held in an accessible 
room 

Ø Left-hand/Right hand desk 
Ø Enlarged projected images 

 Feedback Ø Class averages shared during 
lecture 

Ø Blackboard quizzes  
Ø Test retakes 
Ø Grades were posted online 
Ø Immediate feedback 
Ø Clear definite office hours. 
Ø Aural feedback 
Ø Peer critiques 
Ø Graded assignments in class 
Ø Written feedback  
Ø Office hours 

 Accommodation Ø Pedagogical adjustments from 
student feedback  

Ø Discussion of 
accommodations 
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The table displays a rich array of techniques and practices the faculty used to engage students. 

The range of techniques is notable as some of the strategies are not ones that typically are 

discussed in student-engagement discussions. The following are the contextual accounts of those 

techniques presented under the performance indicator of multiple means of engagement they 

met. First I discuss the strategies that met the class climate indicator.  

Class climate 

 The professors in this study met the class-climate indicator of multiple means of 

representation; however, this was the area that provided the most variation. Burgstahler (2012) 

described class climate as teaching practices that welcome everyone, avoid stereotyping, make 

the teacher approachable, motivate all students, and address individual needs in an inclusive 

manner. Class climate is the supportive environment a student experiences in any given class. 

The following practices were observed: celebrating diversity; calling students by name; students’ 

talking before, during, and after class; student-guided instruction; and dialogue. The specific 

practices identified align with those outlined by Burgstahler (2012). Specific salient examples 

from the interviews and observations are presented next. 

In his interview, Charles (HIS 400) described the class climate as “invisible and hard to 

put a finger on.” He said he could “feel it out” and, as an instructor, “you can tell the climate of 

your class.” In her class, Beatrice (SOC 200) conducted activities that celebrated diversity. She 

asked students questions about their uniqueness such as their learning style and racial/ethnic 

identity. She had them share with a partner their understanding of their racial/ethnic make-up. 

When discussing the activity, she commented on how everyone in the class had unique places 

they come from in the United States and internationally, as well as unique ways they interact 

with the world. When I asked Beatrice (SOC 200) about this observation, she said, “Celebrating 
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differences is built into the course because we are studying the immigrant experience, and it 

opens up the conversation naturally about who people are and where they come from.” She said 

she “likes to know the students, and [she] likes for the students to know each other because it 

helps them to be comfortable with discussing deeper issues during the semester.” Charles (HIS 

400) also celebrated diversity in an intentional way. For the first half of the semester, he 

purposely did not mention women’s presence in math history and used it as a lesson for the 

students. He said he does it “intentionally to see if anyone notices or says anything about gender 

equality.” During this interview, Charles (HIS 400) commented that his class was “majority 

female and [he was] eager to get to the contributions of women in Math,” and he noted that 

“historically, not much credit had been given to women until later, so [he] had to wait and 

decided to use that” as an instructional tool.  

Neither Dana (POL 300) nor Adam (ENG 400) did anything observable during the 

semester to recognize diversity explicitly. However, in their interviews, they both expressed an 

appreciation for it. Dana (POL 300) commented that she “understands that students come from 

so many different walks of life, and that motivates [her] to meet them each individually, so [she] 

can learn about their life experiences.”  She said that she “feels that a student’s life experiences 

and unique situation have everything to do with how they learn.” Adam (ENG 400) said 

something similar. He “respects the uniqueness in all of [his] students and wants to do [his] best 

to honor that with his instruction.” Respecting individual student diversity is important because it 

allows for learners to be engaged and motivated in their own unique way (CAST, 2011).  

All of the cases studied value diversity in different ways. During observations and 

interviews, none of the professors were observed stereotyping their students, meaning that they 

offered support based the way students performed and the students’ requests, rather than 
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assuming students would need adjustments based on their social identity (McLaren & Jaramillo, 

2007). In fact, the faculty members had strong views about using preconceived notions to shape 

the classroom experiences. Charles (HIS 400) did not have any adjustments to his class based on 

his suppositions about students. When asked, he said, “Students continue to exceed expectations 

and always surprise.” He said the reason for this is he likes to “build the classroom experience 

ahead of time and have students adapt.” Dana (POL 300) agrees with this, stating that “[she] 

does not adjust, unless it is really needed because she believes in the students and feels that she is 

preparing them for the real world.” She said that “not adjusting does not mean that [she] will not 

go out of her way to help them, but helping them is different from making adjustments for them 

and lowering the bar.” During one class session, she did give the students an extra review on the 

material and additional time to take the test because of the request of a couple of students. When 

asked about this, she said “When more than one student has an issue, it is always a sign.” She 

also said, “My practice is that if many students have a problem, it is something that needs to be 

addressed.”  

When discussing the adaptation of instruction based on the particular students in the 

room, Adam (ENG 400) stated that “we cannot sell our students short by assuming whether they 

get it; the only way to know is to check in.” At the end of every class session, Adam (ENG 400) 

collects connect cards from students that help him see student suggestions for class changes, and 

typically, he verifies the adjustments with the students who need with them before implementing 

them. He stated that he “feels that this engages the students when you check in with them.” 

Adam (ENG 400) also stated that he feels “if a student does not understand material, they should 

say something in class, but they are not always going to.” He elaborated: “As an instructor, when 

you check in with the student, it motivates them.” Rose and Meyer (2003) would agree with the 



95 

 

notion that “checking in” with students has a motivational impact. Beatrice (SOC 200) also had 

her own way of “checking in” with students. After class, on multiple occasions, she asked a 

student, “What do you need from me to help you?” In doing so, she did not assume 

foreknowledge of what the student needed. When asked about this, she noted, “This is what 

you’ve got to do.” When talking to Charles (HIS 400) about my observation, he said that the 

women in his class would like to learn about women’s history. This assumes women students 

have a need for gender inclusivity, when they might not (Alstaedter, 2007). He found the 

stereotyping category to be a double-edged sword, saying you are “dammed if you do and 

dammed if you don’t.” He feels that “we automatically stereotype, but it is what you do with it, 

during instruction, that makes or breaks the instruction experience.” 

Students talked before, during and after class, in each case observed. This presence of 

discussion displays a class climate that lends itself more to student engagement than one in 

which students do not talk (Rose & Meyer, 1998, 2002). Most of the talking done during class 

was cooperative learning and dialogue encouraged by the professor. Cooperative learning, 

described as a process by which students interact with one another other to learn, was an 

instructional tool in all four classes observed (Barr and Tagg, 1995). It mostly involved dialogue, 

with students sharing opinions freely and adding to a collective understanding. One antithesis to 

dialogue is debate, and that was not observed in any of the classes (Braskamp and Ory, 1994). 

Researchers agree that cooperative learning is a student-centered teaching approach that values 

diversity and provides students with an opportunity to build self-esteem and self-worth as a 

contributor to the learning process (Johnson, Johnson & Holubec 1993; Slavin, 1991; Stahl & 

Van Sickle 1992). 
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Charles (HIS 400) said that he loves for the students talk to each other. He said, “I am 

doing my job if this happens.” Beatrice said, “Students talk before class, while waiting for me to 

arrive, but are in a rush to get to their next class, so talking after class is hard to judge.” She and 

Dana (POL 300) both commented that students’ talking in groups during cooperative learning is 

great, but social side-talking is unacceptable. Dana (POL 300) asserted that all interaction should 

be for the purpose of learning. Adam (ENG 400) said, “The social atmosphere is something upon 

which to build,” and he would “rather have students talking to each other too much than not at 

all.” 

The last technique salient to the discussion of class climate as a way for multiple means 

of engagement is the approachability of the professor. Adam (ENG 400) explicitly said to 

students, “Let me know if you have any questions by quickly chatting with me after class now or 

in office hours.” Dana (POL 300) told students to come to her office or try to get to class early to 

speak with her. After one class observation, she asked a student to chat with her while she 

walked to her office. Dana (POL 300) said, “… you never know if a student can come early or 

stay later so she comes to class early, intentionally, to be more available. Beatrice (SOC 200) 

was also observed telling students to meet with her after class. When asked about this, she said 

she wanted students to know that she was available for them and that she can engage with 

students best one on one. One-on-one meetings with students have a positive impact on the class 

climate, but these discussions, in themselves, also meet the interaction performance indicator. 

Next, there is a discussion of additional practices that met the multiple-means-of-engagement 

interaction-performance indicator.  
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Interaction 

Interaction is the next performance indicator used to generate findings. Burgstahler 

(2012) describes the interaction principle as how educators “encourage regular and effective 

interactions between students and the instructor and ensure that communication methods are 

accessible to all participants” (p. 2). The following techniques embody the way each case met the 

interaction performance indicator for multiple means of engagement: calling students by name; 

collaborative group work; discussion; modeling; professor learning from students; talking to 

student before, during and after class; and holding office hours. Specific salient examples from 

the interviews and observations are presented below. 

All classes observed were small to moderate in size, resulting in the capability of the 

professors to know the names of their students. Adam (ENG 400) had 15 students, Beatrice 32 

students, Charles (ENG 400) 14 students, and Dana (POL 300) 27 students. They all called their 

students by names. On one occasion, when posing questions to her class, Dana (POL 300) said, 

“Jeff, what do you think about how the Electoral College works?” Charles (HIS 400), while 

talking to one student said, “Well, your classmate, Tim, might not agree with that, Beth. Tim, do 

you?” Adam (ENG 400), having the smallest class, addressed each student by name at least once 

in each class session. When asked about this, he commented, “You don’t think about it. It’s 

definitely natural for me to connect with them and get to know them. And getting to know 

anyone, addressing them by the right name is a given.” Burgstahler (2012) views calling students 

by their first name as important in creating a positive class climate. It helps engage and motivate 

them.  

In their interviews, all four faculty expressed awareness of their interactions with 

students, inside and outside class, and their effects on motivation. Adam (ENG 400) noted that 
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he “learned from his parents that if you get to know people, you can build friends faster.” He said 

that “ a life of moving around a lot as a child and my upbringing afforded me the ability to value 

and prioritize getting to know and connecting to the students.” Adam also commented that “my 

experiences moving around are the reason that I try to connect with each and every one of my 

students, and office hours are the best tool for assisting in the creation of this connection.” 

Beatrice (SOC 200) agrees with connecting with the individual student outside of class but also 

tries to “have students apply the information they learn to their life.”  

During class observations, professor Beatrice (SOC 200), Adam (ENG 400), and Charles 

(HIS 400) were observed talking to students before and after class. When asked about this, 

Beatrice (SOC 200) said, “Having students relate to each other and relating to them, as well, is 

the best way to interact.” She said, “If I know the students and the students know each other, the 

class is less tense.” This is in alignment with Burgstahler’s (2012) belief that a welcoming 

environment for students will allow for the communication of multiple perspectives. Adam 

(ENG 400) commented that he allows time, at the beginning of class, to talk and relate to 

students. He said he “enjoys when students are talking, and talking to them.” Charles (HIS 400) 

also acknowledged his having/encouraging student discussion: “Even if it is not on topic with the 

course, I love it [student discussion].” Professor Dana (POL 300) talked to students during and 

before class, at times, but she started promptly on time. Her class climate was more directed 

towards students’ interacting with her than one another. When asked about this, she said, “Most 

of the information I teach is right or wrong, black and white. I don’t have time for students to 

discuss amongst each other much about the lesson or unrelated topics”. She said, “This is why I 

don’t encourage discussion as much.” She also noted that the students do not stay after class 

because there is another class scheduled right after hers in the same room. When explaining why 
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students do not talk after class, she noted, “My class was at a time of day where students were 

often running off to their next class.” 

 Though she did not allow much time and space for students to talk to one another during 

class or afterwards, she was approachable. On one occasion after class, there were students 

waiting to speak with her and she fielded all of their questions, even stepping into the hallway to 

speak to the students when the next class entered. Dana (POL 300) said that she tries to “build 

relationships with students so that they can be at ease” with her in class. She allows extra credit 

points for visiting during her office hours, not only to help students gain extra points, but to 

improve the class climate. What Dana (POL 300) displayed aligns with what Burgstahler (2012) 

describes as being approachable and available. All of the other professors observed displayed 

practices that made them approachable as well. Beatrice (SOC 200) closed each class session 

with enough time for students to ask questions and conveniently had office hours scheduled right 

after the class. She admitted that she does not “always have the luxury of scheduling office hours 

immediately after class, but thinks it helps to be available because students are more likely to 

come after class than at another time.” She said, “They are busy just like we are.” During office 

hours, Beatrice (SOC 200) helps students, not only with class work, but any other issue they may 

have. The same is true for Adam (ENG 400) and Dana (POL 300). Adam (ENG 400) says he 

“spends hours at a time with students.” He views office hours as where the real work is done. He 

thinks that “the amount one can teach during class time is limited, and he would like to have 

more time, outside class, for students.” He recognizes that other demands of research and 

committee work limit outside-class education. He also said, “Although some students take 

advantage of office hours, I still tries my best to relate to the students who do not get a chance to 

come.”  
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When asked about being available, Charles (HIS 400) said he still has students from 15 

years ago who stop by to see him. The rapport he has built with students during his time teaching 

has been mostly done outside of class. Dana (POL 300) and Beatrice (SOC 200) also made 

strong connections with students outside of class. During her interview, Beatrice (SOC 200) 

shared a story about a student who is currently in a master’s program because of a conversation 

they had during office hours. Dana (POL 300) also shared similar stories of her interactions with 

students. She said that “many students have received internships because they have reached out 

to her during office hours.” 

Though Dana (POL 300) is very accessible outside of class, she did not encourage much 

student-to-student interaction during class time. When asked about this, she referred back to a 

previous comment she had made about the content she teaches being black and white. She said 

that “other classes might have more opportunity because the topics may be more organic,” but 

because her class was political science, the only way she could think to encourage more 

interaction amongst students was to have more debate. The student-to-student interaction that 

Dana (POL 300) lacks is in direct opposition to the encouragement of cooperative learning that 

McLaren & Jaramillo (2007) suggest. Burgstahler (2012) insists that all students participate and 

that the teacher should encourage their participation as needed. Adam (ENG 400) agrees with 

Burgstahler, as demonstrated by his assertion that all of his “classes are built around student 

participation because students bring the material to life.” Charles (HIS 400) agrees with Adam 

(ENG 400). When asked about the student-to-student interaction in his class, he said that he 

“never really seemed to have a problem with having students talk to each other.” He feels that “if 

you set the tone, it comes easy.” Beatrice (SOC 200) also believes that student interaction is 

important and structures many cooperative-learning activities. However, Beatrice (SOC 200) 
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also spoke of the challenges of trying to encourage students to interact. She finds that “it’s 

dependent on the students, class dynamics, and space.” Next is discussed the physical-

environments-and-products performance indicator of multiple means of engagement.    

Physical Environment and Products 

The quality of the classroom space that Beatrice (SOC 200) mentioned and the quality of 

classroom utilization help determine the quality of students’ learning. Physical environment and 

products is the performance indicator used in this study to generate findings about how 

professors use the space and objects to engage students in multiple ways. The class space that 

Beatrice (SOC 200) referred to as limited is an important component of inclusivity, according to 

Burgstahler (2012). Steinfeld and Maisel (2012) argue that for instruction to be inclusive, the 

learning space should be physically accessible to and useable by all students. This was a 

challenge for all of the cases studied. However, they met this indicator in the following ways: 

accessible room, left/right hand desks, and enlarged projected images.  

 Only Charles (HIS 400) had a classroom with space that was accessible to maximize 

inclusion. He had a large room with moveable desks. The aisles were wide enough for a student 

to access a seat on crutches or in a wheelchair. Instead of having right- and left-handed desks, 

there were tables that could accommodate right- and left-handed students. Additionally, the front 

of the room was visible from all locations in the room. Unfortunately, none of the other 

instructors had such an inclusive physical environment. Adam (ENG 400), though he had a small 

number of students in his class, was in a tightly enclosed space that did not allow him enough 

room to walk around the class. Because of its layout and tight space, there was no room for a 

student on crutches or in a wheelchair to enter and navigate the room. Beatrice (SOC 200) had a 

slightly larger room than Adam (ENG 400); however, because her class was over capacity, she 
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also faced challenges with her classroom’s accessibility. Her class had four long tables along the 

perimeter of the room with chairs behind the table. All of the students could not sit at the 

classroom tables and so some sat in chairs along the wall. When asked about these challenges to 

the physical space, all the cases had similar answers: that they could not control the space they 

were put in. Charles (HIS 400) said, “It is a facility issue.” Adam (ENG 400) said it was a 

“departmental consideration.” Dana (POL 300) commented, “Space could be requested to 

accommodate, but it was still a gamble.” The target faculty mentioned there was not much they 

could do to accommodate students with the space. Next, we look at the specific ways they could 

accommodate students, by discussing techniques that met the multiple-means-of representation-

accommodation performance indicator.  

Accommodation 

 The accessibility issues mentioned above can sometimes be addressed by 

accommodations. Burgstahler (2012) contends that being an inclusive teacher involves planning 

for accommodations that are not met by the instructional design. This performance indicator in 

this study shows that no accommodations were made. Beatrice (SOC 200) reported that “in the 

past, [she had] submitted a request for a different room when her room had exceeded capacity, 

but that this semester, [she] did not have the option. It is unknown if the same is true for the other 

cases in the study. When all of the professors were asked about this, they reported that they 

would adhere to college policy and make accommodations as needed. Charles (HIS 400) 

reported that he had “had a student come with a note, in a previous class, from the Office of 

Disability, indicating that the student needed an adjustment, but not this semester.”  

The technique of projecting large images was used by Adam (ENG 400), Beatrice (SOC 

200), and Dana (POL 300) but all for different reasons. Adam (ENG 400) said he “uses projected 
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images as a way to engage students in a visual way, and he likes that it accommodates people 

with complications seeing.” Beatrice (SOC 200) said, “The images I project are intended for 

every student to be able to see, no matter where they sit or their ability.” For Beatrice (SOC 200), 

there are always students who have trouble seeing because of the classroom layout. Dana (POL 

300) said she uses “projected images because it’s the best way to have everyone look at the same 

thing.” She said she tries her best to make the images as large as possible.  

Beatrice (SOC 200) passes out an inventory sheet at the beginning of her classes to assess 

student interests and learning preferences. She said, “I do this to try my best to accommodate 

students when I can; usually I can do it when it is time to meet with them or give feedback.” This 

strategy accommodates students by tailoring her comments to them. She mentioned feedback as 

a way of accommodation. It also serves as the next broader performance indicator to be 

discussed.    

Feedback 

 The feedback performance indicator is the final performance indicator applied to the 

cases studied for assessment of multiple means of engagement. Burgstahler (2012) posits that 

inclusive teachers provide regular feedback and corrective opportunities. The cases studied met 

this performance indicator by employing the following: class averages shared during class, 

Blackboard quizzes, test retakes and paper rewrites, grades posted online, immediate feedback, 

oral feedback, peer critiques, graded assignments in class, written feedback, and office hours. 

Dana’s (POL 300) shared the class average of a pop quiz that she had given. When asked about 

this, she said, “It is motivating to students to get feedback on how they fared against their peers.” 

Not only was the quiz itself used as a feedback method, but the results as well. Dana (POL 300) 

gave quizzes in class, but also had sample quizzes students could take on Blackboard, so they 
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could self-assess their knowledge. Dana (POL 300) felt it helped students a great deal to see how 

they were doing with memorizing the material on their own terms. Professor Dana (POL 300) 

also provided feedback to her students throughout the semester. She said that, although her 

papers are spaced out over the semester, students are encouraged to turn them in ahead of time, 

so that she can provide feedback as needed. She also commented that she believes in “giving 

specific feedback to students.” She admitted to spending  “a large amount of time providing 

detailed feedback on the papers of her students.” She believes that “students do not grow without 

being challenged.”  

Beatrice (SOC 200) and Adam (ENG 400) also shared this opinion on feedback. They 

both mentioned challenging their students to help them grow. Adam (ENG 400) said, “You can 

challenge and push students without negatively affecting their grade.” He said that sometimes he 

allows multiple rewrites for papers. Adam (ENG 400) commented, “As long as they get it 

eventually. That’s the goal.” Beatrice (SOC 200) stated, “You have to really care about students 

because it is easy to just provide a grade.” She, Adam (ENG 400), and Charles (HIS 400) all let 

students rewrite papers and redo tests. Beatrice (SOC 200) and Dana (POL 300) also provided 

feedback to students in great detail. Beatrice (SOC 200) admitted that “it takes a lot of work but 

that you have to really care.” When Adam (ENG 400) was asked about providing feedback to 

students, he referred to the connect cards mentioned in his syllabus. Adam (ENG 400) said that 

these “cards are my way of providing timely feedback to students on an ongoing basis.” He feels 

that “feedback does not have to be with solely on papers or quizzes.” He said, “In all my time 

teaching, I don’t think I have ever given a final exam; I don’t see the point of them.” He feels 

that “students should be assessed throughout the semester.” However, Dana (POL 300) feels that 

“other than stretching the paper assignments throughout the semester, quizzes are another way to 
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provide feedback to students for courses that have specific content to learn,” as does her political 

science course.  

 Another way the professors provided feedback was by posting grades. Dana (POL 300), 

Beatrice (SOC 200), and Adam (ENG 400) posted grades online, while Charles (HIS 400) 

wanted to, but did not get a chance. He said, “I am old fashioned so I like to comment on the 

paper and give it back to them and have students keep track of their own grades.” He also 

believed in giving immediate feedback to students, in class, on their understanding of the course 

content during discussion. Beatrice (SOC 200) provided immediate feedback by getting students 

assignments back to them as soon as possible. Dana (POL 300) took the same approach, saying 

that “having so many papers to grade you sometimes feel like you can wait and hold off, but 

when you think about the students you just get it done. It helps students better that way.”  

 Office hours were one of the most widely used techniques for feedback. All of the 

professors encouraged students to come in to the office. For specific feedback, Charles (HIS 400) 

commented,  “By having the students come talk to you during office hours, you can find out 

about them and provide them with the best feedback.” Adam (ENG 400) said, “In class you just 

do not have enough time to really get to them, say what you mean, and have them understand.” 

Dana (POL 300) took roll with note cards. On the note cards, she wrote “attributes of the student, 

like their major or hairstyle, and thought it to be kind of wacky, but effective.” Dana (POL 300) 

said, “The cards help me engage the students during the class and during my office hours, when 

providing feedback.” She said “I have these cards right here that I pull up when they are coming 

to meet with me so I can remember things like if they have a new hairdo or their major.” During 

one class, while taking roll, Dana (POL 300) said, “Claire, is that you? I see you have something 
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different going on, new glasses?” The student smiled in response to this. Dana (POL 300) 

commented, “When providing feedback it is important that we know who the students are.”  

Multiple Means of Engagement: Summary of Findings 

 Multiple means of engagement categorizes what instructors can do to connect to the 

many ways students can be motivated and engaged in their learning (Steinfeld & Maisel, 2012). 

The cases studied all expressed a multiple-means-of engagement-UDI component. Engagement 

happened on a variety of levels during the observations, but not all could be documented, as a 

number of the engagement strategies occurred outside of class. Adam (ENG 400) said “In most 

cases, a good teacher is going to intentionally think outside the box and try different ways to 

reach students and reel them in.” Dana (POL 300) commented, “Providing multiple means of 

engagement is a challenge because of the different needs of students.” She said, “You can try to 

reach them all but be okay if you do not.” Additionally, their course materials and syllabi all 

displayed ways of providing feedback (Nilson, 2010). Adam (ENG 400) noted that the challenge 

for faculty, when providing feedback, is grading. He said, “Most feedback is connected to a 

student’s grade but it does not have to be, if the professor structures it right.” Beatrice (SOC 200) 

and Dana (300) both agree with this. Dana (POL 300) “[feels strongly] that students are 

motivated by grades,” and Beatrice (SOC 200) feel that “they [students] will do most of the 

assignments or participate if an incentive or a grade is attached.”  

Multiple Means of Engagement: Common Teaching Practices Summary 

The following is a list of common practices the data yielded across the cases studied that met 

the multiple-means-of-engagement UDI principle. The techniques are presented to make explicit 

the ways they can be used for inclusive instructional practices. The specific techniques used in 

by each of the target faculty are:  
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• Being personable 

• Immediate feedback 

• Office hours 

• Collaborative learning (e.g., discussion and group work) 

Being Personable 

In all of the cases studied, being personable was mentioned as a necessity for inclusive 

instruction. Being personable was an impactful engagement strategy for each professor. It is an 

interesting engagement technique because it is something that most would think is not 

measurable. However, there are many assessments and tools for assessing one’s personality 

(Block, 1975; Costa, 1995; Lawrence, 1993). The professors in the study displayed their 

personality by their ability to empathize, show excitement, and display overall passion and 

enthusiasm towards the subject matter when they were teaching. During class observations, the 

aforementioned strategies seemed to impact the learning environment, and the influence was 

confirmed by the student focus groups.  

Immediate Feedback 

Immediate feedback was another engagement strategy reported in the cases studied. It 

was found that when professors responded to students, it motivated students toward learning in 

the class. The professors all spoke to being intentional about delivering feedback, as much as 

possible, instantly. They recognized the importance of it as an engagement strategy, but may not 

have realized its impact on inclusive teaching. 

Office Hours 

 
Office hours were also used by professors to engage students. Using office hours allowed 

target faculty to individualize information for students when meeting with them. Some 
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professors provided extra credit for student visits during office hours. Students reported to be 

more engaged with their professors after they got a chance to know them personally, during 

office hours.  

Discussion 
 

Discussion was used in all cases, to a great degree, to engage the students. The faculty do 

allow students to get involved with the lecture and connect with their peers. This method of 

engagement was popular and present in every case study. Engagement through discussion not 

only motivates learners, but also provides them with opportunities to know their classmates 

personally (Barr and Tagg, 1995).   

The faculty in this study mentioned that particular techniques can motivate students, and 

grades are also a significant factor. Thus far in this chapter, we have discussed multiple ways that 

information is represented to students and then the many ways they were engaged. The missing 

part is how students are evaluated on what they have learned. Might the faculty present students 

with opportunities for multiple means of expression? In the next section the ways found in this 

study are reported.  

Multiple Means of Expression  

While it helps to have information presented by in a variety of ways, UDI literature also 

suggests that it is a best practice to provide opportunities for students to show what they have 

learned using multiple means of expression. Multiple means of expression is defined by Rose 

and Meyer (2002) as instructional techniques that enable learners to display what they are 

learning in a variety of ways. Only one performance indicator, assessment, has been identified to 

show the presence of the multiple-means-of-expression component of UDI (Leichliter, 2010). 

Offering multiple means of expression could meet the learning needs of the strategic network of 
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the brain. The four faculty exercised the multiple-means-of-expression UDI principle through: 

attendance; entrance cards; journaling, having a variety of learning objectives; having flexible 

activities to fit student preferences during class sessions; allowing students to discuss course 

material; class participation; allowing oral exams; Blackboard assignments; essay exams; 

research papers; multiple choice exams; group projects; homework; online activities; peer 

critiques; take-home exams; and writing assignments. All of the assessment techniques 

mentioned were used to evaluate each student’s knowledge of the course material.  

Table 11 displays the methods used by the four award-winning faculty to employ 

multiple means of expression. Table 11 is separated into three columns. The first column 

contains the second principle of universal design: multiple means of expression. The second 

column displays the performance indicator: assessment. The third column lists the techniques 

identified during data analysis. All of the professors studied met the principle of multiple means 

of expression, but some were more adept than others. 
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Table 10. Cross-Case Multiple Means of Expression Analysis  

UDI Principle Performance  
Indicator  

Techniques/Practices Identified 

Multiple 
means of 
expression  

Assessment Ø Attendance 
Ø Connect Cards 
Ø Journals  
Ø Discussion  
Ø In Class Participation 
Ø Blackboard assignments 
Ø Essay exams  
Ø Research papers  
Ø Multiple choice 

quizzes/exams 
Ø Group Projects  
Ø Homework 
Ø Peer critiques 
Ø Writing assignments 

 
 
The table displays the techniques and practices that the four professors used to involve students 

in expressing what they know. Following are the contextual accounts of those techniques 

presented under the performance indicator of multiple means of expression they met.  

Assessment  

According to Leichliter (2010), the performance indicator of assessment best aligns with 

multiple means of expression. Assessment is the evaluation of students’ demonstrations of the 

knowledge they have of the course material. Class discussions and taking attendance were the 

most commonly used techniques for the assessment performance indicator. All of the professors 

commented on student attendance as critical to learning material. Dana (POL 200) commented 

that “attendance is tricky because it is needed for students to come, they need to know they are 

being evaluated on it or they will not come, but attendance itself does not mean that a student 

will necessarily learn.” Dana’s (POL 300) comment is important because it highlights the point 

that some traditional assessment measures, such as attendance, do not really function as an actual 
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assessment measure. UDI literature challenges instructors to reframe the way they assess to 

allow students to show and express what they have learned, rather than only thinking strictly 

about the assessment (CAST, 2011, Nilson, 2010).     

Adam (ENG 400), Charles (HIS 400), and Beatrice (SOC 200) all felt that class 

discussion was their most used teaching technique for assessing student learning. Adam (ENG 

400) commented that discussion was a “delicate form of student evaluation because some 

students understand more by speaking in conversation and freeze when a test is presented, while 

other students are the opposite.” Beatrice (SOC 200) agreed and said that, understanding “the 

complexities of discussion, I try to not put heavy weight on any one assessment.” She mentioned 

that, although she “wants students to succeed by being flexible in assessment, [she] feels 

pressure to use essay and written exams as her assessment because the course she teaches is a 

college-level course.” She commented that “college courses are built around reading and writing, 

and a student has to display that they can write intelligently about what they have read, in order 

to earn a grade, and that is the bottom line.” She said that she still keeps “the writing assignments 

as a large portion of her grade and the other assignments as a smaller portion.”  

 Charles (HIS 400) used only written essay exams and research papers as forms of 

assessment. When asked about his teaching practices, he said, “Because I teach an honors course, 

students know what they are getting into and that they have to write to demonstrate their 

knowledge.” He views his in-class time as time to help students see and understand where they 

are falling short, so that he can fill in the gaps before they write their papers. Adam (ENG 400) 

also requires mostly essay exams, but does not assign much weight to them. Adam (ENG 400) 

said that because it’s an English class, people think that writing is the only form of assessment, 

but he tries to “… be creative in the types of writing.” As seen on his syllabus, in Appendix E, 
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Adam (ENG 400) uses a variety of assignments to assess student learning. These include 

discussion board posts, writing assignments, participation, and connect cards. At the beginning 

of each class, his students have to submit a card that contains written on it what they learned in 

the readings from the night before. As mentioned previously, these cards are referred to as 

connect cards and are used to guide class discussions, depending on the knowledge that the 

student has or has not displayed on the card. 

 Unlike Adam (ENG 400), but more similar to Charles, Dana (POL 300) and Beatrice 

(SOC 200) both used tests and quizzes as forms of assessments. They both have planned and 

surprise quizzes in their lesson plans so that students can be aware that they are coming. Dana 

(POL 300) said that “it was the only way to get the students to read, and that unless they know 

there is going to be a consequence, they will not read the material.” Beatrice (SOC 200) also felt 

that a surprise quiz is one of the best ways to get students to read, but she admitted to not feeling 

like it was the best way to see what a student has learned. To help students’ grades grow in other 

ways, Dana (POL 300) built in extra credit if students visited her during office hours. She 

commented, “Students who do not understand the materials are welcome to visit me during my 

office hours and ask questions or display what they learn.” On one occasion, she asked a student 

who repeatedly failed the quizzes to visit her during office hours. When the student visited her, 

she had a conversation with him about the political processes he was getting wrong, and the 

student displayed that he understood the content after their meeting.  

Multiple Means of Expression: Summary of Findings 

 The multiple-means-of-expression principle was a challenge for all the cases. Dana (POL 

300) commented that, “in college, students are required to read and write on a college level.” As 

a result, she would primarily assess students’ learning through writing. Charles (HIS 400) and 
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Beatrice (SOC 200) felt similarly. Beatrice (SOC 200) stated, “Writing has always been the 

default way of evaluating students in courses like mine (i.e., sociology).” As one can see from 

the multiple-means-of-representation component section, Dana (POL 300), Charles (HIS 400), 

and Beatrice (SOC 200) all used assessment as an instructional tool in a variety of ways, but 

were limited in comparison to the other UDI principles. This resulted in a finite number of 

opportunities for students to show understanding. Adam (ENG 400) stated that “what you assign 

points to in a college course is the key to assessment.” In addition to the required writing 

assignments, he also assigned a high point value to the other means of assessment. He said,  

“Assessment for point value is what matters most at the conclusion of class because student’s 

grades depend on their point total.” Dana (POL 300) also found it challenging to assess students 

mainly through writing assignments and tests, but mentioned that she tries “to deal with the harsh 

reality” by providing extra credit for when [her] students use office hours.” The assessment 

outside of the classroom also meets the UDI principle of multiple means of expression, which 

describes how teachers motivate and engage students in learning. It is the final UDI principle on 

which the four faculty were evaluated (Rose & Meyer, 2008).  

Multiple Means of Expression: Common Teaching Practices Summary 

   The following is a list of common practices the data yielded across the cases studied that 

met the multiple means of expression UDI principle. The techniques are presented to make 

explicit the ways they can be used for inclusive instructional practices. The following are 

practices identified that were common across all the cases studied:  

• Papers 

• Collaborative learning  (discussion) 

• Office Hours  
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Papers  

 
The four faculty all used papers as a way to connect the information they were teaching 

to the students. In Adam’s (ENG 400) classes, he was also able to use the papers to engage 

students at a level that was personal. Beatrice (SOC 200) did the same in her class by having 

students write and insert aspects of themselves into their papers and by allowing students to 

communicate explicitly how they make meaning. Opportunities to make meaning by connecting 

course material with students’ personal lives tend to be more present in sociology and English 

classes than in political science and math classes. However, it is indeed possible for a professor 

in any discipline to find ways that students can make such connections (Elmore et al. 2006). 

Doing so does not always have to be restricted to the humanities. There are many examples of 

faculty who encourage students in science, math, and the social sciences to demonstrate what 

they know in personal ways (Huber & Morrale, 2002). For example, a math professor can find a 

real-life problem for which the math being taught is applicable.  

Collaborative learning (discussion/participation) 

Discussion, as a way of enabling students to demonstrate what they were learning, was a 

challenge for the four professors because students were holding discussions in an environment 

where the professors did not have the time to always pay attention to the specific ways each 

individual student understood the concepts. It served to be a different dynamic of the assessment 

process when faculty would assess a student’s understanding aloud, in front of the class, rather 

than privately, in a paper (Mace, 2001; Nilson, 2010). The professors could potentially be more 

detailed in their responses to students when answering emails and grading papers, in comparison 

to when giving real-time feedback.  
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Office Hours 

 Office hours were used by the faculty as a time when students could express what they 

were learning in a number of ways. All of the faculty reported having students schedule times to 

take tests over during office hours. Beatrice (SOC 200) said that this accommodation for taking 

tests outside of class is required for students with documented needs for accommodations, but 

she and some of her colleagues like to provide the opportunity for other students, too, on a case-

by-case basis. She said that if students participate in class and demonstrate their knowledge in 

papers but do not do well on timed tests, she almost always lets them take tests over during 

office hours.  

The multiple-means-of-expression indicator was the only UDI principle in which the 

professors were most limited and challenged. The papers, discussion, and essays were a 

challenging way for the faculty to allow students to express what they know. For example, 

classroom discussion was used as a form of assessment and was linked to students’ participation. 

But there was no direct way of assessing just discussion itself. It would be challenging, but 

possible, for a faculty member to do. None of the faculty had rubrics to inform students of the 

types of discussion they would want to happen in class. However, papers, discussion, and essays 

were all assigned a point value on the syllabi. The challenge with the point systems in the cases 

studied is that all of the professors did not assign a significant point value to the ways that 

students express themselves beyond the writing format. Participation, in all of the faculty 

members’ courses, was the smallest percentage of the students’ grade point total.  

 Though multiple means of expression were found in each case (in addition to the other 

UDI principles), the study highlights it from the instructor’s perspectives. The second research 

question: How do faculty and students perceive the use of UDI? is addressed in the following 
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chapter.  The chapter highlighting what UDI principles the faculty peers and the students taught 

by the target faculty perceived as being employed.   
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CHAPTER 5 
 

FINDINGS OF PEER AND STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF TARGET FACULTY UDI USE  
 

The data in Chapter 4 answered research question one: How do award winning 

humanities and social sciences faculty employ UDI? The data was organized by the UDI 

principles and presented with analysis when applicable. Alternatively, this chapter presents the 

data by each of the target faculty cases to answer research question 2: How do faculty peers and 

students perceive the use of UDI? Within each case the narrated data is sub-partitioned by the 

three components of universal design instruction: multiple means of representation, multiple 

means of engagement, and multiple means of expression. This chapter is rich with data that need 

very little analysis for the findings to be clear.   

As a reminder, in this study the four faculty are referred to as Adam (ENG 400), Beatrice 

(SOC 200), Charles (HIS 400), and Dana (POL 300). The units of analysis for this second 

research question are the target-faculty cases, and the data sources are transcripts/notes of 

faculty-peer interviews and student focus groups. I start with Adam (ENG 400), reporting 

perceptions of his faculty peers and then of the student focus group. Likewise, for the three other 

cases. I present chunks of data via tables and narrative for each of the three UDI principles, to 

ensure full representation of the principles embodied by the target-faculty’s perceived pedagogy.   

Each target-faculty’s peer perceived his or her colleague to have used UDI. However, the 

richness of specific techniques varied according to the UDI principle. All of the peers were able 

to provide, at the very least, general ideas of how their faculty peer presented information. They 

were also able to comment specifically on the ways their peer engaged students. However, most 

were limited in perspective on the ways the target faculty employed multiple means of 

expression.  
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The students of each target faculty also provided evidence that each educator met all UDI 

principles. At the same time, within each focus group and across cases, students provided varied 

opinions on the effectiveness of strategies used by the target professor. The practices reported by 

students and faculty peers aligned with those found in Chapter 4.  

Professor Adam (ENG 400) 

Faculty-peer and student views on Adam’s use of UDI provided further insight to specific 

techniques and practices that that he used to meet UDI principles. It was instructive to compare 

faculty-peer and student perceptions with the data from observation and interviews. Salient 

excerpts from the interviews with Adam’s peers are presented below, organized by UDI 

principle.  

Multiple Means of Representation 

 The questions below were posed to faculty peers, specifically addressing their perception 

of the faculty peer’s employment of multiple means of representation. The full interview 

protocol can be found in Appendix B.   

• Describe a typical lecture. 

• What role does instructional technology play in your colleague’s classroom? 

• What techniques do you feel are the most effective in helping students learn the material? 

• Overall, how would you describe your colleague’s teaching? 

Now we see how Adam’s peers responded to these questions and then the responses from his 

student focus group.  
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Adam (ENG 400): Multiple Means of Representation: Peer Interviews 
 

The following are the range of salient responses from Adam’s (ENG 400) faculty peers 

well convey their perceptions of how he used multiple means of representation. When asked 

specifically about Adam’s teaching practices, this is what his first colleague offered:    

Adam’s Peer #1: So I’ve seen him… [deliver information in multiple ways] … and 

basically what he’s doing is, or what I think of it is, and he probably does as well, but it’s 

an extension of a classroom or it’s an extension of the pedagogical space. It’s not the 

traditional teacher-student, its teacher-teacher…  (Interview, 02/22/12) 

Adam’s Peer #1: “ I think he is interested in multi-media, he’s interested in visual 

rhetoric, I think he supports interest in technological, you know, studies of technology. I 

think Adam’s somebody, like I said, who wants you to be comfortable in how you 

express yourself as a student. And I think that kind of, I think a lot of UDL sometimes 

isn’t a specific saying like, Oh, so and so provides alternative formats. That’s important, 

but I think it’s an overall attitude.” (Interview, 03/22/12) 

Adam’s (ENG 400) Peer #1 explains that Adam puts students in the position to teach themselves 

enables students to serve as an extension of the pedagogy (Fitzmaurice, 2010). This peer includes 

multimedia and visual rhetoric as strategies by which Adam (ENG 400) includes learners. Peer 

#1 also provides detail about other ways Adam (ENG 400) presents information in multiple 

ways:   

When I think about UDL, I think about multiple means of representation and expression, 

and I think about visual, and I think about Adam’s wife because she’s a visual artist. I 

think of…and hanging up in his office I think is some artwork by his wife and the 

colors…there’s a quilt and there’s these beautiful colors. She’s a visual artist… And so I 
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just have to think of them as sort of a tandem or a team. And I think you know his wife’s 

visual acuity is sometimes probably reflected in some of Adam’s approaches to language, 

too. Discussion is [also] probably important to him. Adam loves to talk. So I think that 

discussion among students is really important to him, and I think he wants people talking 

to each other a lot, too. And so I don’t know if I’d see him as a lecturer; for example I’d 

see him more as a discussion starter and…motivator… (Interview, 03/22/12) 

Adam’s (ENG 400) peer also mentions the use of visual rhetoric and other visual means of 

presenting information. Visual rhetoric is the use of images to present a stance on an issue (Scott, 

1994).  There is also mention of discussion, which is another common strategy used in other 

cases. Discussion allows Adam to use students as instructional tools to communicate 

information.  

Adam’s peer also commented on his personality and his personal life’s influence on his 

teaching approach. This is important because teaching is a practice and more than a set of 

strategies to identify (McLaren & Jaramillo, 2007). Providing information about his disposition, 

personal life, and approach is very valuable in understanding his teaching. Additionally, 

discussion, groups, visual arts, and multimedia are examples of multiple means of expression 

that his peer was able to identify. His peer commented that she feels that Adam (ENG 400) views 

the classroom as an extension of himself.  

The interview with Adam’s (ENG 400) other faculty peer yielded more detail regarding 

the various ways that he employs multiple means of representation:    

Adam Peer #2: Well I have seen his class maybe once and I’ve talked to him about 

teaching a few times, so these are the things I have heard about. I mean, Adam will kind 

of lecture but usually for short periods.…And to present things that aren’t immediately 
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obvious to students. He is really good and challenges discussions and sometimes he has 

students prepare for those discussions in groups, and he’ll give students particular 

questions to research or, sometimes, particular roles to take. “You be the person who 

advocates ‘x’.” This group has to think of all of the ways in which this idea might be put 

in practice or something like that. I remember hearing about, or maybe reading about in 

some of the evaluations, a technique he used called the fishbowl. He had a big, big class 

and students would be discussing something, and then there would be another ring of 

students around them watching it…. And I think he’s used to role-playing a few times, 

too. I think I remember hearing that. Sort of you be this person and you be that person, 

what would this person say to that person. (Interview, 03/26/12) 

Adam's peer mentioned lecture, discussion/debate, group work, and role-playing. Lecture allows 

for the instructor to provide a potentially vast amount of information to the student orally 

(Nilson, 2010). Group work as a strategy allows the instructor to use the social atmosphere of the 

students as an instructional tool (Maisel, 2012). Role playing as an inclusive teaching tool allows 

the instructor to demonstrate new skills in real life scenarios. Adam’s (ENG 400) peer reported 

other strategies, too:  

Adam’s Peer #2: A lot of times, and recently he’s used visual things like “draw this.” 

Which you know in an English class is like, what? And I mean really in English classes 

there are not many opportunities to promote numerical literacy and why are you doing 

that, it’s not your job. Although plenty of people in English classes have awesome visual 

skills, you know often they don’t, but these aren’t about making a pretty, wonderful 

drawing but just as a way to record something and show how something works. 

(Interview, 03/26/12) 
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Adam’s peer reported that he employs the use of drawing in the teaching process. Drawing 

allows the instructor to present English content through visual means and can be used to 

emphasize important facts or draw out information that students might not have communicated 

through writing (Huber & Morrale, 2002). Drawing can also be used to make visual connections 

to transcend language barriers (Nilson, 2010).  

Adam’s Peer #2: I know Adam uses film but I don’t think it’s all that important to him. 

The film is there, if there’s something he can show with a film that can’t be shown some 

other way. It isn’t like that Cameron Diaz movie (laughter)… He does use film, he does 

use Blackboard …The lecture, fishbowl, role-playing, and things of that sort…because 

those meet his learning goals or whatever but…he shares his learning objectives or goals 

or expectations with students on the syllabus. (Interview, 03/26/12) 

Film, Blackboard, fishbowl, role-playing, and a number of other techniques—all were also noted 

in direct observation and in interviews with the target professor. The perceptions of the faculty 

peers corroborate the other findings.   

Peer interviews yielded a rich range of specific strategies in Adam’s teaching. Also 

notable is that some of his strategies also meet other UDI principles. For example the use of 

groups and the syllabus also meet both the possible-means-of-engagement principle and the 

possible-means-of-expression principle because they serve as a way to engage students and can 

also serve as a means of assessing what students have learned (Meo, 2010). Next are student 

perceptions.  
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Adam (ENG 400): Multiple Means of Representation: Student Focus Group 
 

When discussing Adam’s (ENG 400) practice of delivering information in multiple ways 

(multiple means of representation), his students reported a wealth of techniques. At the same 

time, they reported a lack in some areas, such the use of technology. Their accounts follow:   

Carl: What kind of strategies does Professor Adam use to present information to you all? 

Student A: It’s mostly like a seminar. We don’t, I don’t think we really focus on 

Blackboard or other kinds of [teaching tools]—like, we get our reading assignment, and 

then most of the class is discussion. 

Carl: Ok, is that it or…? 

Student B: A good amount of board writing, like webs and lines and stuff. Yeah. Like, if 

you came in and just looked at the board you probably wouldn’t know what the heck was 

going on, but it makes sense when we’re talking about it. 

The students’ report of a heavy use of discussion runs contrary to what peers and the 

observations yielded. As the students continued speaking, they became more specific about 

Adam’s pedagogy:  

Carl: Ok, tell me more about why you were surprised by his methods of teaching?  

Student A: It’s also, I mean it’s like our English capstone so I was surprised that we had, 

like, we play games sometimes. 

Student B: He usually tells a lot of, like, he connects things to personal stories that seem 

really random but then somehow connect. 

Carl: And this is a good thing to you? 

Student B: Yep, love that he does that.  

Student D: Yea, me, too. He, like, actually cares.  



124 

 

The students mentioned playing games, but it is not only another way of presenting 

information to students; it serves as a means of establishing a set of expectations for class 

(Burgstahler, 2009). The same is true for the personal stories. Connecting the content of the 

course to the personal stories of students allows Adam (ENG 400) to use information familiar to 

each student as an instructional tool (Alstaedter, 2007). Students also commented on other ways 

that Adam (ENG 400) delivered information: 

Carl: Other techniques? 

Student E: Oh, and he collects index cards at the beginning of each class after our 

reading, and it sort of, he might ask one specific question about the reading, and then 

he’ll ask you to write down a question that you have about the reading. He’ll bring up 

different points, and usually he’ll use the cards while we’re discussing in groups.  

Student D: He’ll bring up different points and usually he’ll use the cards while we’re 

discussing in groups. He’ll pick out cards he wants to highlight so when the groups do 

their presenting, he’ll ask a question from a card or incorporate them, or he’ll use pieces 

from the cards to make lists or webs. He’ll build from them. 

Using student perspective is a way that Adam (ENG 400) provides inclusive instruction. The 

“building” the student mentions is another example of Adam’s (ENG 400) using students’ 

thoughts to present information, but in this case he combines students’ thoughts with his own to 

present information (Maisel, 2010). Other students commented on other forms of delivery as 

well:  

Student G: Usually from the notecards we kind of know where it’s going to go, I think. 

Because he’ll write up a specific, sometimes he’ll say what was, like, what did a certain 
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word—I don’t know he asks specific questions sometimes and from that you find the 

important things or you just write down what you think was important.  

Student G describes Adam’s use of inquiry-based instruction (Nilson, 2010). He allows students’ 

answers to questions to serve as an instructional tool. Another consistent comment in the focus 

group, regarding multiple means of representation, was about readings, the ways Adam used 

readings in a variety of ways to help them learn: 

Student C: I think the readings are meant to be possible tools for exploring our journey. 

We don’t have to use any of them or any specific ones or anything. But I think they’re 

meant as something to help us at least look at ourselves, look at what other people are 

saying to us throughout our education. Another thing about the readings is, I appreciate 

that they’re not these extremely long, ridiculous readings. They’re all usually under 

twenty pages, which is pretty good. 

Student C: I don’t know. It—that might help us know the point that he’s trying get at, too, 

is, because the readings are fairly concise so each one kind of has one point to it. Which 

might have about a million sub points, but... 

Student F: It’s better than the survey courses… 

Student A: Yeah. 

Carl: How? Explain more? 

Student F: …where you read like five different short stories, from three different authors, 

and then you’d have one class where you try and cover it all and basically you’re just 

grazing the top of everything and not learning anything. And this, it’s not like he’s trying 

to tell us, oh, you’re all reading this to figure out A here. Everyone reads it; he usually 

identifies some similar points where we all mentioned a certain thing, and then we’ll talk 
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about that. And each person discovers for himself or herself more about that specific 

point. Plus, it gives a connection so that when we do break up into groups, we have things 

to talk about. Because if we all write on a notecard three things we thought about the 

readings, and then he reads all the notecards, he can see what things we all thought. And 

that’s interesting because he knows we can all pair off with each other. 

The report of the use of readings highlights a range of ways to provide information to students. 

Not only the readings but the length and range of the readings also serve as an effective tool in 

the eyes of the students (Braskamp and Ory, 1994; Nilson, 2010). Students also mentioned a 

number of other examples of multiple means of representation in Adam’s (ENG 400) class:  

Student E: Then there’s that visual blog that we’ve—but I don’t think anyone’s posted 

anything yet.  

Carl: Ok, so a visual blog, writing that one down. Other technology use? 

Student F: I think actually the video he showed us when you were observing was the last 

and only time he ever [used video]. 

Students reported that Adam (ENG 400) did not use technology resources much; but they 

reported that they were okay with this. The observations and interviews also reflected moderate 

use of technology. The students also commented that the limited use of technology did not affect 

their experience, and they were glad that he did not use too much technology. The lack of use of 

technology is not an issue, according to Story (2001). Other universal-design scholars would 

argue that technology should be used to help reach learning goals and not be the goal 

(Burgstahler, 2012, Mace, 2001, Meo, 2010). The performance indicators for multiple means of 

representation are delivery methods (plural) and technology resources and products. Although 

Adam’s students reported that he uses technology but is limited in his use of it, they reported that 
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he is determined and dynamic in the ways that he represents information. Their comments 

indicate that Adam uses a range of ways to motivate them, including working in groups, writing 

on index cards, and doing activities such as think-pair-share. However, when delivering content 

to learners, the delivery is only one part of the equation. Next we see how Adam’s peers and 

students perceive his ability to engage learners.   

Multiple Means of Engagement 

Universal-design-instruction framework informs us that engaging students is equally as 

important as the other goals and techniques (Steinfeld & Maisel, 2012). Multiple means of 

engagement provides structure for the practice of engagement. The following questions were 

posed to the faculty peers in an attempt to reveal their perceptions regarding multiple means of 

engagement (see appendix B for full interview protocol).  

• How do they provide students with feedback? 

• How do they motivate their students? 

• How do you think they engage students in the learning process? 

• What techniques do you feel are the most effective in helping students learn the material? 

• Overall, how would you describe your colleague’s teaching? 

The next section presents salient perceptions of Adam’s (ENG 400) peers regarding his use of 

multiple means of engagement.  

Adam (ENG 400): Multiple Means of Engagement: Faculty-Peer Interviews 
 

Adam’s peers spoke very highly of him as a person, providing vivid description of his 

naturally engaging personality. They also reported a range of techniques used by Adam to 

increase engagement of students. The following are their accounts:   
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Adam’s Peer #1: Adam is very personable and he’s interested in getting to know the 

person inside of every student. You know, I think he relates to everybody on a personal 

level, and he’s easy to relate to, he’s easy to talk to, he’s very approachable. He’s good at 

drawing people out of their shells. There will be some days when I’m just like, oh, I’m 

tired, I can’t interact with anybody. But Adam is very easy to talk to, very easy to be 

around and energizing as well. So, I hypothesize that I think his students probably feel 

that too. And I think he is kind of just open to different ways of expressing language. 

(Interview, 03/22/12)    

Adam’s peer identified Adam’s personality as a major factor in engaging students. Personality 

meets the interaction-performance indicator of the multiple-means-of-engagement principle 

(Rose & Meyer, 1998; Rose & Meyer, 2002). His personality was seen as an instructional tool 

that can potentially help enable learners to feel more comfortable and engaged in class. Adam’s 

(ENG 400) peer also discussed his ways of engaging students outside of class.   

Adam’s Peer #1: So his office, before he was director of first-year writing, is just across 

the way. So I know firsthand that he’s really on board with that engagement outside of 

the classroom. He does a lot of stuff with community learning. I think sometimes 

professors think of the classroom as just the space of the classroom, or emailing, or even 

just the words that they produce on a page. I think he wants students to engage and learn 

on their own terms, too. So I think that can be motivating to students, too, because I think 

sometimes a lot of students get to college and in high school, you know not all high 

schools are like this, but sometimes they’ve taken a lot of tests and they just wrote book 

reports or something like that, so they get disenchanted and disengaged by learning. And 

so I think a student probably gets a sense that Adam can think outside the box a bit, and 
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that they can be a little more creative than they would be maybe in other classes. 

(Interview, 03/22/12) 

The perception of his faculty peer suggests that Adam (ENG 400) excels at engaging students 

with a range of techniques, including office hours and other experiences outside of the 

classroom. Experiences outside of the classroom are more suited to meeting student’s individual 

learning needs, by including them in the learning process, than classroom experiences where 

instruction is not individualized (Elmore et al., 1996). Adam’s (ENG 400) second faculty peer 

also provided a strong perception of his ability to provide multiple means of engagement for 

students:  

Adam Peer #2: So this [engaging students] is really strong for Adam, and I’ve seen 

evidence of that in other places that, I mean, he’s totally supportive of and engaged with 

students, but he creates an atmosphere where students feel they need to go an extra step 

or two. And where students, he’s critical in a way that’s nonthreatening, so the students 

kind of take on his role as critic of their own work. It’s like, “That won’t satisfy Adam. I 

know there’s something wrong with it; I know I can do better than that.” He also engages 

them through the role playing, the fishbowl, video, talking to them, being really, really 

interested in what they say and in what they write. Taking it absolutely seriously. And 

also being able to connect what it is he’s teaching to the things that students understand 

as being interesting to them. In other words, he doesn’t ask for some different students 

who happen to be interested in what he’s teaching. He finds the bridge between what he’s 

teaching and the students that are there in the room. (Interview, 03/26/12) 

From the previous statement, it is obvious that Adam engages students in a variety of ways that 

extend beyond traditional means. His peer’s mentioning that he “finds the bridge” to connect 
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information to students best summarizes Adam’s style when providing his multiple means of 

engagement (Meo, 2010; Steinfeld & Maisel, 2012). Adam’s peers were able to report on areas 

that met most of the multiple-means-of-engagement performance indicators. Students taught by 

Adam (ENG 400) also had similar perceptions of his use of multiple means of engagement.   

Adam (ENG 400) | Multiple Means of Engagement: Student Focus Group 
 

According to Adam’s students, he meets the multiple-means-of-engagement principle. In 

fact, his students perceived him to be very engaging. Like his faculty peers, his students reported 

engagement to be one of Adam’s strong points as a teacher. The following are salient samples:  

Student G: I like that he makes it really personal because the topic of the class is personal 

discovery. So when we—our first class we were in a room that had tables and chairs and 

nobody was looking at each other. And he made a special effort to make sure that we 

were at a big round table so that we could all talk and interact with one another. 

Student C: Yeah. I’m just, like, I came to class to listen to you, not to work with other 

people; but I’ve kind of changed my mind since we started, because the first couple 

classes I was, like, “oh my god, groups again,” and now I’m just like, “okay, groups, let’s 

do it.” I don’t know, so it’s kind of gotten me over the hump, in terms of being able to 

work with other people. 

Student comments indicate that Adam (ENG 400) engages them by connecting the information 

he delivers with the students individually. Rose and Meyer (2002) assert that connecting content 

with the students, personally, is a powerful motivator for learners. Notable, too, is a student’s 

appreciation of classroom arrangement, with a large round table, as a tool for engagement. This 

important point was not noted in the direct observations or in the interviews with target faculty. 

UDI literature speaks of classroom arrangement and environment as critical tools in providing an 
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inclusive learning space (Story, 2001). In the student focus groups, there was also much 

reference to group work as a means of engagement:  

Student A: Yeah, I mean, I’ve had to work in groups a lot, but I’ve never embraced it or 

liked it or anything, and then, this, though, maybe it’s the people, I don’t know, but I 

don’t mind working in groups in that class. 

Student C: I kind of agree.  

Carl: Ok. Cool. Why?  

Student C: I think he tries to get the whole table talking sometimes. And that can be 

really hard in a lot of classes. I mean, I usually, if it’s, like, open forum, I don’t usually 

like to talk, but in this class I feel a little more comfortable.  

Carl: So, anyone else feel similar or otherwise? 

Student E: I think he does a lot of what other teachers do, but he just seems to pull it off 

better, I’d say. Like with the group work, I had a teacher who, every class we broke-up 

into mini-groups, and then we’d come back and present, but I felt like nothing ever was 

really gained in there. The mini-groups, the paths were either too broad, and it would be, 

like, just the gist of an idea we’d get or too specific, where by the time we all presented 

around the group, the class was over and we only learned like five points on one page of 

paper that we all read, you know? 

Clearly, these students reported mixed feelings about group work, in general, as a means of 

engagement, but reported more positive feelings about Adam’s specific uses of group work. One 

said they did not really gain much from group work. Perhaps the student that reported not liking 

groups had not felt included. Discussion is another commonly used form of engagement. 

Students spoke favorably about Adam’s (ENG 400) use of discussion:  
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Student D: A lot of teachers want to open up discussion, but then if no one talks, they will 

jump in. I guess they feel nervous or something. But he’s very good at being quiet and 

waiting for other people to jump in. 

Carl: Yea, I noticed that during my observation.  

Student G: But for some reason, when he does it, like we said, it’s more people who 

interact with it whereas in many classes when the teacher’s like, “Oh discuss,” and 

everyone just kind of sits there. He makes us want to be engaged, I guess. 

Student C: I remember at one point he said, “I’m not afraid of silence.” And he’ll sit there 

for an hour and wait for us to respond if he has to. Yeah, it’s a good aspect. 

Carl: Haha, I need to get better with that. 

Student F: Haha, he also breaks the barrier of teacher-students and sort of allows us to 

either—I don’t know what the word would be, not question him, but he’s just, he’s very 

open to anything that we want to say or feel. So I think that’s what creates more of an 

open atmosphere. 

His students report Adam’s strategic cleverness in encouraging discussion, highlighting his 

pedagogical savvy, which extends beyond the UDI literature on using techniques to engage 

students (Burgstahler, 2012; Meo, 2012). His ability to be comfortable with silence seems to 

work. Although discussion is an important engagement strategy that, when used well, can 

enhance learning, encouraging too much discussion can hinder the teacher’s coverage of 

essential content.   

Another dimension of Adam’s (ENG 400) teaching that seemed popular among his 

students is his personality. Although personality is not mentioned in UDI literature, Adam’s 

students consistently referenced it as a tool that engages them. For the sake of this study, 
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personality was found to meet the interaction-performance indicator of multiple means of 

engagement because students reported it as something that motivated them to learn. Here is what 

his students had to say about Adam’s (ENG 400) personality:         

Student D: He’s also really personable. You feel like he could be your friend. So when I 

think of him, I don’t think of him as this really accomplished guy who has all these 

prestigious awards; I just think of him as someone I’m having a conversation with, which 

does break that barrier and makes it more comfortable. 

Carl: Being personable, ok… 

Student F: His voice, too. I mean he’s an excitable person; you can tell that he’s enjoying 

himself. I’ve had a teacher who was really great, and I really loved the class, but I ended-

up failing it because I didn’t do the final paper. Then I tried to retake it three times and I 

was, like, as much as I enjoyed it, I can’t sit through it. I couldn’t pull myself through it a 

second time because it was just like…  

Carl: I noticed that when I was observing… 

Student E: Yeah, he starts yelling sometimes; I don’t even think he realizes he’s doing it. 

You can just tell he’s so excited about what we’re talking about. 

Student A: Another thing about him is that he—I feel like I can relate to him. He always 

talks about how he just kind of—he didn’t know what he wanted to do when he was our 

age. He went to medical school for one year, and then he did nothing for a year. And, I 

don’t know, he did all this stuff. So it’s not like he’s always been this rhetorical situation 

prodigy and… 

Clearly his personality was a useful tool for engaging students. Students reported that relating to 

Adam was motivational. This aligns with the UDI literature suggesting that, when students have 
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positive interactions, they are more engaged and included in the learning environment (CAST, 

2011). Here are what two other students had to say about Adam’s unique personal style as a 

means of engagement:  

Student F: Yea, he definitely takes time to meet with us individually…  

Student F: We met because I didn’t really know what I was supposed to be doing until I 

sat down with him and he was just like, “So what are you doing?” And I was. like, 

“This.” And he’s, like, “Okay, well that’s what you’re supposed to be doing then.” It’s 

just kind of like, I don’t know, I feel like he took time to meet with everyone for, like, a 

long—as long as you wanted and kind of set your own course.  

These one-on-one meetings seemed as important to Adam’s students as his personality. They not 

only engaged students but enabled individualized assessment and instruction. Such individual 

meetings with students also meet the UDI principles of multiple means of representation and of 

expression (Steinfeld & Maisel, 2012). It is clear from Adam’s (ENG 400) focus group that the 

students perceive him to be a very engaging professor. The students reported on a number of 

engagement strategies not noted in direct observations or interviews with target faculty. Of 

course, engaging students and presenting information in a variety of ways does not necessarily 

ensure students’ ability to display what they have learned. The next UDI principle to be 

discussed is multiple means of expression.  

Multiple Means of Expression 

The following questions were posed to the faculty peers in an attempt to reveal the 

perceptions on multiple means of expression (see appendix B for full interview protocol).  

• How are students assessed in their courses(s)? 

• What techniques do you feel are the most effective in helping students learn the material? 
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• Overall, how would you describe your colleague’s teaching? 

The next section contains responses from Adam’s (ENG 400) peers that are salient in illustrating 

their perception of how Adam (ENG 400) used multiple means of expression.    

Adam (ENG 400): Multiple Means of Expression: Peer Interviews 
 

Adam’s (ENG 400) peers provided little information about how he allows students to 

express what they know. Peer #2 had more substance to offer than Peer #1. Although the reports 

were limited, the information provided aligns with direct observations of and interviews with 

target faculty. The following is what his peers had to say about his ability to employ multiple 

means of expression.  

Adam’s Peer #1: He probably wants to see a lot of interaction between the community 

and the writer. I would hazard to guess that, but I’m not sure. I would say writing that 

shows evidence of that. Or maybe it’s a video. You know, maybe it’s not—so that’s 

community-learning based or community-network based is sort of already built in. So I 

think that just that he gets students out of the classroom and gets them writing for real 

audiences and gets them kind of connecting with their communities in different ways, 

that adds a built-in multiple means of expression to probably a lot of his assignments. 

(Interview, 03/22/12) 

The mention of writing or a video was confirmed through the observations. Adam (ENG 400) 

actually used both to assess students. Adam’s (ENG 400) peer also mentioned community 

involvement, which was also found through the data collected for research question one. Adam’s 

other peer speaks in somewhat more detail about how he assesses students:  

Adam’s Peer #2: There’s usually a range of assignments, and they’re different. They’re 

not just, like, for no reason; they’re always connected. Adam is really good at staging 
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them so one builds on the next one. It’s not like this is over, now we go on to the next 

thing, which is totally different. And I think students know where they stand. There’s 

nothing mysterious about the grading or the way it’s going to be. One of the most 

interesting things I remember Adam talking to me about was that when he was dealing 

with students writing for longer assignments, more formal assignments, he would give 

most of the feedback at the draft stage. (Interview, 03/26/12) 

The reports of Adam’s (ENG 400) faculty peers contain limited information about his provision 

of multiple means of expression for students. Likewise, direct observations did not reveal very 

much evidence of his meeting the multiple-means-of-design principle. Next we turn to how 

Adam’s students perceive his use of multiple means of expression.  

Adam (ENG 400: Multiple Means of Expression: Student Focus Group 
 

Students taught by Adam (ENG 400) had similar perceptions of how he uses multiple 

means of expression but provided more substantive examples than Adam’s faculty peers did:   

Carl: How does your professor allow you to communicate to him what you have learned?  

Student F: Online journal entries or whatever. We also do some in-class journal entries. 

Student C: Oh, and he collects index cards at the beginning of each class after our 

reading, and it sort of, he might ask one specific question about the reading and then he’ll 

ask you to write down a question that you have about the reading. 

Student A: The Blackboard, the blog postings, I know I, for one, do not read all thirteen 

to sixteen of the other blogs posts.  

Adam (ENG 400) used technology, enabling students to show what they have learned through 

online journals. This approach met the multiple means of expression indicator but also served as 

a multiple means of representation (Burgstahler, 2009). The online journals were also a way for 
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Adam (ENG 400) to connect the material with the students and enable them to express their 

understanding of course content. Here is what another student had to say about the way Adam 

(ENG 400) enabled students, outside of class, to express what they had learned.  

 Carl: So tell me more about outside of class. 

Student D: He definitely takes time to meet with us individually… Because, like she said, 

I didn’t really know what I was supposed to be doing until I sat down with him and he 

was just like, “So what are you doing?” And I was like, “This.” And he’s like, “Okay, 

well that’s what you’re supposed to be doing, then.”  

Student C: He does do that a lot, though. If you ask him a question and he’s like, “Why 

don’t you tell me the answer?” And then you tell him the answer, and you’re like, oh, 

okay, I guess I knew. 

Student F: I was going to say that, too, and the key to that might be sometimes he can’t 

give you an answer because the answer—there isn’t an answer. You know, I think 

sometimes he asks because he wants us to explore; the whole thing is about figuring out 

our stuff, so, if we ask him for an answer, I mean, like “what’s my favorite color,” he can 

tell me anything, but it doesn’t make it true. But when we have to think more about what 

we think and what our goals are, then that’s what we answer to him and he’s like, “Well, 

now you’ve said it.”  

The previous illustrates Adam’s (ENG 400) assessment of student learning includes blogs, online 

journaling, index cards, peer feedback, and individual meetings outside the classroom. He has 

students answer their questions themselves instead of merely giving them answers.  His students 

teach themselves and one another. Although Adam (ENG 400) does not grade students on the 

aforementioned, his means of assessment allow students to represent what they know in their 
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own language (Fitzmaurice, 2010; McLaren & Jaramillo, 2007). Adam’s technique of inviting 

students to meet with him individually is perceived by students to be an effective way to assess 

what they know. It was reported that Adam (ENG 400) expects students to write their thoughts in 

class, keep a journal throughout the semester, and role-play. These techniques also serve as 

valuable means of assessment that help Adam (ENG 400) to include all learners. He met the UDI 

principle of multiple means of expression by having student blog, journal online, write on index 

cards, provide peer feedback, and meet with him individually during office hours. His students 

reported to have enjoyed his approaches. Next the perceptions of Beatrice’s peers and students 

are presented.  

Professor Beatrice (SOC 200) 

Beatrice’s peers and students were interviewed to garner their perspectives about her 

employment of UDI. The reports from students and peers provide evidence that she meets the 

UDI principles overall. Largely, Beatrice (SOC 200) uses a range of strategies to engage 

students. She was found to be strongest in her ability to connect with them. The following 

section contains specifics of what Beatrice’s faculty peers and students had to say.  

 
Multiple Means of Representation 

Beatrice (SOC 200): Multiple Means of Representation: Faculty-Peer Interviews 
 

Beatrice’s peers were similar to Adam’s in that they had not observed her directly in the 

classroom. Like Adam’s peers, they were able, nonetheless, to provide perspectives on Beatrice 

as a professional inside and outside the classroom, especially regarding her employment of UDI 

principles. Following is what Peer #1 said about her ability to employ multiple means of 

representation:  
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Beatrice’s Peer #1: I haven’t observed her classes but she does do those things, like she 

shows a video or tells stories in class. She has people come and speak in her classes. She 

just had somebody last semester that she was talking about that she really enjoyed. She’s 

definitely a storyteller. She also encourages the students to tell stories. It seems like her 

assignments are often very much focused on, well, I mean, its sociological imagination, 

but students reflecting upon their own lives to connect them to the material. She used to 

have them do these genogram things, you know, with the whole family life and whatnot. 

She shows clips of films. The students also often present their own work in her classes. 

(Interview, 02/28/12) 

Clearly, Beatrice’s Peer #1 acknowledges her use of storytelling, including student storytelling, 

as a delivery method. As an instructional tool, storytelling enables the instructor to connect 

course content to personal experience, either directly or analogically, as a demonstration of both 

her established perspective and her meaning-making (Elmore et al., 1996). Inviting students to 

do the same enables them to demonstrate how they understand material, communicate 

information, and also make meaning (Fitzmaurice, 2010). Her peer also provided more examples 

of how Beatrice employed multiple means of representation:  

Beatrice’s Peer #1: I mean sometimes she does a straight-up lecture, too, I’m sure. But, 

yes, multiple ways. Having people come in, telling stories. Having students tell stories. 

Sometimes some kind of film. The readings that she assigns are rarely texts but 

sometimes they can be novels, you know, that type of thing as well. During a lecture 

when she taught my graduate class, she would facilitate, throw out questions, but we 

were really doing much of the material analysis and she would step in here and there. I 

think at the undergraduate level it’s not quite that much power to the students, but it’s 
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certainly facilitating a dialogue in her classroom more so than straight-up lecture. At least 

that’s what I hear, because she’s right across the hall. Haha. I mean she uses some film 

clips and she uses some PowerPoint, but I don’t think it’s a major component of her 

classes. So she’s not a heavy user of technology to teach; it’s supplemental to her. 

(Interview, 02/28/12) 

Beatrice’s peer explained that she mixes dialogue with lecture to help communicate information. 

This mix of multiple techniques aligns with the UDI multiple means of representation in that it 

communicates information in different modes (Meo, 2010). The interview with Beatrice’s (SOC 

200) other faculty peer also yielded a range of ways that she employs multiple means of 

representation:  

Beatrice’s Peer #2: The class that I attended, I noticed that she used multiple means of 

representation, your words, multiple means; for example, she used music. Five minutes 

before her class started, she played music of different kinds but usually from different 

countries. So she asked me to provide her a tape of Chinese music, for example. So I 

found one for her and so she played that for her class for five minutes before her class 

started. So students who went to her class earlier would be able to enjoy, in this case, a 

piece of Chinese music, Chinese folk music. In her words, to calm them down. To help 

them to get into the mood, ready for her class. I always thought it’s appreciation of, in 

this case, music and different cultures associated with the music. It was a wonderful idea. 

So for every session of her class, she played one segment of music.  

Her colleague mentioned the clever approach of using music to help educate students about 

different cultures. However, this is also a strategy that could engage students in a variety of ways 

(McLaren & Jaramillo, 2007; Steinfeld & Maisel, 2012). This example illustrates that a single 
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practice or technique can meet multiple UDI principles. Her peer also reported on other creative 

strategies Beatrice uses to represent information to students: 

 Beatrice’s Peer #2: And then she also invited people, her colleagues. I actually have also 

been invited by her to one of her classes, her other class, to give a talk on dating in China. 

So I talked. I think for that day she invited three faculty members from three different 

countries, each talking about the dating practice in that country, and then we answered 

students’ questions. That was for a family class. In addition to, for example, the Internet, 

the textbooks, a whole bunch of other things. So she used different kinds of instruments 

and resources available. In terms of what people could do, I assume that’s what she 

probably has done to provide some additional information. For example, additional 

readings, additional sources, links, for example, in there for students to explore if they 

want.…So we all have, nowadays especially, online links to different websites. I won’t 

say it’s big. I would say it’s the people. The guest speakers and the students’ own stories. 

I know that she also asks each student to present at least one story. And she also divides 

it, her class, into smaller groups and each group investigates some cases and reports to 

the class. So it is this kind of face-to-face communications between and among students 

and faculty members and her guest speakers, I think that generates the most amount of 

interest. Online, the Internet thing, was, in my view, a second to that. (Interview, 

03/29/12) 

Beatrice’s peers reported on a wide range of techniques employed by Beatrice. They included 

music, guest speakers, using student voices through student storytelling, dialogue, and group 

work. These are all dynamic modes of instruction that include learners (Nilson, 2010). The 

perceptions of Professor Beatrice’s (SOC 200) peers regarding her use of multiple means of 
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representation are similar to my perceptions during direct observations. The following section 

presents salient accounts from Beatrice’s students regarding her use of multiple means of 

representation.  

Beatrice (SOC 200): Multiple Means of Representation: Student Focus Group 
 

Beatrice’s students did not find her ways of delivering information to be as dynamic as 

her colleagues reported. Students report a range of ways but report that she used the same 

techniques consistently:   

Carl: How does Beatrice deliver information to you? 

 Student B: Everything, but lecture is most consistent. 
  
 Carl: Ok, well, someone talk about the lecture first.  

 
Student A: So far, I have experienced two distinct styles of lectures. There is what I call 

the community-college-style lecture, which basically is the experience I entered this 

college accustomed to. A community-college style lecture is basically when information 

is given to students and it is assumed that the information was clear and also that the 

information was grasped and understood. It is solely up to the student to ensure that the 

material is mastered. I have had some community-college-style lectures at this university. 

The other style of lecture is what I call the university-style of lecture. The university-style 

lecture is when information is given out in a smooth and systematic process, and she 

always make sure to consistently ask if anyone has questions and they make clear their 

desire for someone to ask a question. In university-style lectures the teacher is always 

aware of what needs emphasis, similar to [Beatrice].  

Lecture meets the delivery method performance indicator (Rose & Meyer, 1998; Rose & Meyer, 

2002). This student commented mostly on the lecture-delivery method but when juxtaposing 
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Professor Beatrice’s lecture style, she provided insight into alternative teaching approaches. She 

indirectly alluded to Beatrice’s teaching style as “systematic and smooth” and described her as 

consistently asking questions to verify comprehension of the information that she displays. The 

questions that Beatrice (SOC 200) posed to students serve as instructional tools. Here is what 

another student had to say about Beatrice’s teaching:  

Student: I believe that an important question to go along with the topic of teaching styles 

is students’ consistent shying away. The majority of lectures literally feel as though 

everyone has a question but is afraid to ask it. I myself admit to doing this sometimes. It 

is as though everyone is afraid that they will sound dumb if they ask a question. What I 

noticed is that whenever I actually do ask my question, the majority of students take 

notes. That shows me that that they, too, had that same question but weren’t willing to 

ask it. 

The previous comment makes explicit the impact when the professor asks questions as a part of a 

delivery method. It is an attempt to include learners. The student mentions that Beatrice allows 

the space to ask questions and include learners even if they do not always take advantage of the 

opportunity. There follows what more of her students had to say:  

Student C: Beatrice will review what we read and start a dialogue about our 

interpretations of the reading. She will give us handouts, we'll work things out on the 

board, and/or she'll show us a film that demonstrates some of the themes from the text. 

The student’s comments highlight the use of text to deliver information to students, engage 

students, and assess their knowledge (Braskamp and Ory, 1994). In addition to using the text in 

the form of books and articles, she uses the student voice, through dialogue, to communicate 

further the course content. The student also mentioned the use of the board and film by Beatrice 
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(SOC 200) to communicate themes from the content being presented. What is reported here 

displays multiple means of representation at play on many levels. Professor Beatrice (SOC 200) 

provides students with information to read and then seems to instruct on that information.  

Student D: She also tells stories, uses films and the books for the course. I appreciate the 

lack of Power Points, which makes professors seem cold, whereas [Beatrice] seems to 

welcome us into her world of knowledge. She is all inclusive in her lecturing style, 

attempting eye contact with as many members of the class as possible as she vigorously 

fields her way through the material she conveys to us, albeit with a twinge of humor here 

and there, which adds a level of lightness to topics which are serious and depressing in 

nature. 

The student’s mention of “welcoming us to her world of knowledge” is a powerful display of 

inclusive teaching (Fitzmaurice, 2010). The student’s comments highlight the impact of the 

stories, books, and films as inclusive instructional tools for understanding course content as the 

Professor does. The use of course material to provide access to the information being taught is 

central to this study, making this comment stand out amongst the rest (Burgstahler, 2007; 

Leichliter, 2010; Nilson, 2010). The student also speaks to some of the ways that the professor 

engages the students while lecturing, through humor and eye contact. The ways in which 

Beatrice (SOC 200) engages students will be discussed in depth in the multiple-means-of 

engagement section, but it is important to note while discussing delivery of information. Making 

eye contact with students and delivering content with humor provide a deeper level of connection 

with students than simply lecturing.   
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Student C: Yea, storytelling, showing movies, text. Beatrice provides the majority of her 

information through readings and follows those readings with in-class discussion on the 

subject matter of such readings. She also uses strong, powerful video clips. 

Student A: She just gives lecture without using Power Points but, as student, I prefer that 

professors use PowerPoint so we can understand what they are talking about. 

These students not only discussed different ways that Beatrice (SOC 200) presented information, 

but they also provided insight into how they received the instructional practices. Student D liked 

the fact that Beatrice (SOC 200) did not use PowerPoint, while Student A wished that she would 

use PowerPoint more. A delivery method that was discussed a great deal is readings. Beatrice’s 

use of readings was too much for some and okay for others. When discussing Beatrice’s ability 

to communicate the overall learning goals for the course, the students had the following to say:  

Carl: How does she communicate the learning goals of the course?  

Student B: The syllabus, it pretty much lays out what the expectations of the class… and 

the overall focus of the class. And based upon the overall expectations and objectives of 

the class, you can pretty much tell, alright, we are going to talk about Immigration in 

America and focus on this aspect or that aspect or whatever aspect. And you can 

anticipate that, but even, like I said, for me, with anticipating whatever it is with the 

readings, with the discussions, or what have you, it’s like we can discuss the general 

topic, but she usually brings it down to something very, very narrow. 

Student D: The teacher is very clear in her assignment outlines as to what is necessary in 

order to pass with a good grade. She does not emphasize the details, ensuring that the 

students pay very close attention to details in order to grasp all of the key elements to 

ensuring a good grade. She is very sneaky, but if you pay close attention to her 
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discussions, she is sure to emphasize all of the concepts and sentences that more than 

likely are difficult to fully grasp. For example, one of her assigned readings was indeed 

full of difficult concepts and information. In the class following that reading, [Beatrice] 

handed out an analysis sheet prepared with outlines of the difficult concepts and she 

thoroughly explained the entire thing. It is like she is always two steps ahead of her 

students. (Focus Group, 4/24/12).  

The students highlighted how Beatrice (SOC 200) used the syllabus as a delivery method to 

communicate key information about the course. Syllabi and assignment outlines are not typically 

thought of much when discussing instruction, but Beatrice’s students confirm what Rose and 

Meyer (2002) would say is an important instructional tool. The syllabus and assignment outlines 

serve as text by which the professor communicates specific information that students can refer 

back to at their discretion. There was also mention that Beatrice (SOC 200) makes eye content 

and uses other non-verbal cues when presenting information. As one can see, Beatrice employs 

multiple means of instruction through lecture, inquiry-based instruction, readings, syllabus, 

assignment outlines, and discussion. Those were not listed above because they are not delivery 

methods, but are engagement techniques used while delivering information (Burgstahler, 2007; 

Leichliter, 2010).  Next I present how Beatrice (SOC 200) engages her students in multiple ways.    

Multiple Means of Engagement  

Beatrice (SOC 200): Multiple Means of Engagement: Faculty-Peer Interviews 
 

This section presents and discuses the perceptions of Beatrice’s (SOC 200) faculty peers 

regarding her employment of multiple means of engagement. Her peers found her to be very 

engaging. They spoke at length about her personality and ability to engage with others 

genuinely:  
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Beatrice’s Peer #1: I think mostly by talking with them. Haha…I mean, that’s the biggest 

thing I would say. She’s interested in the students. She’s interested in their lives, and, I 

mean, the topics that she teaches lend themselves to knowing about the students. She’s 

teaching ethnicity and the immigrant experience, or if she’s teaching sociology of the 

family, those things obviously are asking you to think about your own family, to think 

about your ethnicity, or to think about your immigration experience, so the students are 

often sharing about their own lives.…And that’s, yeah, that becomes a sort of intimate 

space that you don’t have maybe in a chemistry class or something like that. And I think 

that she fosters that because she really does like, in her classrooms, to hear about the 

students’ lives. She’s into that.  

Beatrice’s peer highlights her ability to connect with students by engaging with them personally. 

Doing so could help them feel supported and meets the class-climate performance indicator of 

multiple means of expression (CAST, 2011). Her peer also shared more specific examples of her 

engaging students through specific assignments:  

I think from her classes she begins research problems sometimes. Yeah, so the topics, I 

think, become of great interest to the students, and she encourages them to talk about 

themselves and their lives, and so who doesn’t like that, right? I think her readings are 

interesting that she provides them, and students do come to see her a lot in her office 

hours, so she must not be pushing them off, as some of us do. She must be saying come, 

and they do. She’s easy to talk to. I think that she’s really conscientious, and I say that, I 

mean, I have…I know her because I was one of her students…She’s really reading your 

stuff as opposed to just flipping through it and telling you to go back and work again. 

You can tell that she’s reading your stuff because she’s, like, this is where you’re really 
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weak and she’s generally right. Because you know when you hand something in to her 

where you’re weak but you never know if they’re going to catch it or not and she did 

always catch those things for me.  

Beatrice’s peer mentions relating information to students’ lives, talking to them, and providing 

genuine feedback as ways she engages students. She also went on to discuss more:  

Now I know that she’s pretty honest with students in terms of if they’re doing really 

crappily. I think she’s pretty quick to tell them that as opposed to sugar coating or just 

sort of burying her head in the sand. She’s somebody who, she takes people under her 

wing, I don’t know if I’ve said that before, but she does that with students. Because I’ve 

had students who’ve had her, and so, if they’re sort of falling by the wayside, some of us 

are, like, well, some slip through the cracks… I would say that she is a very invested, 

engaged teacher, and when I say it, I’m sorry that word keeps coming up, but she’s very 

invested in engaging her students in the material, and she does that successfully by 

having them connect their own lives and by being interested in the students’ lives. So that 

sort of empathy and engagement, I think, is really what makes her above and beyond 

others. (Interview, 02/28/12) 

As you can see, Beatrice’s peer perceived her to be adept at engaging students, emphasizing that 

she talks to students, shows interest in their lives, provides them with honest feedback, and is 

empathetic. All of these methods serve as means of engaging students. Talking to students about 

their lives engages learners and motivates them to learn (Rose & Meyer, 1998, 2002). Her 

second peer also held Beatrice (SOC 200) in high regard, regarding her using multiple means of 

engagement, but did not offer as many substantive examples:   
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Beatrice’s Peer #2: She tries her best to ask and to engage in group projects, for example, 

and then report their findings to the class. That was an effective means of engaging 

students. In this case, as a student’s expression of what they learned, group presentations, 

I think she definitely is very good at that. (Interview, 03/29/12) 

Beatrice’s peers provided context for the techniques mentioned. This helped in understanding the 

ways that the strategy could engage students beyond the fact that it met the UDI principle of 

multiple means of engagement. The following section discusses students’ views of her use of 

multiple means of engagement.  

Beatrice (SOC 200): Multiple Means of Engagement: Student Focus Group 
 

Beatrice’s students were significantly more informative than her faculty peers in 

considering ways that she engages students. Conversely, her students provided a less informative 

picture than her peers did of her use of multiple means of representation. The following presents 

what students had to say: 

 Carl: How does she motivate you in class? 

 Student E: What do you mean? I just like her.  

 Carl: Ok, well, describe her.  

Student E: Beatrice is animated, moving around the room slowly, while she is lecturing 

us simultaneously. She moves in very close to us and allows each question enough time 

for an adequate explanation. If something is misunderstood, she makes it understood. She 

consistently provides precise explanations that fit well into whatever the context is. 

Student C: Her attitude is positive, approachable, and supportive. She is passionate, and it 

rubs off on her students, as long as you have a slight interest in the subject. 
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One of the students mentioned Beatrice’s (SOC 200) moving around the room as something that 

keeps him interested and alert. He also commented that she allows time for students to engage 

with her. Burgstahler (2007) discusses the interaction described here as a multiple means of 

engagement, which can assist the professor in communicating with students. The other student 

described such interaction by saying that Beatrice (SOC 200) “moves in very close to the 

students.” Another student spoke about motivation:   

Student A: She has a high expectation of participation and that motivates me to do the 

work and participate. 

The expectation of participation is not only enforced in class. Beatrice (SOC 200) outlines her 

expectations in the syllabus and allots a specific grade to participation (see Appendix F). In this 

way, she provides motivation through her actions and from course requirements (Ambrose, 2010; 

Burgstahler, 2007; Leichliter, 2010). Another student spoke about the way that Beatrice (SOC 

200) engages the class by connecting the information to them personally:  

Student C: She pushes us to go out and experience the reality of the subject material and 

to use it as a template for our daily experiences. 

Student B: Yes, she does definitely. But when she asks us questions, they are not always 

like she’s asking a broad reflective question. She’s asking, okay, so how, for instance, 

today she asked about, what does it look like as far as for second-generation children as 

far as who might be more apt to attend college? And if you did the readings, you might 

guess, okay, definitely not someone that was Dominican and possibly someone that was 

of this ethnicity. But the overall answer to the question was not about necessarily 

ethnicity; but it was about the human capital of the parents. (Focus Group, 4/24/12) 
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Student C: So if I was focusing on, okay, the readings focused on Chinese-Americans, 

Dominicans, Mexican-Americans, and Koreans, whatever. And so I’m thinking, okay, 

well, of those groups, who might, as far as second generation, be more apt to attend 

college. I’m thinking, ethnic…ethnics. You know, on that level. She’s thinking on the 

level of whose parents have more human capital. 

Beatrice (SOC 200), in connecting the material to her students’ lives, not only engages them, but 

promotes that the information resonate on a personal level (Alstaedter, 2007). Students become 

instructional tools. Students also identified the following techniques that also were engaging to 

them:  

Student A: I do like how she does show the clips every now and then.  

Student D: …[when teaching] she does incorporate the clips because we saw the one 

about the Mexican Immigration, and then we saw the one about the Indian family, what 

have you, as far as second generation. She, for instance, today, she put a diagram on the 

board showing how it connected to the material.  

Students are reporting here that video serves as a means of engaging them with the course 

material. All visual aids coincide with the multiple-means-of-delivery principle.  

Multiple Means of Expression 

Compared to her faculty-peers’ perceptions regarding Beatrice’s use of multiple means of 

representation and engagement, students’ perceptions were not as extensive. However, in 

reporting on her ability to employ multiple means of expression, her students provided more 

substantive information than did her peers.  

Beatrice (SOC 200): Multiple Means of Expression: Faculty-Peer Interviews  
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Beatrice’s faculty peer’s spoke very narrowly about her employment of multiple means 

of expression. It was unclear if their narrow scope was because of their lack of direct observation 

and/or their lack of knowledge of assessment. Nevertheless, their comments provided substance 

to the area of UDI that has been limited in all cases. The following is what Peer #1 reported 

when asked how Beatrice employs multiple means of expression:  

Beatrice’s Peer #1: … I haven’t seen her syllabi recently, but generally, I believe they do 

a paper and a presentation that relates their own life to the subject matter. Generally I 

think that’s true. I think papers are the bulk of the assessment for her. She’s very big on 

writing, and she’s very big on, like, students having some sort of portfolio type of thing 

to have to show others that they can write, so I would guess that writing would be the 

bulk and that they would be papers that were related to their own lives. (Interview, 

02/28/12) 

Beatrice’s peer was similar to Adam’s (ENG 400) peers in that they all had limited perceptions 

about the ways that their colleague provided multiple means of expression for students. The 

following is what Beatrice’s second peer had to say:  

Beatrice’s Peer #2: Other than that, mostly honest comments. Things that she thought the 

students could improve on. The reason I know that is, I heard from her a couple times 

when she said that I probably have offended some students in a way that she was being 

probably too up front, too honest. What she usually does is talk to the student, invite the 

student to her office and then to have a heart to heart talk. So being honest, I think, is a 

very important thing. And students will be able to tell if you are faking it or are you being 

honest. They need you to be honest but then to be sincere. But always in the spirit of 

helping students, not to...sometimes we can, some faculty members, for example, 
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although they won’t do this on purpose, but end-up being demeaning to a student. So as 

long as we mean well and are being honest, I think students will appreciate it. (Interview, 

03/29/12) 

Beatrice’s faculty peers reported on assigned papers and office hours employed as multiple 

means of expression. Though the strategies were not numerous, the peers provided helpful 

insight into the context of her approach. The peer interviews did not reveal as many techniques 

as were reported by her students, regarding multiple means of expression. Her students’ 

perceptions come next.  

Beatrice (SOC 200): Multiple Means of Expression: Student Focus Group 
 

Students taught by Beatrice (SOC 200) provided various perceptions regarding her use of 

multiple means of expression, and, as well, they listed ways that she provided them with 

feedback:  

 Carl: Yes, I mean how is feedback provided to you? 

Student C: It is provided both in person and on Blackboard. 

Carl: Oh, ok, so both.  

Student B: Yea, and in class she makes sure to make a lesson out of everything. She also 

gives positive feedback whenever she gets the opportunity to do so. 

Carl: So just in class? 

Student D: She answers questions before, during, or after class. 

Carl: Ok… 

Student A: Yep, she is available during office hours and responds promptly and 

thoroughly to emails. 

Carl: Anything else? 
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Student E: Mostly essays, quizzes...we had a size-able interview project where we had to 

place into the context of immigration an interview with a first- or second-generation 

immigrant. 

Student C: Group work where each group engages on a different topic and then presents 

their findings to the class, written essays, discussions.  

Student A: Yeah, she mainly does papers, tests, and quizzes.  

Her students inform us that Beatrice (SOC 200) presents a range of opportunities for students to 

be assessed, but this assessment may not always help students in displaying what they know 

(Fitzmaurice, 2010; Nilson, 2010). When asked to speak about this in more depth, here is what 

the students had to say:   

Student E: You know what? For me it [assessment] has become my challenge. I’m 

looking right now, even as we talk, I’m kind of calculating my quiz grades, and I’m just 

really livid, and I’m thinking we have three more quizzes, and I’ve got only three more, 

possibly three more chances to ace these quizzes. Because if you miss one question, it’s 

an automatic eighty. 

The student’s comments provide us with the insight that Beatrice’s assessment methods are not 

clear to her students. This student seemed focused merely on grades; other students expressed 

additional ways that they demonstrated their knowledge:  

Student B: We find out what she feels is most important based upon the questions that are 

on the tests. So we have tests on the readings, quizzes on the readings. But the questions 

that are on the quizzes are very specific questions that have to do with the reading.  

The students’ comments display how Beatrice (SOC 200) assesses her students seems basic: she 

uses traditional tests and quizzes. The comments highlight what was mentioned by almost all of 
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the other students in the focus group. The following comment serves to be quite interesting in a 

discussion of pedagogy. 

Carl: So, other examples of how she allows you to express what you know? 

Student A: She opens up some type of question, it might contain notes that she might 

write up on the board, like some type of little graph, like there was today, but she 

generally opens up with a type of question and kind of just goes from there. But then 

again, it’s a very specific question. It’s not like, what did you take from the reading or 

what stood out to you? 

This student speaks to the issue revealed regarding Beatrice’s assessment. Many students from 

the focus group commented that she gave them opportunities to show what they know:   

Student E: You know what, I also think that, well, I surmise that she knows the material 

back and forth and what the crucial aspects of the topic of, for instance, Immigration in 

America, what those topics are. But she wants us to figure out how does all this come 

together, what makes it come together, without really telling us. So she’ll give us clues 

like, okay, laws have something to do with it, because we have to read about laws. So 

then we have to piecemeal everything together and say, okay, this is the big picture.  

Student A: It’s like she gave you directions from here to New York. But she doesn’t give 

you the exact street address. (Focus Group 4/24/12) 

The comments present some insight to Beatrice’s pedagogy, as it relates to being inclusive in her 

assessment process. Though Beatrice (SOC 200) employed multiple means of delivery and 

engagement, her students did not perceive her as using multiple means of expression as much as 

the other principles. The student focus group was notably more informative than the peer 

interview. They reported nearly identical techniques revealed via the interviews and direct 
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observations. A few of her assignments served as a means of engaging students and inviting 

them to express themselves, meeting more than one UDI principle (Burgstahler, 2007; Leichliter, 

2010). These were immediate feedback, office hours, interview projects, and discussion. It could 

be argued that some of the aforementioned techniques could also meet the multiple-means-of-

representation principle as well (discussed in interpretations). Next are perceptions of Charles’s 

teaching.    

Professor Charles (HIS 400) 

According to the reports of his faculty peers and students, Charles’s (HIS 400) students 

all perceived that he met all the UDI principles. The following section reports specific strategies 

used to do so. Overall, Charles did not have an expansive range of techniques to meet each 

principle, but the ones he used (e.g. story telling and humor) had a strong impact on his inclusion 

of students.    

Multiple Means of Expression 

Charles (HIS 400):  Multiple Means of Representation: Faculty-Peer Interview 
 

Charles’s (HIS 400) faculty peer and students all reported that he met the multiple-

means-of- representation component. Charles’s faculty peer reported holding him in high regard 

as a teacher. He not only spoke in detail about the strategies Charles uses, but at times shed light 

on the pedagogical implications of the content. The following is what his peer reported in regards 

to Charles’s ability to provide multiple means of representation: 

Charles’s Faculty Peer #1: He’s much more blackboard/whiteboard oriented. Basically, 

real-time presentation. I’m sure he probably integrates that with PowerPoint and large 

screen things. But the large-class things have only been going on for a few years.…and 
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the previous thirty-some years was in groups of thirty to thirty-five students and you 

really then did real-time presentation of material… (Interview, 4/16/12) 

Charles’s (HIS 400) peer is limited in his perceptions of how Charles (HIS 400) employs 

multiple means of representation. He does mention use of the dry erase board when lecturing. 

The following is what else peer #1 provided with regards to multiple means of representation.   

Charles’s Peer #1: So not only does he talk about the person, their background, their 

mathematics, but also the social situation in which that person found themselves at that 

time. He writes expository history of mathematics quite well, and the way that finds the 

audience is that it isn’t dry. He talks about the people and their interrelationships with 

other people and even organizations.…I’m sure when he’s talking about using computing 

he brings in the history of Philadelphia. Because a lot of students here at the University 

don’t understand that the digital computer was invented in Philadelphia, at the Moore 

School in the University of Pennsylvania. And I know he does that. I do it. (Interview, 

4/16/12) 

The faculty peer’s perceptions of Charles’s (HIS 400) use of multiple means of representation 

corroborate what I observed directly. He had no knowledge of how Charles (HIS 400) uses 

technology. This is not surprising because, while I observed him, Charles (HIS 400) used no 

technology whatsoever. His faculty peer spoke highly of his use of multiple means of 

representation. Though he only provided a few specific techniques, he spoke specifically about 

the quality of the ways Charles used those techniques (Burgstahler, 2007; Leichliter, 2010). In 

the next section, Charles’s students provide more concrete ways he meets the multiple-means-of-

representation principle.  

 Charles (HIS 400): Multiple Means of Representation: Student Focus Group 
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Charles’ students were able to report more specific ways he represented information. 

Their comments echo the sentiments of his peer in discussing Charles’ limited toolkit. The 

following comments are what Charles’s (HIS 400) students had to say about his ability to 

provide multiple means of representation:  

 Carl: Ok, so how does he present information to the class? 

Student A: We read his textbook, as well as answer questions, each class. He goes over 

the assigned reading each class through lecture.  

Student D: Yeah… and storytelling, general lecturing, and we read the book on the 

history of mathematics in America that he is currently in the process of 

writing/editing/publishing. 

Student A: The same for me, lecture, storytelling, readings, with factual questions as 

guidance. 

Carl: And you? 

Student C: Never thought about this. In class, he usually sticks to questions and mostly 

lectures about the material in general, hitting upon key mathematicians and time periods. 

The student perceptions indicate that reading the textbook, answering questions, and storytelling 

are Charles’s (HIS 400) primary ways of delivering information. When asked about the other 

ways that Charles (HIS 400) delivers information, the students had the following to say:  

 Carl: Ok, so how did he communicate his learning expectations? 

Student D: He has a syllabus that is available on Blackboard.…He gives us questions to 

prepare for discussion in class. We do not need to turn in these questions, just simply be 

prepared for discussion/lecture. 

Carl: What about technology? Does he use that? 
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Student B: He is old school and does not really use technology and uses his memory and 

the whiteboard.  

Student C: He hardly uses any technology at all, despite the fact that Blackboard is used 

to transmit reading assignments. 

Students did mention the use of a syllabus to communicate information. Though this is an 

additional way to represent material, the course syllabus is standard in most college courses. The 

mention of it brings the list of practices that Charles (HIS 400) employs (based on student 

perceptions) to storytelling, lecture, and syllabus. In addition to delivery methods, the other 

performance indicators for multiple means of representation are technology resources. Charles’s 

(HIS 400) students reported that he posted the syllabus on Blackboard. Though he is not using 

technology to a great degree here, he is using it and meets the technology and information 

resources performance indicator. The use of textbooks also meets the indicator. Textbooks in 

UDI literature serve as an information resource (Burgstahler, 2007).  

 Charles’s (HIS 400) students reported the use of textbooks, inquiry-based instruction, 

storytelling, lecture, readings, and Blackboard as his ways of employing multiple means of 

representation (Burgstahler, 2007; Leichliter, 2010). Based on the techniques provided, he 

reached the performance indicators but did not yield many techniques. The students reported new 

techniques not mentioned by his peer. These new techniques included inquiry-based instruction, 

story telling, readings, and Blackboard (Chun, 1999; Humes, 1998). Though Charles was not as 

expansive in multiple means of representation, he met UDI principles. The next section examines 

how he engages students with the information that he presents.    

Multiple Means of Engagement  

Charles (HIS 400): Multiple Means of Engagement Faculty: Peer #1 Interview 
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Charles’s peer provided comments about the target professor’s teaching from direct 

experience and conversations he would have with Charles about his classes. The following are 

his faculty-peer’s perceptions about how Charles (HIS 400) employs multiple means of 

engagement.    

Charles’s Peer #1: I know from talking to him that he plays this game with them. Well, 

the…I’m sure all the tests, quizzes are returned. All the answers and everything are 

probably posted. I don’t have personal knowledge of that, but I just, from knowing 

him…He definitely runs review sessions prior and he’s very open to bringing a small 

group of students to the office to go over something that’s bothering the group, pre or 

post to these things. I’m not sure if he constructs a review-type document but chances are 

he probably does. It might depend upon what class he’s teaching, but his personality is 

most helpful with this engagement and motivating students no matter what. (Interview, 

4/16/12) 

 Charles’ (HIS 400) peer mentions a variety of ways he engages students from his perspective as 

a colleague. He reports that the way Charles engages students depends on the setting. 

Specifically, he lists games, timely feedback on assignments, and Charles’s personality. The 

faculty peer had more to say about his personality:  

Faculty Peer #1: You know, personality. He is personable, so students would probably 

want to work for him and are not afraid of him. I think that is very engaging.  

The personality of a person meets the interaction performance indicator as a way of providing 

multiple means of engagement. His personality is reported here as an instructional tool that helps 

enable the teacher to connect with students and enhance instruction. Charles’s (HIS 400) peer 

mentioned games, return of quizzes and tests, review sessions, and office hours as ways that 
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Charles (HIS 400) provides multiple means of engagement. Games meet the class climate 

performance indicator and can motivate learners by creating a playful learning environment. 

Providing quick feedback to students about their tests and quizzes was also found to be an 

instructional tool to engage students. Next, we turn to the students’ perspectives.   

Charles (HIS 400): Multiple Means of Engagement: Student Focus Group 
 

 Charles’s students conveyed adoration for him as a professor. They did not report many 

techniques used to engage them, but those they did report seemed to have engaged them intently:   

 Carl: How does he motivate you? 

Student B: Not sure if he actually motivates me; he does, but…I guess it’s his style.  

Student D: He motivates and engages me as a student because he loves the same subject I 

do: history of science/mathematics. He is eager to help you in your research and will give 

you email contacts or resources to help with your assignments. He lent me a book this 

semester to help me with my term paper. His enthusiasm transfers into almost each of his 

students. 

Student A: He's super knowledgeable and makes the assignments really interesting so 

they're easy to write.  

Motivation is the underlying factor behind the utility of multiple means of engagement. The 

students commented that Charles (HIS 400) motivates them because he has shown that he loves 

what he is teaching. They also talked about Charles’s (HIS 400) knowledge of the subject and 

enthusiasm as forces of engagement. A student also said that Charles (HIS 400) engaged him in a 

conference.     

Student C: We…had a conference in which he caused me to analyze myself for a good 

reason.  
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Student A: He is super funny, so that engages me.  

Carl: Oh, ok, cool. And were you going to say something? 

Student D: He smiles all the time and is so low key and relaxed about the approach to 

class; it may be because he is retiring, because he always talks about that, but I am not 

sure. I just like that he does not stress us out. He also will talk your ear off during office 

hours, before or after class.   

These noteworthy comments indicate Charles’s (HIS 400) engagement of students in class and in 

his office. The students reported non-verbal cues, which are not talked about much in the 

literature: he smiles a lot and uses humor. The focus group identified passion, personality, office 

hours, and humor as ways that Charles engaged them. Though the engagement strategies did not 

meet all of the performance indicators, the students reported being thoroughly engaged 

(Burgstahler, 2007; Leichliter, 2010).  This is interesting, considering that, technically, Charles 

met only two of the five performance indicators. Clearly, a professor can engage students 

profoundly even if he or she falls short of performance indicators. Now comes presentation of 

Charles’s (HIS 400) use of multiple means of expression.  

Multiple Means of Expression 

Charles’s students and faculty peer both reported traditional measures by which students 

express what they are learning. These rudimentary assessment techniques were found to be 

consistent with those reported in the other cases studied. What follow are the perceptions of 

Charles’s faculty peer regarding multiple means of expression (see Appendix B for interview 

protocol).  

Charles (HIS 400): Multiple Means of Engagement: Peer #1 Interview 
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Charles’s peer reported that the multiple-means-of-expression principle was pretty clearly 

answered by the fact that Charles tested students. He did not have much more to say:  

Charles’s (HIS 400) Faculty Peer #1: Quizzes, tests, review sessions…and homework. He 

uses different things. It’s not one…it’s not a standard thing. It’s not a single-pronged 

approach. So there are approaches that, if you read the class, which you get to do, if you 

see that it’s not working, you have to have fallback positions that present it from a 

different angle. (Interview, 4/16/12) 

Charles’s (HIS 400) peer mentioned quizzes, tests, review sessions and homework as ways he 

provides multiple means of expression. Quizzes and tests that are written allow those with a 

reading-and-writing-information-processing function to express what they have learned 

(.Braskamp and Ory, 1994).  Charles’s (HIS 400) peer also mentioned that he uses review 

sessions and homework. The review sessions may address the range of other learning 

preferences, depending on how they are conducted. The same is true for the homework. Though 

the faculty peer did not speak at length about Charles, the limited techniques mentioned were 

consistent with the other cases. Next, we’ll examine what the students had to say about Charles’s 

(HIS 400) provision of multiple means of expression. 

Charles (HIS 400: Multiple Means of Expression: Student Focus Group  
 

The experience of interacting with Charles’s student focus group was almost identical to 

that of interacting with his peer. The students had a limited amount to say about Charles’s use of 

multiple means of expression:   

Carl: How does he allow you to show what you have learned? How does he evaluate 

you? 
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Student B: Um, he gives us tests, answering questions when called upon, discussion, 

essays, and exams. 

Student C: He asks questions aloud to the class, and then he will go on a story if we do 

not answer at first, but, yea he asks us questions about what we have read.  

Student D: We have had tests and papers mainly; that is it, and, well, maybe essays. 

Carl: Are there any other ways? 

Student A: He has class discussion, and quizzes us on the material via question-and- 

answer moments. We have several exams, as well as short papers and a long term paper. 

Student B: Like she said, we do mostly written assignments. He is an entertaining 

lecturer. Also, not having strict requirements for the papers is motivating.  

Carl: What about feedback? 

Student A: What do you mean? How he gives us feedback in the course on our work 

or…? 

Carl: Overall, in class, assignments—all the above. 

Student A: He provides constant feedback during lecture (that's right, that's wrong, etc.). 

He graded our first exam with a few comments. He emails constantly! If you have a 

question or concern, he will keep in contact with you. Other than that, he holds meetings 

during his office hours and allows us to get peer feedback.  

After hearing the students’ comments about Charles’s (HIS 400) ability to provide multiple 

means of expression for his students, it seems as if he sticks to the basics of tests and papers. 

There was also mention of office hours and email. I did not get clarity on whether Charles (HIS 

400) uses those means for learners to express what they have learned. Those were ways that he 

provided feedback, but not necessarily ways in which students were able to show what they have 
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learned. During the focus group, Charles’s (HIS 400) students continued to confuse the two. 

They did not have many examples of the way he allowed them to show what they have learned. 

Unlike the make-up of the other focus groups, Charles’s (HIS 400) group had a number of 

students from math and sciences, and I speculate that they were okay with his using tests and 

papers as formal means for students to display what they know.  

The students reported papers, exams, teacher feedback, email, and office hours. Despite 

the limited number of ways that Charles’s students display what they know, they seemed pleased 

with assessment in his class. Also, his use of office hours, peer feedback, and email serve to meet 

the performance indicators for multiple means of representation, engagement, and expression 

(Burgstahler, 2007; Leichliter, 2010). It is notable that the few techniques he used had multiple 

functions.  Now comes the last target- faculty case: Dana.   

Professor Dana (POL 300) 

 In interviews with Dana’s faculty peers and students, they both had much to say about her 

ability to present information, engage with students, and invite students to display what they 

know. Her peers reported great respect for her and her ability to teach with a lighthearted yet 

strict approach. The students also reported liking her as a person and respecting her approach to 

teaching. Overall, Dana (POL 300) was reported to be adept at providing inclusive instruction by 

using a range of techniques simultaneously. She also was reported to be skilled at using students 

as instructional tools by drawing on real-world experiences (Ambrose, 2010; Nilson, 2010). This 

section reports findings from the peer interviews and student focus groups for each UDI 

principle.  
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Multiple Means of Representation  

Dana (POL 300): Multiple Means of Representation: Faculty-Peer Interviews 
 

Dana’s peers showed considerable knowledge of the ways she employs multiple means of 

representation in class and out of class. Her colleagues praised her techniques for presenting 

information and connecting it to world events and real-life issues:  

Dana’s Peer #1: Well I think she uses multiple sources. I know she—obviously she uses 

visual, movies, Internet, etc. She is very good at giving them assignments that force them 

to come up with research that she knows, but then they have to present it in class. So she 

knows the answer to what she’s asking. She’s very effective at doing that. The other thing 

that she does is, she makes sure that they read, and she…calls on them, just like in the 

law school. And the aims of the class, I mean she usually ties the class every day to what 

those aims are. Probably every time they meet, she goes back to the original purpose and 

goals of the class. If she’s teaching a course about electoral systems, there might be more 

limits to what she can get with electronic media. (Interview, 4/12/12) 

Dana’s peer reported the use of visuals, movies, assignments, and readings as ways that she 

provides multiple means of representation. All of these techniques meet the delivery-methods 

performance indicator of multiple means of representation (Burgstahler, 2007; Leichliter, 2010). 

The interview with Dana’s (POL 300) other faculty peer also yielded a range of ways that she 

employed multiple means of representation:  

Dana’s Peer #2: Professor Dana would do a lot around Wal-Mart and how a Wal-Mart is 

structured and what its role is, and the cheap goods from China, and the need for cheap 

goods, because nobody’s making enough money to buy more expensive goods and how 

that’s a global supply chain and the whole nature…you can do a whole class where you 
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use a certain institution. I mean you could just do a class on inequality of outcomes in 

American education and you can give it the whole nature of class, racial stratification, 

and politics in America….You can do a lot of stuff just on urban/metropolitan 

divide…urban/suburban divide, because you have both urban and suburban kids at a 

place like this university. So I think that Dana always tries to make clear how what 

you’re studying really affects your lives. (Interview, 4/12/12) 

Dana’s peer provided a lengthy example of how Dana (POL 300) provides real-life examples 

when presenting content to connect it with students’ lives. Such not only serves as means of 

presenting information; it also can motivate learners (Rose & Meyer 2002). The same peer also 

provided more specific ways that she represents information:  

 She teaches a lot of classes about campaigns, about parties, about consultants, money in 

parties. I think one of the reasons she knows a lot of undergraduates is that every other 

year, in even years, she teaches in the fall, a six-hour sort of experiential learning 

seminar. Three hours, you get credit for doing academic work on the nature of 

campaigning, nature of elections, candidate selection, structured party system in America, 

how the candidates raise money, what’s the role of private money. But then the other 

three hours, and she does a lot of work arranging these placements, you do an internship 

on an actual campaign. In political theory, some of their texts, even if they’re reading 

Rousseau or Hobbes or Marx, the texts aren’t initially readily familiar. You know, you 

give some reading notes, you give some guidance….My sense is that she will sometimes 

use videos or films, but a lot of them are sufficiently into what they have to say that they 

won’t do a lot of that…(Interview, 4/12/12) 
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Peer #2 mentioned Dana’s (POL 300) use of an experiential learning seminar as an instructional 

tool. He reported that simulations, texts, and film also served as multiple means of representation 

for Dana (POL 300). Simulations as an instructional tool allow instructors to use real-life 

application to teach students (Nilson, 2010). Peer #2 also mentioned that students get to apply 

the concepts of campaign management. The ways that Professor Dana’s (POL 300) peers 

perceived her use of multiple means of representation were similar to the ways displayed in the 

direct observations. They were able to provide a variety of specific examples of her techniques, 

ranging from visuals to internships. It was clear that her colleagues thought she met the multiple-

means-of- representation principle. Next are the students’ perceptions.  

Dana (POL 300): Multiple Means of Representation: Student Focus Group 
 

Dana was very strong in her ability to provide various meetings and presentations. Her 

students reported multiple ways she represents information in class:  

 Carl: How would you all describe a typical lecture? 

Student A: You go in, she has the lecture, and she breaks it down, always giving you a 

ton of different websites to check out for multitudes of information.  

Carl: How did she present the information? 

Student B: She always, which I love, puts her lecture notes up on Blackboard.  

Student D: If you miss one thing in class, she’ll reemphasize it, and whatever’s been 

important in the previous lecture, she’ll review it within that lecture we’ll be having that 

day, always putting up complementary readings, readings that won’t necessarily are 

going to be tested but just boost the information that she’s already giving. 
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Student A: And she’ll put links that we’ve looked in, like the 270 to win we looked at 

today with the breakdowns from each state in the primary. She’ll link that in and have an 

explanation for it and that’s what...  

Student C: She does put up…keep it light with comedy videos of Stephen Colbert 

relating to the subject matter. 

Dana’s (POL 300) students reported that she uses lecture, websites, Blackboard, lecture notes, 

readings and comedy videos to represent course content. One of the most notable points is that 

Dana (POL 300) uses notes from the class, Blackboard, and links to multiple websites to deliver 

the course content. What the students reported was corroborated by direct observations. The 

professor collaborated with students in her class to create notes on the content she was teaching, 

and then posted them on Blackboard. Readings and videos supplemented the material presented. 

The students reported other ways, too, that Dana (POL 300) represents course content:    

Student A: …Even if you don’t understand the assignment or the prompt that’s given to 

you, Dana (POL 300) is great with taking her…out of her time to meet with you and 

discuss to any extent you want. If I am deciding to go to her office, I got to make sure the 

rest of my afternoon’s clear because she can talk. 

This student affirms Dana’s generosity in meeting with students outside of class to clarify issues 

of course content. As I observed in Dana’s class, one of her students reported her uncommon 

method of presenting interactive notes:   

Student E: During her class, one second you could be sitting back talking about your 

experience with an internship, then she’ll go back to the same format with following 

along with her lecture on the Microsoft Word document that’s on the screen and editing it 
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as it goes along. If we spend a lot of time talking about a certain thing she’ll expand on 

that in the notes.  

Student E reported that Dana (POL 300) collaborates with students, using their own interests and 

understanding as instructional tools, inviting all students to participate in the delivery methods 

(Burgstahler, 2009). It is clear that Dana (POL 300) uses common language help her students 

create meaning in the social space of her classroom. The note-taking method helps students 

intellectually, but also, at least for one student, physically:  

Student C: Well I’m, I’ve got a disability in my hand, in my arm, that I can’t write for 

extended periods of time, so it’s great to just not be able to take the notes and, like I can 

just go, alright, I know they’re going to go up on Blackboard. 

This student’s comment illustrates how the use of active note taking by Dana (POL 300) is an 

inclusive teaching practice. Her creating the notes publically in Word, projecting them, and 

posting them on Blackboard proactively accommodates anyone with limitations in processing 

spoken/written language and writing coherent notes. This is a perfect example of a strategy an 

inclusive instructor can use to meet the accommodation performance indicator of multiple means 

of engagement (Rose & Meyer, 2008). The students also reported on Dana’s (POL 300) use of 

other methods of technology to deliver information:  

 Carl: So…Did you all have any examples of the way she uses technology? 

Student E: It’s just the very basic projector screen with the Word document. But she does 

use the interactive maps on websites and things like that.  

Student E: But overall, it’s just basically the same amount of technologies I would see in 

every other class with the use of the computer and the computer screen but nothing that’s 

going to stand out to me and say, well, that was different. 
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Carl: Oh, ok… 

Student A: And there was a group on Facebook. And it was just so cool to see the records 

of everything in a time…in linear format. And I just think, if teachers could incorporate 

the new media that’s out there, that the students are…like, I’m on Facebook all day every 

day. If I could check my homework assignments or notes through a closed private group 

that we had, it would be great. Or I get tweeted a reminder that my paper’s first draft’s 

due. 

The students’ comments highlight how Dana (POL 300) used traditional means of delivering 

content on projector screens and via Blackboard, but she also created a Facebook group. This is 

an example of Dana’s (POL 300) using the students’ voices as instructional tools (Alstaedter, 

2007). Creating a group on Facebook constructs a neutral space for all students to communicate 

with each other and share in meaning making (Fitzmaurice, 2010; Steinfeld & Maisel, 2012). 

Dana engages students with technologies they are most likely to be familiar with.  

Her students reported that Dana is very skilled at providing multiple means of 

representation. This is consistent with my observations. Dana achieves seamless orchestration of 

multiple techniques and practices in delivering course content, providing links to websites, 

setting up a group page on Facebook, using interactive maps, and projecting Word documents 

(Brooks, 2001). Some of her ways of representing information also meet the multiple-means-of-

engagement principle. Open office hours and comedy videos also enable students to feel 

engaged. Next, the ways that Dana (POL 300) engages her students will be illustrated.    
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Multiple Means of Engagement  

In considering Dana’s (POL 300) use of multiple means of engagement, each faculty peer 

did not address all of my questions specifically, so that peer’s responses are presented in one 

block of text.    

Dana (POL 300): Multiple Means of Engagement: Faculty-Peer Interviews 
 

Dana Faculty Peer #1: I think one of the most successful things that she does is that in 

many of her courses…what she does is that she says you get one point for your final 

grade or five points or something like if you meet with me before the midterm. So she 

gets to know them.…There’s always a line of students by her office. So she gets to know 

them and they appreciate that. It keeps them engaged. I mean it’s very different when you 

are, when you think that you are just one in the sea from the perspective of the faculty. So 

the fact that she gets to know them. I mean they spend fifteen minutes talking about their 

interests….It’s a huge investment of time. Not everybody does it. First of all, I don’t do it 

that way. I do it differently, and I only do it for certain classes. But I think she does it for 

every class, including the eighty-student class. I have found out that the reason she is so 

successful is because she shows them that she cares. Even if she is giving them a C, that 

she cares about their learning and about the opportunities for improvement and she 

believes in them. And it’s not that you go around saying, “I believe in you.” It’s that you 

show that you believe because you are willing to spend time that people you think are 

going to be a failure. So just spending the time is…shows that you care. (Interview, 

4/12/12) 

Dana’s peer #1 mentions her use of extra-credit points for office hour minutes, discussing 

students’ interest, and caring for students. All of these affirm Dana’s (POL 300) ability to 
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connect with students. Professor Dana’s (POL 300) other peer had even more to say about her 

ways of engaging students, with the comments focusing more on content: 

Dana’s Peer #2: I mean, she’ll try to take students’ partisan affiliations into account 

somewhat, but, now, if its city council year or something, or a state legislative race, 

sometimes she’ll be placing kids who are republicans off into the safe democratic seats… 

party resources tend to go to the more competitive race.  And then you get…a lot of the 

students who are in the most exciting stuff is when there’s a close, whether it be 

presidential, whatever, a close race. But they often worry that volunteers and young 

people have much more of a role in a state legislative race or a city council district race 

and a city council at-large race. But actually, I mean, I think one reason why she has a lot 

of students that she stays in touch with over a period, probably more students have 

studied with her who have actually gone into…I think good teachers like Professor Dana 

often give students various ways to get engaged. You know, you may put your 

outline…your lecture outlines on Blackboard or some of your PowerPoints, or you may 

give them some basic reading notes. In political theory, some of their texts, even if 

they’re reading Rousseau or Hobbes or Marx, the texts aren’t initially readily familiar. 

You know you give some reading notes, you give some guidance…but I think she also 

does engage people in all her classes in a way that often the media doesn’t. They talk 

about how the questions, like campaigns, public policy, really affect people in different 

ways, based on race and class and gender. (Interview, 4/12/12) 

Dana’s peer #2 cited real-life examples or mock political races as methods she uses to engage 

learners. Both examples are ways that Dana (POL 300) connects to the students personally to 

motivate them to learn. Rose and Meyer (2002) suggest that students learn best when motivated 
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to learn using the material they will be learning. Dana’s (POL 300) peer reports that she does 

this. Dana’s peers noted a variety of specific ways that she engages students outside of class. 

They were also aware of her specific techniques in class, due to personal observation. Her peers 

spoke highly of the way that she interacts with students outside of class as well, having observed 

Dana with her students from their office across the hall (Fitzmaurice, 2010). Next are her 

students’ observations.  

Dana (POL 200): Multiple Means of Engagement: Student Focus Group 
 

Dana’s students found her to be very engaging. They spoke at length and with no 

hesitation about the ways that she employs multiple means of engagement:   

Carl: How does she keep you all interested and motivated to learn? What makes it 

enjoyable? 

Student C: She does put up…keep it light with comedy videos of Stephen Colbert 

relating to the subject matter. I think if you can draw in lightness to every subject you’re 

going to draw more attention to it. 

Student A: I got an internship from her and that was two classes, technically. And this 

will be my fourth class with her. 

The use of humor and the technology of the video were both reported to engage students. Humor 

as a means of engagement is not discussed in UDI literature, but a few students in Dana’s (POL 

300) focus group offered comments similar to the above, reporting that humor engages them. 

Other students cited their getting an internship because of Dana’s (POL 300) connections as a 

form of engagement (Fitzmaurice, 2010). Students also spoke of other ways out of class that 

Dana (POL 300) engaged them.  

 Carl: Anything else?  
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Student E: Dana is great with taking time out of her day to meet with you and discuss to 

any extent you want. If I am deciding to go to her office, I got to make sure the rest of my 

afternoon’s clear because she talks a bunch. Hahaha! 

Student A: She will sit down with you and always be more than willing to help you find 

sources, explain something you don’t understand. I think that’s the best aspect about 

taking her class. 

Meeting outside of class is another way that Dana (POL 300) engages students, an engagement 

strategy not mentioned in the UDI literature. It provides a way to connect with students 

individually and respond to their learning needs. It could potentially help engage more students 

in the learning process (Barr and Tagg, 1995). Another student mentioned how, in other classes, 

too, Dana (POL 300) engaged students outside of class:    

Student D: She’ll help you become a better intern. And she wants you…like networking 

skills and things like that. So it’s not just that she’s preparing you for the test or the exam 

but a career in that field.  

Carl: Oh, really? 

Student D: She’s helping me get an internship in Harrisburg. She’s just been an integral 

part of my whole time here at this university. Even when I didn’t have her as a teacher 

certain semesters, I would go to her for advice and be, like, “Do you think I should apply 

for this internship” or things like that.  She’s been like the road map to success. 

Career assistance seems a fascinating means of engagement, motivating students beyond course 

content while also fueling their success in the course (Elmore et al., 1996). The following is what 

another student had to offer: 

 Carl: What else do you all like? 
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Student E: She’s never entered the classroom in a bad mood. I’ve never seen her walk in 

and be, like, just down. You know, she’s always excited, always happy to see you. I’ve 

never seen her walk into that classroom in a bad mood. 

Dana’s (POL 300) consistently pleasant demeanor seems to engage students, as does her passion 

for everything she teaches. When students are engaged with the material, they feel included as 

learners and connected to the course material (Rose & Meyer, 2008; Steinfeld & Maisel, 2012). 

Engagement causes the interest of students to rise, and they become more likely to understand, or 

seek to understand, the material being presented (CAST, 2011). Dana uses quite a range of 

engagement techniques, including humor, passion, personability, abundant office hours, personal 

assistance with work, and internships. Some of her techniques were not evident in the other 

cases. For example, none of the other target faculty was reported to connect students with 

internships outside of the classroom. Next, we examine the peers’ and students’ thoughts on how 

Dana (POL 300) provides multiple means of expression.  

Multiple Means of Expression 

The faculty-peers’ and students’ perceptions of Dana’s (POL 300) provision of multiple 

means of expression are not as extensive as those regarding multiple means of representation.   

Dana (POL 300): Multiple Means of Expression: Faculty Peer Interviews 
 
Dana’s peers offered specific examples of how she employs multiple means of expression, 

speaking with less than authority about her assessment methods:    

Dana’s Peer #1: My guess is just the normal way, you know, exams….Essays. It depends 

on the class. If it’s a large class, you have exams, you have TA’s. TA’s do the grading 

and meet with the students in smaller recitations. If it’s a small class, the way, I mean, 

there’s certain classes that we have to teach a certain way. So if they are writing intensive 
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or custom courses, which are writing intensive, we all have to have multiple readings 

assignments that we grade so that we can give feedback to the students along the way as 

they come up with their own research. I know for a fact not everybody in every 

department does it the same way. That’s the way you’re supposed to do it, and that’s the 

way she does it. If it’s a smaller class I know that she has them present their research. So 

I don’t know that there are any other opportunities other than exams and essays and 

participation. (Interview, 4/12/12) 

Describing how Dana (POL 300) provides multiple opportunities for students to express what 

they are learning was a challenge for her colleagues. Dana’s (POL 300) peer #2 spoke about 

himself as a way to highlight how she provided multiple means of expression but did not give 

any specific data for her. In light of this, his comments were not included. Dana’s peers reported 

that she assesses students through essays, exams, and participation. This is consistent with her 

syllabus and my direct observations. But there may be other ways that she assesses her students’ 

achievements. In hopes of learning what those might be, her students’ perspectives are discussed.   

Dana (POL 400): Multiple Means of Expression: Student Focus Group  
 

While Dana’s students did not report many more specific techniques than her peers did, 

their comments do provide more detail about her earnest professional feedback when students 

express what they are learning. Here are salient comments by students about her employment of 

multiple means of expression:  

 Carl: How does she go about assisting you all? 

Students D: She’s one of those speak her mind kind of things, which is something I really 

like. Even though I had her…I just got a paper back and I didn’t do…I got an eighty on it 

and I was thinking it was the best paper I had ever written. But she came back with, like, 
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you messed this up, you messed this up, and you messed this up. And I know it must not 

have been too easy for her because she knows…she’s noticed me pretty well for the past 

three years; we’ve remained close and she was tearing me apart with it. 

Notable is Dana’s (POL 300) provision of timely, realistic feedback, which can confirm 

students’ successes and identify their needs for improvement. Reactive feedback is a way of 

acknowledging and teaching both content and communication skills (Braskamp and Ory, 1994). 

Here’s more from her students:   

Student E: She is real and on time with her feedback. 

Carl: Oh, so you are saying she is honest with her feedback? 

Student E: Yes, she’s very honest and open and I respect that more than just taking it 

easy. 

Student D: Yeah, and I know it’s nothing personal but she’s just very, you messed-up 

here. And she’ll tell you when you do something good and she’ll tell you when you do 

something bad. 

Carl: How? 

Student A: In any way possible. If you did a great job, she will remember that you did a 

great job and keep telling you that you did a great job.   

Student: And if you screw up, she’s going to say, okay you screwed-up here; this is 

where you screwed up; this is why you screwed-up; make sure you fix this; make sure 

you don’t do this again. Next time we’ll go over this together before you…like this paper 

I just wrote. I missed a few questions. I thought I answered them well enough. She didn’t. 

Critical feedback with support is an inclusive instructional tool, enabling teachers to reward 

achievement and guide rethinking as needed (Nilson, 2010). The student focus group reported 
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that Dana (POL 300) provides students with honest critical feedback essential to learning 

process. Another student provided more detail with regards to Dana’s (POL 300) offering of 

ways to express what students know: 

Carl: You were saying that she is flexible with her assessment? 

Student A: So, she said next time, before you hand it [students’ paper] in to me for the 

final assignment, why don’t you give me half of it done as a draft, and we’ll see if you’re 

headed in the right direction. Instead of just…and she did that before in one of my 

classes, and I think I wrote one of the best papers I ever wrote. 

Though Dana (POL 300) appears to be assessing students only through tests and papers, she 

actually does more than that, proactively offering safeguards to help students do their best  

(Mace, 2001). CAST (2011) argues that teachers who proactively control for learning barriers in 

the assessment of learning encourage learners truly to communicate what they know. Dana’s 

students did not mention many assessment techniques. However in their discussion of the types 

of assessments that she uses, they reported that she is very helpful, consistently providing honest 

critical feedback and allowing for flexibility on assignments. Her feedback and flexibility also 

serve as a means of engaging students. They meet all the UDI principles. Now that perceptions 

of faculty peers and student focus groups have been presented, we proceed to interpretations of 

the findings.   

Perceptions of Faculty Peers and Student Focus Groups:  Summary of Findings 

Multiple Means of Representation  

The faculty peers interviewed revealed, perhaps more insightfully than the student focus 

groups, the ways that their colleague present information. The peers provided detail about their 

colleagues’ pedagogy, even if they had no direct experience observing their peer in action. In 
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some cases, the faculty had shared strategies with one another in professional development 

meetings or in passing conversations. Aside from these encounters, their perspectives were 

educated speculations. Though multiple means of representation was the area that the faculty 

peers could articulate most clearly, in some cases, they provided only generalized thoughts and 

educated inferences about specifics.   

The students provided more detail when discussing how the target faculty displayed 

information in multiple ways. Still, one delivery method that worked for one student did not 

necessarily work for all students. For example, some students reported that when their professor 

engaged in storytelling, popular with many students, it “got them off track.” Other strategies, 

such as the use of PowerPoint, were discussed as a tool that some students benefited from and 

others disliked. It is clear from the student focus groups that students prefer information to be 

presented in various ways.  

The findings from this study suggest that multiple means of representation extend beyond 

strategies and techniques. A key consideration for multiple means of representation is that it 

creates many opportunities to draw on students’ prior knowledge (Ambrose et al., 2010). For 

example, if a student is presented with information in a video, the video may be an audio-visual 

retrieval cue for recalling information. When faculty highlight how all the multiple ways by 

which they present information are connected, they provide a framework for students to connect 

newly presented information to prior knowledge. I observed each target faculty member asking 

students to think about what they had learned earlier in the semester or in a previous class. Adam 

(ENG 400) and Dana (POL 300) both draw from the experiences they come into class with. 

Their strategies employ students’ prior knowledge as an instructional tool, linking new 

information to information already acquired.  
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Multiple Means of Engagement   

All target faculty were reported to be engaging. During data collection, personality came 

up often, notably turning out to be the most pronounced engagement tool found. Personality, as a 

teaching tool, helps foster inclusion in the classes of target faculty. The finding suggests that 

inclusive teaching has a great deal to do with the likeability of the professor personally and 

professionally, so long as he or she also earns students’ respect and appreciation by being a 

really good all-around teacher.  Beatrice’s (SOC 200) peer had the following to say about 

personality: 

“Sure, being liked is going to help you as a teacher; it is not the only thing. You have to 

be good at teaching but being “liked” will make any good teacher better so it’s definitely 

a factor.”    

Clearly, engagement is a critical strategy, but, if not used in concert with other effective 

strategies, it is limited.  

When discussing inclusive teaching and engagement, it is important also to consider 

student motivation. Ambrose (2009) informs us that motivation is about perception: students’ 

perception that they can succeed and their perception that mastering the course material is worth 

their efforts. Regarding multiple means of engagement, it is critical for students to feel 

motivated. Motivation springs from students’ liking, respecting, and appreciating their professor; 

seeing real value in the course material; feeling challenged, guided, supported, nurtured, 

respected, and appreciated in their learning, as learners who contribute to the community of 

learners; and believing in themselves, in their capability to succeed as learners. Students who 

find themselves personally lacking in the bricks and mortar of motivation and who find 

themselves in class with a professor who is not a master brick mason—indeed these students will 
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be struggling to learn much of anything (Ambrose et al., 2009). This study confirms that students 

are motivated not only by the ways information is delivered and the ways they are assessed but 

by many other forces. As the principles of universal design instruction are highlighted, it 

becomes even more apparent that they are all interconnected. Next the study presents 

interpretations of the data yielded from faculty peers and student focus groups regarding the last 

UDI principle: multiple means of expression.  

Multiple Means of Expression  

The faculty peers had the least information to offer when discussing multiple means of 

expression. Their knowledge of this domain was strikingly different from their knowledge of 

how their peers employed multiple means of representation and multiple means of engagement. 

The students of target faculty also had difficulty grasping and articulating the multiple means of 

expression employed. Some students expressed dissatisfaction that certain assessment measures, 

in their view, did not provide a fair opportunity to demonstrate what they were learning. Multiple 

means of expression is very important to inclusive teaching. There is significant room for growth 

in understanding and practice regarding multiple means of expression by which teachers can 

invite students to demonstrate skills, knowledge, and insight being acquired.     

Literature on the assessment of student learning informs us that classroom measures and 

beyond-classroom measures must be fair and reasonable. Motivation to learn is connected 

directly to assessment of learning. Research shows that, if students are assessed immediately and 

often, they become more motivated to learn (Davis, 2009; Stiggins, 2005). This is perhaps 

another inclusive teaching technique that UDI might call for. In this study, Adam (ENG 400) and 

Beatrice (SOC 200) employed mechanisms for immediate feedback, but the two others did not. 

Students in Dana’s (POL 300) and Charles’s (HIS 400) classes had to wait for feedback on their 
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papers and tests, unless they utilized office hours. Next are the implications of the data and 

conclusions drawn, presented in Chapter 6.  
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CHAPTER 6 
 

IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 

The motivating curiosity for this study sprang from my examination of inequalities in the 

college environment (McLaren & Jaramillo, 2007). I used UDI to look for inclusive teaching 

practices. Upon review of the literature and consideration of current challenges in higher 

education, I identified inclusivity in the college classroom as a verdant topic for research, their 

being limited discussion in the literature of inclusive college-teaching practices.  

Assuming that teachers’ fulfillment of UDI principles would indicate inclusive teaching, I 

decided to employ UDI as a measure of inclusivity in the teaching practices of select faculty who 

had been acknowledged specifically for their teaching. This capacities-based approach was 

intentional. Rather than looking through a deficit-based lens, I chose to study the teaching 

practices of outstanding faculty in hopes of viewing the nature and degree of inclusivity apparent 

and implied in their work with students. After consulting with experienced researchers and 

reviewing pertinent literature, I decided that a qualitative case study was the most appropriate 

approach.  

The traditional view prevails that faculty at Research 1 universities are more focused on 

research than on teaching, especially undergraduate teaching (Bok, 2006). I decided to study the 

teaching practices of four award-winning teachers of undergraduates at a Research 1 university. 

My intent was and is to identify and describe especially the inclusive practices of these award-

winning faculty. Concluding my study, this chapter presents (a) implications, (b) conclusions, (c) 

significance of the study, (d) limitations, (e) recommendations, and (f) suggestions for future 

research.  
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Implications 

This study has implications for higher education in the areas of access, retention, and 

teaching and learning. Using UDI as a gauge, its findings shed light on a number of inclusive 

instructional strategies of four award-winning humanities and social sciences faculty. This study 

contributes to a growing body of literature that highlights the utility of UDI in higher education 

(Burgstahler, 2008; Higbee, 2003; Leichliter, 2010; McGuire, 2006). Perhaps most significantly, 

this research sheds light on the presence of inclusive teaching in the classes of those individuals 

who were institutionally recognized for their teaching. The specific techniques identified could 

be used to assist inclusive college teachers in improving their craft, while also offering 

persuasive insight for professors who may not be as inclusive, to grow in their ability to provide 

inclusive instruction.  

  In the present day, “educators are increasingly finding that students want to design their 

own curricula and find ways to learn in their own style” (Van Der Werf & Sabatier, 2009, p. 7). 

Student learning needs, flexibility, and proactive inclusive curricular design are integral 

components of universal design instruction that render it as an impactful inclusive pedagogical 

frame (Mace, 2008). The framework used for this study provides a way to meet the 

aforementioned demands of students through proactive design that allows for variation and 

flexibility.   

This study adds to the discourse about the theoretical underpinnings and practicality of 

UDI in college classrooms (McGuire & Scott, 2008). There exists a wealth of theoretical 

information regarding UDI (Burgstahler, 2008, CAST, 2011; Rose & Meyer, 2008; Story, 2001). 

There is limited scholarship, however, that highlights how UDI is applied in college classrooms 
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(McGuire & Scott, 2008; Leichliter, 2010). Additionally, there is a deficit of scholarship that 

looks specifically at the inclusive teaching practices of award-winning college teachers. The data 

collected in this study can serve as a catalyst for further critical thought about how college 

teaching is valued and for producing practical, useable materials from which college teachers can 

benefit.  

Implications for Teaching in Higher Education 

  In this study the four target faculty’s propensity to provide inclusive instruction was 

displayed via their employment of UDI in their instructional strategies and practices. The 

findings from direct observations of and interviews with the target faculty enable detailed 

accounts of inclusive teaching strategies. The perceptions of their peers, who also teach, 

corroborate their employment of universal-design instruction. Their students’ perceptions of their 

use of UDI are perhaps the most important, as student learning is the point of teaching.  

Students’ perceptions best measure the effectiveness of a professor’s techniques and practices.  

Students’ perceptions also highlight the fact that, although faculty may have well-meaning 

intentions in using inclusive methods, methods vary in effect from student to student.  

 This study has clearly illustrated practical instructional tools that can be used for 

inclusive teaching.  Providing an explicit display of these practices can allow educators to more 

clearly understand the ease of inclusive teaching and the seamless alignment of inclusive 

pedagogy with everyday teaching practices. When teachers are more aware of such practice 

implications it can aid them in becoming more inclusive teachers.   

Theoretical Implications 

This study advances the application and reach of UDI. I investigated the area of the 

college setting that is often void of critical examination: the classroom (Kincheloe & McLaren, 
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1994). The UDI framework helped make explicit the micro-level functions of the teacher in the 

classroom. It made obvious the inclusionary utility of teaching practices we take for granted, 

such as syllabus, lecture, discussion, and their impact on social exclusion or inclusion (Steinfeld 

& Maisel, 2010).  This study challenges the widespread current assumption that pedagogical 

inclusion has mainly to do with disability, race, ethnicity, class, and gender (Darder & Torres, 

2003; Giroux, 1988; Ellsworth, 1989).  Using UDI as a gauge, it identifies inclusive teaching 

practices in a typical college classroom, demonstrating that surface-level focus on inclusive, 

“liberating” social spaces misses the mark almost entirely, which is not to say that inequities 

based on disability, race, class, and gender are not critical issues. The over-arching point is that 

truly inclusive pedagogy addresses issues faced by all students, not just by marginalized groups.   

Using UDI as a framework, the study seeks, not to re-inscribe well-known social truths 

about marginalized groups (Steinfeld & Maisel, 2010), but proactively to eliminate pervasive 

pedagogical injustices to all students through proactively inclusive instruction. UDI can enable 

teachers to become proactively emancipatory by deploying multiple means of representation of 

information, multiple means of engagement, and multiple means of expression. UDI draws on 

learning theory revealing a diversity among human beings that transcends disability, race, 

ethnicity, class, and gender (Burgstahler, 2009; Story, 2001). UDI inherently addresses 

differences among members of the same race (CAST, 2011). UDI’s unique value is that it frames 

the problems of unequal access to learning and achievement more realistically. It presumes that 

learning-challenges are faced by all students, regardless of race or background. Exclusive course 

content and classroom environment can marginalize virtually anyone. This study is a step 

forward in identifying specific ways faculty can deploy more inclusive classroom practices. At 
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the same time, more research is needed on how unconscious oppression exacerbates exclusive 

teaching practices. 

Recommendations 

Considerations for an Inclusive Teaching Paradigm 

 This study highlights the importance of the paradigm from which a teacher operates. 

Research reveals that major conceptual changes are more impactful on faculty teaching practices 

than are specific strategies (Ho et al., 2001). Bain (2004), in his book What the Best College 

Teachers Do, reports that all of the best college teachers he studied operate from a particular 

disposition when teaching. His work identifies specific considerations embodied in the paradigm 

of the best college teachers. In light of the findings and implications of this study I recommend a 

practical framework for organizing one’s beliefs, attitudes, and practices as an inclusive teacher. 

The framework is guided by the following principles:   

• Inherent barriers in the organization and practices of colleges and universities prevent 

students from learning. 

• The primary goal of the teacher is, proactively, to remove all barriers to learning and 

assist all students in achieving the learning outcomes.  

• The primary goal of curriculum design is, proactively, to remove all barriers embedded in 

traditional course content and delivery.  

• UDI principles always apply: Each and every learning experience, from lecture to 

homework, to meeting with the teacher in her office, employs multiple means of 

representation, engagement, and expression. 
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• All students must be taught and must understand, not only the specific intended learning 

outcomes for everything they do and learn, but also how and why multiple means of 

representation, engagement, and expression enable them to achieve those outcomes.  

• Teacher and students form an interdependent union, for teaching/learning is a cooperative 

venture.   

• Teaching is a professional practice involving lifelong study, reflection, dedication to 

student success, cooperation, and experimentation.  

A paradigm for inclusive learning would embody all such principles.  

Outcome-Based Course Design  

The four faculty in this study, though inclusive, have room for improvement in their 

assessment practices. This shortcoming was easily identifiable because the strength of the UDI 

framework is that it maintains a focus on a curriculum goal (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005). The 

framework suggests that, if educators proactively control for learning barriers and consistently 

teach via multiple means of representation, engagement and expression, learners will have the 

best opportunities to reach curricular goals (CAST, 2011). For inclusive instruction to succeed, 

courses must be outcome based.   

Course goals are often lost in the pursuit of delivering certain content in a certain way 

(Bok, 2007). UDI scholarship informs us that having learners reach curricular goals is the top 

priority. In a time in higher education when outcomes are becoming a widely used standard to 

measure student achievement and faculty and departmental effectiveness, it is important that all 

courses be designed as outcome based (Nilson, 2010). Such may seem a simple task, but it is not. 

Many syllabi still outline content and assignments with virtually no outcomes defined. When 
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students understand intended outcomes, they become primed to learn specific material and 

practices in specific ways. Pedagogical methods take on direct purposes in helping them achieve 

intended outcomes.  

To date, Bloom’s (1956) taxonomy has been the gold standard for designing curriculum 

with course goals in two domains: cognitive and affective. The commonly used cognitive 

processes are evaluation, synthesis, analysis, application, comprehension, and knowledge 

(Bloom, 1956). Levels range from basic acquisition of information to application. Although 

Bloom’s framework has been impactful, even revolutionary, educators have largely ignored the 

affective (non-cognitive) goals of learning. Progressive frameworks such as Fink’s (2003) 

significant learning have been developed to fill the affective void, providing more 

comprehensive frameworks for curricular design. Such frameworks enable movement toward 

more effective teaching and learning for a wider variety of specific outcomes both cognitive and 

affective. 

Outcome-based education employs more structured ways to teach, assess, and learn. 

Students learn specifically what is expected of them and their teachers and specifically what they 

will gain from each learning-activity and course. Both teachers and students become more 

accountable, and they become more interdependent, viewing and practicing education as a 

cooperative venture. Inclusive techniques become the norm because instruction becomes, by 

nature, learner centered and student centered, not teacher and teaching centered.  

UDI Strategy Integration Model  

The blend of the study’s findings and current literature suggest a new framework for 

understanding the potential of UDI. In UDI literature, multiple means of representation, 

expression and engagement are discussed as parts of a whole (see Figure 3 below). The literature 
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suggests that meeting each principle will aid educators in implementing UDI (Burgstahler, 2009; 

Mace, 1997; Rose & Meyer, 2002; Scott et al., 2003).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Universal Design Instruction  

Figure 3 displays the equation of principles, each of which are key components for UDI. 

However, the study conducted produced findings that challenge the view of principles as 

separate parts of a whole. One of the most notable interpretations from the study’s findings is the 

ability for one instructional strategy to meet all UDI principles. A strategy used by all target 

faculty, think-pair-share, is a perfect example of how one strategy can effectively meet all 

principles. Think-pair-share enables students to share with one another their thoughts on 

concepts taught by the professor  (representation), connect with one another (engagement), and 

be assessed on what is being learned (expression). Particular inclusive strategies such as think-

pair-share foster positive residual outcomes for a range of learners’ needs.   
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The ability for one technique to meet all UDI principles brings to light a new way to view 

the UDI principles. Instead of looking at the principles as separate parts of a whole, as in Figure 

3, this study calls for educators to view them as interconnected. Figure 4 (below) is a visual 

representation of how a single teaching technique can meet all of the UDI principles, integrated.   

 

Figure 4. UDI Strategy Integration  

Figure 4 displays how a single strategy can indeed meet all UDI principles. The figure 

uses the example of office hours. The teaching technique of office hours can provide a means of 

representing the course content in another way outside of the classroom (representation), can 
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engage a student in a one-on-one conversation tailored to the student’s needs, thus promoting 

motivation (engagement), and can enable the student to express what he or she is learning 

(expression). A teacher who is intentional about the use of office hours to meet the 

aforementioned purposes is using a single strategy to meet all the UDI principles. UDI 

scholarship can benefit from the pedagogical implications of viewing the principles as integrated.  

Although it was possible to meet all UDI principles through a particular strategy or 

teaching practice, faculty did not intentionally use strategies in this way. Further, some 

techniques and practices may not seem to allow for integration across UDI principles but can in 

practice. For example, the use of the dry erase board by Professor Dana (POL 300) was explicitly 

to represent information in multiple ways. However, although it was only used to present 

information to students, teachers using the UDI strategy-integration model shown in Figure 4 

might conceptualize the strategy as meeting other UDI principles concurrently. They could ask 

themselves, when using the dry erase board to present information, What impact might this have 

on my engagement and assessment of my students?  

Recent scholarship has been calling for such intentional integration of teaching practices 

(Ambrose et al., 2010; Fink, 2003; Gross et al, 2009; Nilson, 2010). In fact, the intentional link 

of classroom strategies, activities, and assessments has been rendered a best practice (Boud, 

1995; Fink, 2003). Fink (2003) suggests that when classroom activities and assessments are not 

linked, the result can be classroom practices that are not directly assessable. He argues that it can 

be confusing to students when they are not assessed on what they are being taught and are 

learning. 

 Discussion about the linking of classroom activities and assessments is appropriate for 

this study, as there were many occurrences of such linking. However, there is a critical missing 
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component in structuring effective experiences not yet discussed: the curriculum goal. Strategies, 

techniques, and practices are all critical to effective learning, but the learning goal is central to 

the undertaking. All strategies, techniques, and practices, including assessments, should indeed 

be linked, but should revolve around specific learning goals. Learning goals provide a trajectory 

for instructors so that all instructional practices in class have a clear purpose and utility (Arnes et 

al., 1995; Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2004; Fink, 2003; Fodor, Dalis, & Giarrantano, 1995; 

Marzano, Pickering, & Pollock, 2001).  

 Drawing on the aforementioned best practices in teaching and the strategy links across 

UDI principles in this study, I am proposing the UDI Strategy Integration Model. This model (as 

seen in figure 5 below) can provide more focus and direction for educators by displaying the 

interconnectedness of the UDI principles of multiple means of representation, expression, and 

engagement, which all revolve around learning goals. The figure shows that any particular 

strategy or technique or practice that an instructor incorporates should naturally connect to the 

learning goal and link to the other UDI principles. The link could allow teachers to think about 

how representation of information is also as a means of engaging students and a means of 

assessing students’ learning (and vice versa). Meeting all the principles with each single strategy, 

technique, and practice could allow for more intentional instruction and could help a teacher 

avoid deploying strategies without considerable prior reflection and intention.  
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Figure 5. Moore UDI Strategy Integration Model  

In UDI literature, there is discussion about meeting the UDI principles as a means of 

helping students reach the curriculum goal. However, scholarship has not yet encouraged 

educators to be conscious of the potential benefits of interconnectedness of any single classroom 

strategy or activity with all UDI principles, while seeking to have students reach a specific 

learning goal. The intention of presenting information in a variety of ways is often thought to be 

enough to meet a range of learning needs, but learners can still get lost if all information and 
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procedures do not have clear connection and purpose. As seen in Figure 5 above, 

reconceptualization of the UDI framework could provide effective new directions for faculty 

seeking to be effective inclusive teachers. The model highlights the importance of meeting the 

learning goal, while having the delivery of information, engagement of students, and assessments 

all linked purposefully (Arnes et al., 1995; Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2004; Fink, 2003; Fodor, 

Dalis, & Giarrantano, 1995; Marzano, Pickering, & Pollock, 2001).  

Encouraging educators to be intentional about the development and use of classroom 

strategies, techniques, and practices with each principle in mind simultaneously, while achieving 

the learning goal, is a new connection that the implications of this research have to offer existing 

UDI literature. This study is simply suggesting that, if an instructor plans to use a technique, 

such as showing a video, as a means of representing information, he or she should be conscious 

of how this activity will assist the students in reaching the learning goal and how the use of video 

can be integrated with multiple means of expression and engagement. Showing a video can 

engage learners by stimulating their interest, can inform them, and, later, can provide audio-

visual recall cues as they display what they are learning.  Next, suggestions for future research 

will be discussed.  

Suggestions for Future Research and Practice 

An intriguing theme that emerged from the findings is the role of personality in effective 

teaching. All of the cases yielded data corroborating that personality plays a significant role in 

inclusive instruction. It would be a significant contribution to the field for researchers to parse 

meaningfully the nature of the subjective forces of personality and their effects on classroom 

environment and student learning. In one faculty-peer interview, personality was said to be 

something that could indeed be assessed and measured. Nilson (2010) comments that the 
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personality of teachers motivates learners, but she does not provide scholarship to underscore 

this notion.  

Clearly, various effective teachers do not have the same personalities, and yet they are 

effective in working with students. For example, normally, we would, of course, discourage any 

“picking on” students. Yet many of us know of very effective curmudgeonly, endearing 

professors, adored by their students, who say to students such things as “What are you doing here 

in my office again? You were here yesterday!” Such faculty personalities build for and with their 

students a complex foundation of mutual trust, respect, caring, humor, sometimes “dark” humor, 

and engagement so that their students long to be engaged in a seemingly serious yet playful way 

by them. With the stage set properly, “dark” humor especially, as in this example, can help 

motivate students in a U.S. history class to understand why President Washington chose the 

antagonistic polar opposites Jefferson and Hamilton to serve on his cabinet. Future study could 

provide more insight to the impact of personality and increase our understanding of its ability to 

engage students in the learning process.  

In addition to the impact of personality, other suggestions arise for future research. One 

has to do with learning theory. My study reveals how target professors use multiple ways of 

representing information, engaging students, and assessing their learning. But the study does not 

account for the fact that a professor can be inclusive, as measured by UDI, yet fail to meet the 

needs of some learners. One could ask whether UDI employment per se truly meets the needs of 

diverse learners. UDI could be used to identify inclusive strategies, techniques, and practices and 

their specific impact on student learning. But much more work is needed to link inclusive 

teaching with specific intended outcomes and multiple means of assessment. I agree with 

Leichliter (2010) when she asserts that higher educational institutions “need to apply innovative 
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strategies to the traditional classroom model to continue to do research to assess the outcomes of 

our teaching strategies” (p. 171). Perhaps future study could examine the effectiveness 

particularly of constructivist faculty who make inclusive teaching a professional practice.   

 One of the least examined areas in higher education is the college classroom, and 

deployment of these strategies alone will not suffice. The presence of subversive access issues in 

colleges and universities calls for deeper examination of structure and practice. This research 

should involve both macro-level inquiries into institutional policies and practices and micro-level 

inquiries that dig deep into specific individual personality, attitudes, beliefs, awareness, 

strategies, techniques, and practices, including informed, professional interdependence with 

diverse learners.  

Tinto (2008) provides a more focused lens for discussing access specifically in 

institutions of higher education. He asserts that access can be categorized into three forms: (1) 

access to education, (2) access to persistence, and (3) access to learning. Tinto asserts that access 

to education issues have been addressed with the adjustment of admissions criteria and policies 

such as affirmative action. Such has resulted in a more visibly diversified educational 

atmosphere. Access to persistence has been addressed with the adoption of inclusive 

administrative practices and creation of diverse services, such as cultural and disability centers 

(Shek, 2011). These services were seen as potent structures to alleviate social concerns, but these 

services only helped students as mere addenda to institutions with a host of exclusive structural 

components (Yan, 2004). What’s the result of such changes? Colleges and universities have 

fallen short on alleviating access to learning issues because of their limited focus on access to 

persistence and access to education. Could the access to learning Tinto mentions be addressed by 

the deployment of inclusive teaching strategies? Perhaps future study could look critically at how 



199 

 

faculty intentionally provide access to learning for all students and also examine how effective 

inclusive practices actually are at helping students gain access to learning and actually 

accomplish learning.    

This study was a case study of faculty instruction, using each professor as a case. The 

peers and the students of the target faculty were interviewed to learn their perceptions of the 

various strategies, techniques, and practices used by the professor studied. The professors studied 

teach in the humanities and social sciences. Future research could look at each discipline in 

higher education to discover which methods and practices seem best suited for student success, 

given, of course, the many variables at play, including teacher personality. Such research could 

foster widespread understanding of and interest in college teaching per se and encourage 

inclusive teaching in a variety of disciplines. 

UDI could be used to shape, focus, and improve faculty training/professional 

development (Leichliter, 2010). More evidence-based frameworks to help faculty improve their 

pedagogy would indeed create better outcomes for students. Future research could look 

specifically at the impact of faculty training on improvement of teaching effectiveness, shedding 

light particularly on inclusivity and student achievement. Surely there is a link between effective 

instruction and improved outcomes for students. But what do we really know about the impacts 

of specific faculty development on instructional effectiveness and, therefore, on student 

learning? Future study could answer this question.  

A framework, in this case UDI, has made my study possible. If I had not learned about 

and become familiar with UDI, I would have lacked the vocabulary, the concepts, and the 

conceptual structure to do my study at all, much less discover a new perspective that might 

enhance our use of UDI. As highly educated, as college and university faculty are, in their 
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discipline, even those who aspire to excellence in teaching often lack key vocabulary, key 

concepts, and key conceptual structures to envision ideal ways to improve their effectiveness 

with students. Faculty training needs to be very specific, including by discipline and subject area, 

and structured to provide (1) specific vocabulary, concepts, and conceptual structure, such as 

those of UDI, and (2) vivid illustration of inclusive strategies, techniques, and practices—in 

workshops conducted by stellar teachers in one’s own discipline and subject area.  

A simple example from my study, already mentioned, is think-pair-share. It is a quick, 

effective way for a teacher to pause and have students pair up to discuss a concept just presented. 

It incorporates all three UDI principles: representation, engagement, and expression. For 

workshop participants to understand, remember, and employ think-pair-share deliberately and 

effectively, they need the vocabulary, concepts, and conceptual structure of both UDI and think-

pair-share. They need to experience think-pair-share in the workshop by actually doing it. And 

with colleagues in their subject area, they need to discuss possible contexts and uses of think-

pair-share, including how to explain to students the three UDI principles being realized in the 

activity and the specific intended outcome(s).  

Limitations 

This study sought to explore and identify, not explain, the factors that contribute to 

inclusive instruction in the cases of the four award-winning college teachers. Controlled 

conditions were absent that might have permitted drawing conclusions about cause-effect 

relationships related to the findings.  In such a scenario student learning outcomes would have 

been used as a measure of the positive impact of inclusive teaching prractices.  This study did not 

measure the effectiveness of the strategies, it only described them. Also, generalizing from my 
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study would be inadvisable, given that I studied only four faculty members, in just two 

disciplines (humanities and social sciences), at just one large Research 1 institution.   

Institutions are distinct and complex, as are the learning environments within these 

settings. Hence, the data gathered in each classroom was dependent on the context, limiting the 

general application of the findings. I used the case-interview format to provide a thorough 

description of the phenomena encountered in the process of research (Creswell, 2004). This rich 

description enabled me to judge the information and make decisions about whether the findings 

could be transferred to other contexts.  

This study is exploratory, rather than explanatory, and therefore, no controlled conditions 

existed to allow absolute conclusions about cause-effect relationships. Case studies often rely on 

descriptive data provided by individuals rather than experimental data. Consequently, some 

researchers feel there is greater room for error and for important information to be overlooked 

(Yin, 2003). In an effort to gather thorough and valid descriptive data, I conducted in-depth 

interviews. Using the UDI framework, I constructed the interview questions to eliminate as much 

bias as possible. Additionally, in the coding process, I used a priori coding informed by UDI, 

instead of looking for themes in the data. This limited the study to categorizing information 

through a specific lens, leaving other potential findings undiscovered.  

Lastly, target faculty selected colleagues thought to have the most knowledge about their 

teaching practices. However, the peers’ factual knowledge of the target faculty’s teaching proved 

to be quite limited, in part because the target faculty taught in departments lacking procedures by 

which faculty routinely discuss teaching practices. This reality, consistent with practice at many 

colleges and universities, limited the data yielded.  



202 

 

Conclusion 

 It is clear from my study that higher education needs critical examination to discover and 

publicize liberating, inclusive teaching practices in potentially exclusive environments. The 

study and application of universal-design instruction are necessary to address issues of access 

and equity in colleges and universities. How can institutions, as a whole, be more inclusive 

through proactive deployment of universal design? What would these campuses look like, and 

what policies and practices might they have and might they put in place? Universal design is a 

framework that gives very well identified pathways to the discussion of access and equity. The 

framework has been proven effective when applied in our physical environment, with proactive 

designs such as curb cuts for those in wheel chairs and closed captioning for the hearing 

impaired. The examination of universal design by colleges and universities, including 

classrooms, could improve institutional practices with smart-room technology in all classes and 

gender-neutral restrooms. Such examples are baby steps, important as they are, in becoming 

proactively inclusive via the removal of pervasive hidden barriers to classrooms and learning 

spaces. Leichliter (2010) had the following to say about universal design: 

Universal Design for Learning (UDL) is truly inclusion through design; a no-step 

entrance to student success. UDL offers instructors a flexible, barrier-free framework for 

all learners in a classroom. The landscape of postsecondary education is projected to 

continue to transform rapidly, and educators will need approaches that reach our ever-

changing population of students. UDL is our best practice, research-based solution (p. 

173).  

As higher education diversifies, educators must not forget that the structural roots of these 

institutions are exclusive. All such provisions and adjustments to this traditional structure, in 
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offices, services, and practices, will work as mere band-aids on structurally inherent problems—

unless they become proactively determined to detect, grasp, and remove barriers.  

The challenges present in a nation of people still growing from tolerance to acceptance of 

diverse constituencies are also extant in our colleges and universities. The increasing range of 

complex issues in higher education requires more focus on these matters. Historically, inclusion- 

informed practices were seen to have mostly to do with marginalized groups. Conversely, 

universal design scholarship informs us that when we address issues for marginalized 

populations, those within the margins benefit as well (CAST, 2011). Thus, frameworks such as 

UDI should not be viewed as ones only for students with disabilities or other characteristics that 

marginalize them. The inclusive practices of the framework inform best practices for all students 

(Scott et al., 2009). This study was able to cast light on some of those practices in the college 

classroom with hopes to encourage, deepen, and broaden the conversation and exercise systemic 

inclusion via inclusive teaching.  

The evolution in college teaching extends beyond adhering to a specific framework or set 

of strategies. The lens of Freire (1994) adds to the conversation with his encouragement of 

constant evaluation and application of inclusive strategies (such as the ones found in this study) 

through praxis. Through praxis, educators become evolving change agents, teachers who 

continue to apply to their profession what they experience as lifelong learners. My thoughts align 

with Freire (1994) in his assertion that praxis is the optimal way to evolve institutions, in this 

case, teaching and learning. To provide truly inclusive instruction, educators must be committed 

to growing as constructivist teachers while also committing to being advocates for positive 

change in all classrooms (Bruner, 1985; Dewy, 1916).  



204 

 

Colleges and universities, at present, are struggling to educate and retain students of 

many types. The strategies identified in this study are miniscule in comparison to the vast range 

of practices yet to be identified to better meet students’ educational needs.  When inclusive 

teaching is embraced with the same intensity as other as other pursuits, such as research virtually 

all teaching faculty, administrators, counselors, and other staff could more effectively unite to 

engage and empower students to achieve their academic goals.  
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APPENDICES 
 

Appendix A. Structured Observation/Interview Protocol – Classroom Observations 

Inclusive College Teaching 
 

James Earl Davis, Ph.D., Principle Investigator 
Carl S. Moore, M.A., M.Ed., Secondary Investigator 
Structured Observation/ Interview Protocol 
 
This protocol will be used to conduct structured observations and inform the interviews to be 
conducted based on the observations. It has been designed to take us deeper into observed 
teaching practices and how they do or do not coincide with Universal Design Instruction.  
 
Professor Observed:  
Date:  
CURRICULUM  
MATERIALS  

Observations  
 

How are materials 
available outside of 
class time (website, 
school server, 
etc…)? 

 

In what ways are 
they presented 
visually with 
technology (e.g., 
LCD projector, 
computer, etc.)? 

 

How does the 
teacher use 
accessible 
curriculum 
materials in various 
formats (audio, text, 
video, digital 
images)? 

 

In what ways does 
the teacher offer 
multiple examples? 

 

How are significant 
points highlighted 
or in graphic 
(organizer) form 

 

How are digital 
materials made 
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available for   
student use? 
STRATEGIES 
FOR STUDENT 
ENGAGEMENT  

Observations  

How is group work 
employed? 

 

Is inquiry/lab based 
learning utilized? 

 

To what extent is 
their active 
learning? 

 

What kinds of 
practices enable 
active learning? 

 

What is the level of 
teacher-student 
conferencing and 
feedback? 

 

Personalization to 
students  

Observations 

How does the 
teacher offer 
choices of content 
& tools? 

 

In what ways can 
students alter or 
customize digital 
learning resources? 

 

Are their variable 
levels of challenge? 

 

Classroom Culture 
(Environment) 

Observations  
 

How does the 
teacher establish 
positive tone? 

 

What kinds of 
virtual supports are 
there for learners? 

 

In what ways are 
students engaged? 

 

Is the classroom 
print rich? 

 

ASSESSMENT   Observations 
Are there multiple  
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assessments?  
 
How are 
assessments done? 
 

 

How are students 
allowed to 
demonstrate skill & 
knowledge in 
multiple ways? 
 

 

Is assessment of 
student 
work/understanding 
present in class?  
 

 

Is assessment part 
of the teaching?   
 

 

How does the 
teacher use various 
types of 
assessments  & 
supports (e.g., 
online 
demonstration, 
presentation, 
paper/pencil text to 
speech)?  
 

 

USE OF 
TECHNOLOGY 

Observations 

What types of 
technology are 
available in class? 

 

How are students 
using technology to 
engage w/ 
curriculum? 

 

To what extent is 
Read  & Write Gold 
software installed 
and running (if 
applicable)? 

 

How is the 
classroom 
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organized to 
maximize 
technology use? 
  
(Adopted from Burgstahler, 2007) 
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Appendix B. Interview Protocol – Faculty Peers 

 
Inclusive College Teaching 

 
James Earl Davis, Ph.D., Principle Investigator 
 
Carl S. Moore, M.A., M.Ed, Secondary Investigator 
 
Interview Protocol— Faculty Peers 
In this interview, I will ask you a series of questions about an award-winning faculty colleague. 
The questions have been designed to gauge your opinion about your experience with this faculty 
member and factors that may have contributed to or detracted from his or her performance as a 
teacher.   
 
Target Faculty 
The next set of questions pertains to the award your colleague received for his or her teaching. 
Feel free to elaborate and include any pertinent information about your award if I failed to ask 
you about it. 
What are the criteria used to selected teacher of the year award in your department? 
Why do you think your colleague received the teacher-of-the-year award for your department? 
What qualities and best practices do you think award-winning teachers have in common? 
What factors seem to be most pertinent to your colleague’s ability to provide quality instruction?  
Is there anything else that you would like to add pertaining to your colleague’s award? 
 
UDL in the Classroom  
The next set of questions focuses specifically on the college classroom. Again, feel free to add 
any pertinent information as you see fit. 
(Principle: Multiple Means of Representation) 
What formats does your colleague use to present information to students?  
How do think he or she shares learning objectives/expectations with students? 
Describe a typical lecture. 
What role does instructional technology play in your colleague’s classroom? 
(Principle: Multiple Means of Engagement) 
How does he or she provide students with feedback? 
How does your colleague motivate students? 
(Principle – Multiple Means of Expression) 
How are students assessed in his or her courses(s)? 
(All Principles) 
What techniques do you feel are the most effective in helping students learn the material? 
Overall, how would you describe your colleague’s teaching? 
 
  



227 

 

Appendix C. Focus Group Protocol – Students  

Inclusive College Teaching 
 

James Earl Davis, Ph.D., Principle Investigator 
Carl S. Moore, MA., M.Ed., Secondary Investigator 
 
Focus Group Protocol—Students 
In this focus group, I will ask you a series of questions about the award-winning teacher that you 
all had here. The questions have been designed to gauge your opinion about your experience as a 
student of this teacher. Feel free to talk freely and add any additional information you deem 
relevant.   
 
UDL in the Classroom  
These questions focus specifically on the college classroom. Again, feel free to add any pertinent 
information as you see fit. 
(Principle: Multiple Means of Representation) 
How did the professor present information to the class (blackboard, lecture etc.)? 
How did the professor communicate learning expectations with the students? 
Describe a typical lecture. 
(Principle: Multiple Means of Engagement) 
What role does instructional technology play in your classroom? 
How did the teacher provide you with feedback? 
How did the teacher motivate you as a student? 
(Principle: Multiple Means of Expression) 
If you received any assistance, how did the professor go about assisting you? 
(All Principles) 
What did you like most about the course? 
Overall, how would you describe the faculty member’s teaching? 
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Appendix D. Student Focus Group Participants  

 
Professor Adam (ENG 400) | Student Focus Group 

Professor/ 
Student 
Pseudonym  

Major  Credits 
Completed  

Gender Race/ 
Ethnicity 

Adam Student A  English 120 Female Caucasian 
Adam Student B  English 120 Female Caucasian 
Adam Student C English 124 Male Caucasian 
Adam Student D  English 130 Male  Caucasian 
Adam Student E English 118 Male Caucasian 
Adam Student F English 123 Female Caucasian 
Adam Student G English 123 Female Caucasian 
  

Professor Beatrice (SOC 200) | Student Focus Group 

Professor/ 
Student Pseudonym  

Major  Credits 
Completed  

Gender Race/ 
Ethnicity 

Beatrice Student A  Business 
Accounting  

32 Female Black 

Beatrice Student B  Education 30 Female Latina 
Beatrice Student D Pre Med 60 Female Latino 
Beatrice Student E  Dance 123 Male Caucasian 
Beatrice Student F Business 

Marketing  
18 Male Caucasian 

  

Professor Charles (HIS 400) | Student Focus Group 

Professor/ 
Student Pseudonym  

Major  Credits 
Completed  

Gender Race/ 
Ethnicity 

Charles Student A  Mathematics 105 Male Asian 
Charles Student B  Chemistry 106 Female Caucasian 
Charles Student C Mathematics 106 Female Caucasian 
Charles Student D  History 118 Male Indian 
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 Professor Dana (POL 300) | Student Focus Group 

Professor/ 
Student Pseudonym 

Major  Credits 
Completed  

Gender Race/ 
Ethnicity  

Dana Student A  Political 
Science 

73 Male Caucasian 

Dana Student B  Political 
Science 

60 Male Black 

Dana Student C Spanish 118 Male Caucasian 
Dana Student D  Advertising  90 Male Caucasian 
Dana Student E Business 

Finance 
72 Female Caucasian 
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Appendix E. Professor Adam (ENG 400) Syllabus 

Professor Adam 
Office hours: T 8:30-9:30 + arranged 
 
English 400 
Senior Seminar: Studies in Literacy 
Winter/Spring 2012 
 
The seminar will introduce you to the study of composition, rhetoric, and literacy by focusing on 
your own intellectual growth as an English major. All the readings, activities, assignments, and 
blackboard posts are designed to help you answer in detail this research question: “What have I 
learned about and through reading and writing in my undergraduate studies?” 
Perhaps this question will seem simple to you on the first day of class, but I hope by the end of 
the semester you’ll recognize how complex an issue the literacy of an individual can be. To 
answer this question we’ll  
take a retrospective look at the books and articles you read and the papers you wrote,  
inquire into the discourse communities you belong to or have begun to join,  
explore jobs and careers you’d like to pursue.  
In a literate society nearly every human behavior can or does involve reading and writing, and a 
degree in English has carried you to the logo centric eye of the storm. As I say on our 
Blackboard site: the class is half about the past and half about the future--and all about who you 
are right now. I’ll provide methodological tools and a theoretical framework, but you must 
gather the archives and pursue the sources that will illuminate your experiences and prospects. 
 
Course Goals. In this course, students will 
recognize and articulate what they have learned in their undergraduate education. 
become acquainted with the field of composition and rhetoric. 
research workplace literacy for jobs and careers that appeal to them. 
learn about the composing and reading process of their peers as well as more experienced 
writers. 
value their own capacities as highly literate citizens. 
explore rhetoric within written, visual, computer-based, and other modalities. 
  
 
REQUIRED TEXTS 
 
Elizabeth Wardle and Doug Downs. Writing about Writing. Boston: Bedford/St.  
Martin’s, 2011 
Victor Villanueva. Bootstraps: From an American Academic of Color. Urbana, IL:  
NCTE, 1993 
Other articles posted on the course Blackboard site in the Content area. 
 
ASSIGNMENTS 
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The writing and reading in this class is all designed to give you the tools and the thinking space 
in which to explore the research question and fulfill the goals of the course. Writing projects are 
meant to put the terms and concepts we encounter in the reading to use in your academic life and 
beyond.  
 
Connect cards, in class. Especially in the first 5-6 weeks, I’m going to ask students to respond to 
the readings on index cards at the beginning of class. On one side I’ll ask you to describe one 
major point you learned from the reading. On the other side I’ll ask you to connect that point 
with an experience you’ve had, an example the reading made you consider, or an application 
you’d like to try. I’ll also ask for any questions on either side of the connection. I’ll collect the 
cards each time so that I can understand better how the class experiences of the reading. 
 
Writing and reading list, due Jan 19. This is the first assignment. I’m going to ask you to 
generate 4 lists: books and articles you’ve read for school (especially, but not exclusively your 
major), reading you’ve done outside of the college curriculum, significant writing you’ve done 
for classes (in your major but also perhaps in other disciplines if the papers seemed important to 
you), writing you’ve done outside of course requirements.  
 
Discussion Board Posts (250-400 words each). There is a forum for each week’s readings. 
Please complete a post by midnight on Sunday, so that we can read all the messages for our 
Tuesday class meeting. You can substitute a verbal/visual blog post twice for a discussion post, 
& near the end of the semester you can post pictures of your literacy site on the blog for all to 
see. 
 
Note on Reading (2-3 pages), due Feb 14. This is a draft of the first part of the Literacy 
Analysis. In this paper you’ll focus only on the reading you’ve done in your undergraduate 
career, identifying crucial texts and what you think you learned from them. Remember that 
development involves not only cognition but also affect and other human capacities. I’ll use this 
as a talking document for our individual conferences at the end of February. 
 
Literacy Analysis draft (5-7 pages), due March 13. You’ll share this first full draft with another 
classmate in a peer review. In this draft you’ll rewrite the reading section and add a section on 
crucial writing projects you’ve done in the last years. For both writing and reading, I’ll expect to 
see at least a few references to articles we read for class. The paper should especially take into 
account what we’ve learned about discourse communities, applying the idea to your own 
experience. It’s absolutely essential that you have a well thought out piece to share on March 13 
so that you can get the best possible response from your peer. Someone who does not have a 
paper to share loses 10 points in the course.  
 
Literacy Analysis (6-8 pages), due March 20. This will be a revision of your analysis based on 
the peer response you received on March 13. I’ll read and respond to your paper so that you have 
further notes for a final revision to be included in your portfolio. 
 
Site report draft (4-6 pages), due April 19. This report summarizes what you’ve learned about 
the people, rhetorical situations, and communication demands in the workplace you’ve chosen to 
study. In short, you are describing the literacy environment of this job. Be sure to include 
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references to materials we’ve read for class. As with the peer review on March 13, this draft is 
mandatory and it should be as complete as you can manage up to that date. You will need your 
classmate’s response for the revision to be included in the final portfolio.  
 
Final Portfolio due, May 4. Portfolio will include: 
 Introductory letter. 
 Selection from Blackboard posts or other notes (2-3 entries). 
 Literacy Analysis, revised (at least 6 pages). 
 Site Report (at least 5 pages). 
The only new piece in this portfolio is the introductory letter. It should make an explicit claim 
about what you’ve learned over your undergraduate years and how you’ve fulfilled the goals of 
the course. The other revised documents in the portfolio should serve as evidence of your overall 
claims. Be as specific as you can about how the contents of the portfolio illustrate or support the 
claims you make in the letter. I expect to see revisions and expansion in the literacy analysis 
based on responses you’ve received from your peers and me. You may also enhance the analysis 
with any new thoughts you’ve had in the last section of the semester. The site report should give 
a full account of the literacy environment you investigated, with some conclusions about what it 
would take for you to prepare for and obtain a position in this field. Be sure your post on 
Villanueva’s Bootstraps is included in the portfolio. 
   
GRADES 
 
 Sustained effort and a willing attitude will carry you far in this course. The final grades 
depend heavily on the quality of the portfolio at the end of the semester, but I’ll give you a sense 
of your grade if you ask me in conference. The grade will be figured on this basis: 
 
In-Class Writing (connect cards, literacy list, etc). Up to 10 points. 
Blackboard Posts (at least 5 out of 7 full comments). Up to 10 points. 
Note on Reading. Up to 10 points. 
Analysis and site report drafts on time. 20 points (10 each). 
Participation. Up to 10 points. 
Final Portfolio. Up to 40 points. 
 

Grade Points 
A 93-100 
A- 90-93 
B+ 89-87 
B 86-83 
B- 82-80 
C+ 79-77 
C 76-73 
C- 72-70 

 
Those who do all the work with energy and care, participate in class, and generally demonstrate 
that they've engaged with the material will earn the most points and thus the highest grades. The 
early assignments, carrying the fewest points, are designed to give you a chance to see how I 
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grade papers, but you’re welcome to talk to me along the way if you have any concerns about 
what I’m looking for. Attendance counts for a great deal. Three absences from class will lower 
your total points by 10 and four absences will put you in danger of failing the course.  
 
If you are not comfortable talking in class, please put greater effort into the Blackboard entries as 
a means of entering the conversation about the texts. Please be sure to see me if you have any 
problems with the class along the way. 
 
PLAGIARISM 
 
Excerpted from the University Statement on Academic Honesty for Students in Undergraduate 
Courses: Plagiarism is the unacknowledged use of another person's labor: another person's 
ideas, words, or assistance. In general, all sources must be identified as clearly, accurately, and 
thoroughly as possible. Academic cheating is, in general terms, the thwarting or breaking of the 
general rules of academic work and/or the specific rules of individual courses. It includes 
falsifying data; submitting, without the instructor's approval, work in one course that was done 
for another; helping others to plagiarize or cheat from one's own or someone else's work; or 
actually doing the work of another person.  
 
Plagiarism is a crime against others and oneself. It would be extremely difficult to plagiarize in 
this class, but it would also defeat the purpose of taking the course. Never copy another writer's 
ideas or words without adequately attributing the work to the original writer; I will have to fail 
someone who submits plagiarized work for evaluation. If you have any questions about what 
constitutes plagiarism and what is honest borrowing, please come talk to me.  
 
OFFICE HOURS 
 
 To get to 1051 Anderson, take the elevators to the 10th floor, turn right as you get off, 
and continue down the hall until you come to the module of offices on the right. My office is 
inside module 1046, on the left. I will hold regular office hours on Tuesdays 8:30-9:30 AM in 
my office. However, I am sometimes called away to meetings—my job as director of the First 
Year Writing Program takes over more than I would like—so the best plan is to make an 
appointment with me at a mutually convenient time. If you want to talk about literacy, writing, 
poetry, English, baseball, art, community activism, careers or anything else, do come by.  
 
 
Any student who has a need for accommodation based on the impact of a disability should 
contact me privately to discuss the specific situation as soon as possible. Contact Disability 
Resources and Services at 215- 204-1280 in 100 Ritter Annex to coordinate reasonable 
accommodations for students with documented disabilities.  
  
Freedom to teach and freedom to learn are inseparable facets of academic freedom. The 
University has a policy on Student and Faculty and Academic Rights and Responsibilities 
(Policy #03.70.02) which can be accessed through the following link: 
http://policies.edu/getdoc.asp?policy_no=03.70.02.  
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Snow Closing/Weather  
In case of severely adverse weather conditions, the University will broadcast cancellation of 
classes on KYW radio using code 101 for daytime classes at Main. 
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Appendix F. Professor Beatrice (SOC 200) Syllabus 

Immigrant America 
     Spring 2012   
 
SOC 300                       Professor Beatrice   
Office Hours: Mon 1-3; Wed 12-12:30 & Fri 12-12:30        Telephone: 215-204-588 0 
  or email me for an appointment at other times  
  (or call during office hours for phone consult)                                                                                         
 
Course Description:  
 
Observers have noted that the twentieth century is ending much as it began for the United States. 
Both the beginning and the end of the 20th century were marked by a massive wave of new 
immigration with a lull of several decades marked by restrictive laws, the Great Depression and 
WWII. Today, one in ten residents of the United States was born outside the country. Since 
immigration shows no sign of declining—both in the United States and many other nations of the 
world—the causes, consequences and repercussions of immigration will be one of the most 
important topics of the 21st century.  
 
This course will address central questions that relate to the new immigrants entering the United 
States since the l960s. We begin by looking at why people move and the policies by which 
foreign “outsiders” become integrated in their new home. Of particular interest are debates 
around “straight-line” and “segmented” assimilation. Who are these new immigrants? Why do 
they come, where do they settled, how do they make their way.? What determines the economic, 
political, cultural, linguistic, and psychological adaptation processes of different types of 
immigrants and refugees, and of their children? How is the ethnic and generational composition 
of the American population changing as a result of this new immigration? What types of ethnic 
and pan-ethnic identities are emerging? Where is “home” for these newcomers? How does 
gender and race influence the adoption of immigrant identities? How do second-generation youth 
struggle with what is cool and what is culturally authentic to their backgrounds? What new 
meanings around sexuality and romance emerge in transnational families that straddle 
generations and international borders?  
 
Course Materials 
 
Please obtain the three required books listed below. Supplemental articles will also be placed on 
Blackboard as well as relevant newspaper articles on immigration along the way. Print the pieces 
out early in the semester and bring relevant reading to class on its assigned day.  
 
Alejandro Portes and Ruben Rumbaut. Immigrant America: a Portrait (ISBN: 0520250419) 
University of California Press. (Portes & Rumbaut) 
 
Douglas Massey, Douglas et. al. 2002. Beyond Smoke and Mirrors: Mexican Immigration in an 
Era of Economic Integration (ISBN: 0-87154-590) Russell Sage Foundation (Massey et. al)  
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Kasinitz, Philip, John H. Mollenkipf, Mary C. Waters and Jennifer Holdaway. 2008. Inheriting 
the City: the Children of Immigrants Come of Age. Harvard University Press. (Kasinitz et.al) 
 
Course Goals and Requirements:  
 
I expect you to do the readings every week, participate actively in our discussions, do all the 
assignments and devote considerable time and energy to the course. In return, you should gain a 
deeper understanding of one of the most important issues of our time, immigration and its 
consequences. By the end of the course, you should have: a) a solid understanding of major 
debates in the study of immigration and b) hands-on experience doing some empirical research 
on the topic of immigration. Your grade will be based on the following:  
 
Attendance/Regular  and  informed participation in class discussions (10%)  
Reading Quizzes  (15%)  
Take-home mid-term exam (25%) 
Interview project (25%) 
Pop quizzes: (should there be pop quizzes, the average of them will count 5% of the final grade, 
and the value of the final exam will be reduced from 25% to 20% of the final grade 
Take-home final exam (25%) (or 20% if pop quizzes happen) .  
 
    Attendance and Participation (10%):  Attendance and participation is very important to 
your success in this class. I shall pass around a sign-in attendance sheet every day. It is your 
responsibility to be in class on time; being late or leaving early does not count for full 
participation for the day. . You are expected to be familiar with the required readings and 
contribute to class discussion. Everyone should join in but I will also call on you so do not 
expect to not be noticed if you are not prepared. I know a good deal about immigration, but I 
don’t pretend to know it all. I think of myself and the syllabus I’ve prepared as a guide to your 
learning. I also know that each of you enters this class with a range of your own book knowledge 
and life experiences.  I very much hope that we can draw on your own individual and collective 
situated experiences, but this means that you must be willing to share it with us verbally, and to 
make connections with the materials of the class.  
 
Reading/Participation Quizzes (15%)  
   There will be nine short reading quizzes, eight of which will count for 15% of the final grade. 
They are given at the beginning of class so do not arrive late. These are simple identification 
quizzes such that if you do the reading completely you should ace the quiz. The dates for quizzes 
are indicated in the syllabus. These are short quizzes which reward those who come to class 
prepared. No make-ups will be given for missed quizzes as these are participation quizzes. 
However, you will be able to drop ONE of the quiz grades. I f you miss a quiz for an 
emergency/illness this will be your dropped quiz grade. If you do all nine,  I will take into 
account the eight  best results. Emergencies happen so do not squander your “drop” early in the 
semester as you may need it later. 
 
Pop quizzes: I don’t always give pop quizzes. I do when  it becomes evident that only a few 
students are regularly doing the reading and the non-preparation of others is becoming a drag on 
our collective experience. Then, as a reward to those who always come to class prepared, I start 
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to give pop quizzes at the beginning of class. These will happen more frequently if the problem 
persists. If given, the average grade for these pop quizzes will count 5% of final grade.  
   
Mid-term Exam (25%)  This will be a take-home, essay-style exam that draws on the semester’s 
readings and experiences up to that point. You will pick up the mid-term exam in class on March 
4 and it will be due at beginning of class on Monday, March 14, right after Spring Break.  
 
Project: Immigrant  Interview &  Reflection Paper (25%). Working on your own, you will do 
an oral history of someone who migrated to the United States before 2005. This person may be a 
distant relative, although it is preferable to interview someone you do not know well. There are 
various steps to this project: a) Based on the readings you have done, you will construct a well-
thought-out interview guide that considers migration, integration, as well as generational and 
gender issues. This will be worth 5% of the 25% of the project grade. The remaining 20% will be 
based on: b) your transcription of the interview and c) a brief reflection paper about the interview 
and its major themes. See the end of the syllabus for further details.  
Steps: 
February 22: Paragraph about selection of interview subject due at beginning of class.     
March 21: Draft of interview schedule is due at start of class.  
April 19: All interview reflection papers due at beginning of class.  
April 11 and 113 Oral presentations of interviews; you will be assigned one of these dates in 
class. (25%) 
 
Take-home final. (25%) A final exam will be distributed on the last day of class, and it will be 
due at 11:00 a.m. on Friday, May 4 in my mailbox in the Department of Sociology’s main office, 
Gladfelter Hall, 7th floor. This will be an essay-style exam that draws on the semester’s readings 
and the assignments that you  
completed. 
 
SCHEDULE OF CLASSES & READINGS 
 
Week    Classes:    Quiz     Topic/Readings  
  
 
1 W 1-18  Introduction/Class Organization 
 
 Contemporary Immigration: An Overview of International and National Trends 
 
 F 1-20  UN Human Development Report, 2009, Chapter 2, sections 2.1 and 2.2 
only:     “People in Motion” Full report available at:     
                                http://hdr.undp.org/en/reports/global/hdr2009/.  
 
2 M 1-2  McCabe, Kristen and Doris Meissner. 2010. “Immigration and the   
   United States: Recession Affects Flows, Prospects for Reform.”   
   Washington, DC: Migration Policy Institute. Available at:    
          http://www.migrationinformation.org/Profiles/display.cfm?ID=766 
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   Cave, Damien. 2010. A Generation Gap over Immigration. New York 
Times     (May 17, 2010). 
http://www.nytimes.com/2010/05/18/us/18divide.html 
 
Reflection: What are the main themes in the development of U.S. immigration policy.?  
 
Who They Are and Why They Come. 
 
 W1-25  Quiz 1 Portes & Rumbaut, Chs. 1-2 
 
 F 1-27   Alba and Nee, Ch. 5 (Blackboard ) 
  
Can People Migrate.? Government Policy 
        
3 M 1-30/  Congressional Budget Office. 2006. Immigration Policy in the 
United States.     Washington,D.C. 
   http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/70xx/doc7051/02-28-Immigration.pdf 
 
 W 2-1/  Discuss Class Projects 
   Massey, Ch. 1-2 
  
The Case of Mexico: How Policy Affects Flows 
    
 F 2-3  Quiz 2 Massey, Chs. 3     
 
Reflection: International migration is a multi-casual phenomenon, the product of many different 
forces. However, it seems reasonable to believe that some causal forces exert more influence 
than others. Taking into account the readings  up until now, which do you find most 
convincing and why? 
 
4 M 2-6/  (Skim Massey Ch. 4) Massey, pp. 69-72 & Massey Ch. 5 
      
  W 2-8  Massey Ch. 6 
 
 
Immigration and Public Policy: Fixing the Mexican Immigration System 
 
F 2-10 Quiz3 Massey, et. al., Ch 7 
   Portes, “The Fence to Nowhere” (4 pages) Download at:  
http://borderbattles.ssrc.org/Fence%20to%20Nowhere.pdf 
or (Blackboard)  
 
   You might want to look at the database of state immigration legislation at:  
   http://www.migrationinformation.org/data hub/statelaws_home.cfm 
    and/or Chishti, Muzaffar and Claire Bergeron. 2010. New Arizona Law  
   Engulfs  Immigration Debate. Washington, DC: Migration Policy 
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Institute.    
 http://www.migrationinformation.org/USFocus/display.cfm?ID=782 
 
Reflection: What factors do we need to take into account in order to understand  why countries 
enact the immigration policies that they do.? The Issue of illegal immigration has dominated 
U.S. debate over immigration policy for decades. Why does this issue raise so many emotions? 
What is the best way to address illegal migration? 
  
 
5 M 2-13  Rottman, Andy J., Christopher J. Fariss and Steven C. Poe. 2009. “The 
path     to Asylum in the US and the Determinants for Who Gets In and 
Why.”      International Migration Review 43(1):3-34. (Blackboard) 
 
 Immigration Dilemmas: Human Rights and the Public Good 
 
 W 2-15   The documentary  “Ms. Groundo’s Daughter” provides a 
Philadelphia case     study of one claim for refugee status based on fear 
of persecution      (obligatory genital mutilation) in Mali. 
 
   Note: The documentary “Well-Founded Fear” provides an insider account  
   of how  the federal bureaucracy decides which political refugees 
receive     political asylum and which do not. 
 
Spatial Settlement and Immigrant Integration   
 
F 2-17 Quiz 4 Portes & Rumbaut, Ch. 3    
  
6 M 2-20  Economic Adaptation 
   Portes & Rumbaut, Ch. 4 
  
  
From Immigrants to Ethnics: Identity and Citizenship  
 
W2-22   *** Interview Project: Paragraph about who you have selected to interview and 
steps taken to find someone who fits your criteria and secure agreement for the interview 
 
Portes and Rumbaut, Ch. 5  
         
Reflection: What do differences in language and culture impact the way immigrants come to 
identify themselves as “Americans,”and what factors influence how ethnic identities are 
reaffirmed and mobilized.?  
 
 
Political Incorporation & National Immigration Context  
 
F 2-24 Quiz5 Blomeraad, Irene. 2006. “Becoming a Citizen in the United States and Canada:  
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Structured Mobilization and Immigrant Political Incorporation,” Social Forces 85 (2). 
(Blackboard ) 
 
Reflection: How do social networks, community organizations, and local environments play a 
role in facilitating or hindering immigrant political integration? How might a consideration of 
these factors better inform the way we think of why some immigrants participate politically and 
others do not?  
 
Challenges to Integration: Race and Ethnicity 
 
         7 M 2-27  Lee, Jennifer and Frank D. Bean. 2007. Reinventing the Color Line:  
    Immigration and America’s New Racial/Ethnic Divide. Social 
Forces 86: 1-26.  
 
Reflection: Researchers have been asking whether the U.S. will remain a society with a racial 
“color line” or whether it will evolve to something else. This color line has historically been a 
white/non-white line, though who is “white” and who is “non-white” has shifted over time. 
Today some speculate that the color line might be moving to a dichotomy of black, versus non-
black. What do you think? Why?  
 
             
 W 3-1  Language: Portes and Rumbaut Ch. 7 (skim Ch. 6) 
***Take home essay exam given out in class 
 
 F 3-3  Work on Take Home Essay Exam (no class) 
    
  Spring Break (March 5-10)   Enjoy! 
 
8 M 3-12  **Mid-term Take-Home Exam due at beginning of class.  
   Film Representations of Generational Dilemmas of Immigrants:  
Scenes from Namesake, Joy Luck Club & Head On 
          
Debating Issues of Second-Generation Integration 
 
 W 3-14   Portes and Rumbaut Ch 8 
                 Discuss Interview Guide  
 
 F 3-16 Quiz 6 Inheriting the City: Kasinitz et.al, Ch 1 & 2 
 
9 M 3-19  Kasinitz et. al. Ch.4 (Skim Ch. 3) 
 
 W 3-21  Kasinitz et. al. Ch5 
 ** Draft of interview schedule is due at start of class. You may not  
   conduct an interview until your guide has been approved 
 
 F 3-23  Quiz7 Kasinitz et. al. Ch 7-8 
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10 M 3-26   Kasinitz et. al. Ch 10-11 (Finish book)  
   **Pick up Assignment for in-class campus project for Wednesday 
 
Reflection: In evaluation how worthwhile immigration is, both for the receiving society and for 
immigrants, we often talk about whether migrants successfully “assimilate” or “integrate.” An 
assimilation approach was prevalent in the early 20th century, but it lost favor after WWII. Now 
it is seeing a comeback, among some academics, while others talk about “segmented 
assimilation.” What does integration mean.? In what way does segmented assimilation challenge 
an integration approach.? Do you think assimilation or integration is the proper way to evaluate 
immigrants’ progress.? Why or why not? If not, what alternative do you propose? 
 
Immigrant Youth and Emerging Cultural Forms 
 
 W 3-28   Campus Observation Project: Go directly to your assigned place on 
campus;  
Gonzales, Roberto G. 2011. “Learning to be Illegal: Undocumented Youth and Shifting Legal 
Contexts in the Transition to Adulthood.” American Sociological Review 76:602-619 
(Blackboard)  (We’ll discuss this on Friday) 
 
F 3-30   Quiz8 S. J. Kim, “Embracing and Resisting Ethno-Racial Boundaries: African American 
and Second-Generation Immigrant Students in a Multicultural University” (Blackboard ) 
 
11        M 4-2 Sody Lay, “Lost in the Fray: Cambodian American Youth in Providence, Rhode 
Island” in Jennifer Lee and Min Zhou (eds.) Asian American Youth: Culture, Identity and 
Ethnicity” Routledge, New York (2004) pp. 221-231 
 (Blackboard )                          
      & 
   Sara Lee, “Marriage Dilemmas: Partner Choices and Constraints for  
    Korean Americans in New York City,” pp. 287-298 in Jennifer Lee 
and Min     Zhou (eds.) Asian American Youth: Culture, Identity and 
Ethnicity” Routledge,     New York (2004). (Blackboard ) 
 
 W4-4  Maira, S. “Identity Dub: Paradoxes of Indian American Youth Subculture” 
   (Blackboard )  
 
Reflection: Early pioneering work on race and ethnic inequality stressed the importance of 
social boundaries as central to feelings of communality among ethnic groups. One approach 
emphasizes the way groups take “others” into account as they define themselves. Under 
conditions of rapid immigration existing social boundaries are often challenged. What 
contextual factors make a difference for whether boundaries are “bright” or “blurred” between 
groups? Why do social or group boundaries not neatly parallel cultural ones, or the meanings 
associated with them.? What other dimensions of identity often compete with race/ethnicity?  
 
Immigrant Voices: Our Interviews 
F 4-6   Work on interviews 
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12 M 4-9  *** Interview Reflection Papers Due 
   Meet in groups to organize panel presentations 
  
W 4-11   Project Presentations (Assignment date given in class   
                 Panel 1, 2, & 3  
   
F 4-13   Project Presentations (Assignment date given in class        
                  Panel 4, 5, & 6  
     
Immigrant Reception: Ambivalence and Nativism 
 
13 M 4-16  Kotlowitz, Alex, “Our Town” New York Times Magazine, August 8, 2007 
   (Blackboard )  
 
 W 4-18   Huntington, Samuel. 2004. “The Hispanic Challenge.” Foreign 
Policy      March/April: 30-45. (Blackboard  ) 
    & (next page) 
 Alba, Richard. 2006. Mexican Americans and the American Dream. Perspectives on 
Politics 4: 289-296.  
    http://www.ime.gob.mx/investigaciones/2006/estudios/APSA-Identidad-
Mexico_Americanos.pdf 
 
Reflection: A great deal of recent academic and public debate asks about the negative 
consequences of “too much” immigration and diversity for democratic vitality and collective 
projects, from nationalistic feeling to support for redistribution. What are some of the ways 
researchers try to measure whether immigrants are “assimilated” or “integrated”? How 
convincing do you find these measures.?   Do you think the evidence presented this week favors 
an assimilationist or segmented view of integration.? How persuasive are Alba’s arguments 
about the weakness of Huntington’s case.?    
 
 F 4-20  Quiz 9 Alba, Richard. 2005. Bright vs. blurred boundaries: Second-generation  
    assimilation and exclusion in France, Germany, and the United 
States. Ethnic     and Racial Studies 28(1): 20-49. 
 
14 M 4-23  Zolberg, Aristide R. and Long Litt Woon. 1999. Why Islam is like 
Spanish:     Cultural Incorporation in Europe and the United States. 
Politics & Society 27(1):    5-38 (Blackboard)  
 
Reflection: The debate about immigrant “assimilation” among U.S. scholars relies exclusively 
on the American experience and has, historically, been quite parochial. An emerging literature 
tries to theorize and investigate immigrant integration outside the United States. How can 
citizenship laws influence immigrant integration? Is it possible to build a general theory or 
common approach to immigrant integration.? Is the US experience unique? Why (not 
 .  
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Moral Dilemmas of Migration 
 
W 4-25  Carens, “The Case for Open Borders”  
  Blackboard 
 
 
F 4-27  Macedo, Stephen. 2007. “The Moral Dilemma of U.S. Immigration Policy:  
   Open Borders Versus Social Justice.? Pp.63-84 in Debating Immigration, 
edited     by Carol Swain.Cambridge University Press. (Blackboard) 
    
  
Reflection: Can states control migration? Should they? Many scholars have discussed the 
disjuncture between state control over immigration and the reality of contemporary migration. 
In formulating an answer to this consider why migrants move and how states can or cannot 
control the movement. What is your normative argument for why states should control, or open, 
borders?  
 
M 4-30   Portes and Rumbaut, Ch. 10 
 
Conclusions:  
   I will distribute the take-home final exam .  
  
 
Final Exam is due at 11:00 a.m. on Friday May 4  either in my mailbox in the Department of 
Sociology’s main office, Gladfelter Hall, 7th floor or you may deliver it to my office, Rm 722 
Gladfelter Hall (under the door if I am not there or odd hours.)   
 
______________________________________________________________________________
____ 
    Additional Course Information/Policies: 
 
Learn Needs and Disabilities. This course is open to all students who meet the academic 
requirements for participation. Any student who has a need for accommodation based on the 
impact of a disability should contact the instructor privately to discuss the specific situation as 
soon as possible. Contact Disability Resources and Services at 215-204-1280 in 100 Ritter 
Annex to coordinate reasonable accommodations for students with documented disabilities 
 
Academic Freedom: Both teachers and students have academic freedoms. The University has 
adopted a policy on Student and Faculty Academic Rights and Responsibilities (Policy # 
03.70.02) which can be accessed through the following link: 
http://policies.edu/getdoc.asp?policy_no=03.70.02. 
 
Participation Grade: Students often ask how participation is graded. Beyond the obligatory 
excellent attendance, I will grade your participation in our discussions the following way:  
 
Expectation        Weight 
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Participation is consistent (frequency)     20% 
Participation moves the conversation forward (substance)   20% 
**Participation demonstrates careful attention to the reading  20% 
Contributes applications and examples, or ideas from other sources  20% 
Asks Questions       20% 
Alternative (if struggling on any one of the above): group participation 20% 
 
Interview Project:  
Interview with an Established Immigrant/ Reflection Paper 
 
You are to complete an oral history of someone who migrated to the United States before 2000. 
You may interview any adult who was not born in the United States and did not have U.S. 
citizenship at birth. This person may be a distant relative, but I encourage you to interview 
someone you do not know well.  
This assignment has a number of goals. First and foremost, I want you to reflect on the concepts 
and theories that we have studied by considering them in the life of a real person. Second, I want 
you to try your hand at collecting sociological data through an interview format. Finally, one of 
the final exam questions will ask you to apply course material to your interview data.  
Based on the readings you have done, you need to construct an interview guide that considers 
migration, integration, membership and gender/generational themes. Your interview will be 
semi-structured, that is, it is guided by a questionnaire, but carried out like a conversation 
through “prompting.” You should encourage your respondent to tell you about his or her 
experiences with examples and anecdotes.  
Decide on one or two major themes that you want to explore in each interview section.  
 
THEMES 
1. Migration: the actual process of migration (who helped pay for it, how was it done, etc.); the 
“push” factors that led to migration; the “pull” factors that made the U.S. the respondent’s 
destination; the help or hindrance of social ties, etc.  
 
2. Integration:: experiences with economic integration (getting a job, learning about American 
work norms, etc.), experience with racial prejudice (self-perceptions of minority status, others’ 
perceptions, markers of being different—phenotype, accent, dress, etc): experiences learning 
English; experiences with political corporation (going to vote for the first time); reasons not to 
vote), etc.  
 
3. Identity & Membership: immigrant sense of belonging and ethnic attachments; attitudes to 
U.S. citizenship (did the person naturalize.? Why.? Why not?);  ties  to the home country 
(frequency of trips back, contact with homeland); attitudes to dual citizenship; feelings of 
membership in American society; feelings of being a “citizen of the world”, etc.  
 
4. Gender and/or Intergenerational Issues: attitudes about expectations and opportunities for 
men and women in the U.S.; in what ways has life in the U.S. impacted gender relations within 
the family, understandings and expectations between parents and their immigrant children; what 
do they see as the advantages and disadvantages for men and women in their home country 
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compared to life in the U.S..? What about changes in family life in general; what have they 
gained and lost in the process of settlement?  
 
STEPS 
1. Identifying Immigrant. During the 7th  week of the semester you will turn in a paragraph 
briefly describing the steps you have taken to find someone who fits the criteria for the interview 
and secure their agreement for the interview. It is due at the start of class, Monday, Feb 28.  
 
2. Interview guide. The draft interview schedule will be worth 5% of your grade, and must be 
cleared by the instructor. It is due at the start of class, Wednesday, March 16. 
 
3. Transcript. Once accepted, you will use your questionnaire to interview one person for 30-90 
minutes. Request permission to tape the interview and follow the consent form that I provide you 
in class. Explain that the interview is confidential—no one other than you will know their name. 
You must secure their signature of consent on the form. Type up the entire interview.  
 
4. Reflection Paper. At the end of the interview, on an extra two-three pages, reflect on some of 
the most interesting parts of the interview, given the class readings. Turn in: a) the interview 
transcript, b) the consent form and c) the reflection paper at the start of class, Monday 
April 11.  
 
Evaluation: You will be evaluated on how well you thought out your questionnaire around 
themes;  how well you gathered information  and probed the respondent (that is, providing them 
with a pleasant interview experience that also provides lots of data), and the thoughtfulness of 
your 2-page reflections 
 
Good websites/articles for immigration information:  
 
Migration Policy Institute (a non-partisan think tank in Washington D.C) data center:  
http://www.migrationinformation.org/DataTools/ 
Recent statistics on immigration into Philadelphia: 
http://www.brookings.edu/reports/2008/1113_immigration_singer.aspx 
 
* Familiarize yourself with the key moments and pieces of legislation in US immigration history.  
Ideally, make time to compare and contrast this history to other countries. (Some decent  
overviews are found, for example, in the Cornelius, et al. 2004 book, listed below.) 
 
Cornelius, Wayne A., Takeyuki Tsuda, Philip L. Martin, and James F. Hollifield. 2004. 
Controlling Immigration: A Global Perspective (2nd Ed.). Palo Alto: Stanford University Press. 
 
Rubric for Grading 
Assignments and Exams 
I will use the following rubric to guide and facilitate grading of all assignments. 
 
A Meets all requirements of the assignment, or exceeds them (in quality, not 

quantity; if one page maximum is required, turning in 2 pages simply misses the 
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point of the assignment, which includes writing sharply and succinctly). 
Sophi8sticated writing and composition; few errors in grammar, spelling 
Mastery of material demonstrated by an active and critical expression of 
strengths and limitations; demonstrated understanding of interrelationships 
among the various ideas and approaches. Skilled analysis and precise argument; 
incorporates vocabulary and concepts relevant to the course. Original insights, 
critical thinking, creative applications and synthesis of course content to 
assigned material.  

B Meets all requirements of the assignment (e.g. if 5 citations of reference are 
required, must have all five). Solid and adequate writing and composition; few 
errors in grammar, spelling. Active and critical discussion of ideas; may be more 
descriptive than analytical. Demonstrates critical thinking, good grasp of 
concepts relevant to the course. Intellectual creativity and willingness to attempt 
unique applications of concepts 

C Does not meet all requirements of the assignment, incomplete tasks (e.g. only 
cites 3 out of 5 references required)  Weak or careless writing and composition 
skills; many errors in grammar, spelling Basic grasp of the substance of the 
course concepts and materials; while essentially correct, comprehension and 
arguments do not stretch beyond the superficial application of concepts and 
ideas. Imprecise language in presentation of ideas.  

D Ignores requirements (e.g. no citations supplied when required). Writing and 
composition skills not at college level. Incomplete grasp of the substance of the 
course material; insufficient awareness of interrelationships between various 
concepts. Failure to address the topic of assignment; misreading or 
misunderstandings. Lack of effort.  

F  Less effort than “D” description; 
 
Note: There will be some variation and flexibility in grading, in accordance with uneven 
strengths and weaknesses. Pluses and minuses in the grade also will reflect this.  
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Appendix G. Professor Charles (his 400) Syllabus 

HIS 300 606 Wachman Hall 
Spring 2012 
Class: TT 2:00–3:20 in 207 Barton Hall 
 
Text: There is no formal textbook for this course. I am in the process of writing a book, The 
History of Mathematics in America, and pdf files of individual chapters will be uploaded to 
Blackboard. You may print these pages (preferably two-sided, or duplex, printing) or read them 
from a mobile device.  
 
Content: This course presents an overview of the history of mathematics in the United States 
and Canada within the general histories of these countries; there will also be reference to the 
world history of mathematics.  
 
There will be four objective tests covering Chapters 1-2, Chapter 3, Chapter 4, and the 
incomplete Chapter 5. Each is worth 15% of the final grade. These tests are mostly based on 
historical facts and not mathematical content or techniques. Tests are not cumulative. There will 
not be a final exam. Hopefully students will find these assessments to be enjoyable rather than 
oppressive.  
Each student is required to write two small papers (10% each) of about 250-500 words based on 
Internet searches and library research. They are due by 5 p.m. on Friday, April 6. There will also 
be a term paper based on original sources (20%). For the math bugs a suggested topic is an 
article that appeared in the American Journal of Mathematics accompanied by a biographical 
account of one or more of the authors. For the history bugs the paper can be motivated by any 
topic of particular interest in the course. All term papers are due by 5 p.m. on Monday, April 30.  
 
Grading: Tests 60%  
Papers 20%  
Term Paper 20%  
The grade scale is 90% for an A, 89% (A-), 88% (B+), 80% (B), 79% (B-), <79% (C). The grade 
of W can be assigned up to Monday, March 27; after that, grades of A to F will be given. The 
College of Liberal Arts allows a grade of I only for a student who could not take the final exam 
due to medical reasons, has an official note to verify that fact, and has completed all other 
material.  
 
Groups: You are encouraged to cultivate one or two class “partners” or a small study groups for 
preparing for tests. It is helpful to exchange names, phone numbers, and e-mail addresses in 
order to keep abreast of class work or to support each other’s efforts. However, you are 
responsible for your own submissions. Shared work is encouraged – mindless copying is 
dishonorable and therefore unacceptable.  
 
Office Hours: TT 1:00-1:50 and 5:10-6:00 p.m.; MF by appointment  
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Appendix H. Professor Dana (POL 300) Syllabus 

POL 300: The American Party System 
Spring 2012 
 
Professor Dana       T, TH 9:30 – 10:50 
Office Hours: Tuesdays, 11:00 – 1:00; Thursdays, 12:30 – 1:30 and by appointment 
 
DESCRIPTION 
This is an upper level elective course in political science. I assume everyone in the class has 
taken POL 300 (American Political System/American Government) or its equivalent. No other 
prerequisites are presumed. 
 
The course content covers the contemporary American party system. The first half of the course 
covers the reasons for political parties, the organization of parties, and a discussion of the 
activists who run them. For obvious reasons, we will focus heavily on the delegate selection 
processes in the two major parties for presidential nominations. The second half of the course 
looks at how parties respond to the voters, and how voters learn about parties and elections. 
Finally, we look at whether the party in government is responsive to the will of the electorate or 
to the agenda of the activist base. 
 
Disability Statement: This course is open to all students who meet the academic 
requirements for participation. Any student who has a need for accommodation based on the 
impact of a disability should contact the instructor privately to discuss the specific situation as 
soon as possible. Contact Disability Resources and Services at 215-204-1280 in 100 Ritter 
Annex to coordinate reasonable accommodations for students with documented disabilities. 
 
Statement on Academic Freedom: Freedom to teach and freedom to learn are inseparable 
facets of academic freedom. The University has adopted a policy on Student and Faculty 
Academic Rights and Responsibilities (Policy # 03.70.02) which can be accessed through the 
following link: http://policies.university.edu/getdoc.asp?policy_no=03.70.02. 
 
Course Policies:  
University’s Policy on Academic Honesty 
The following is a quote from the University’s policy: 
“The University believes strongly in academic honesty and integrity. Plagiarism and academic 
cheating are, therefore, prohibited. Essential to intellectual growth is the development of 
independent thought and a respect for the thoughts of others. The prohibition against plagiarism 
and cheating is intended to foster this independence and respect. 
“Plagiarism is the unacknowledged use of another person's labor, another person's ideas, another 
person's words, another person's assistance. Normally, all work done for courses -- papers, 
examinations, homework exercises, laboratory reports, oral presentations -- is expected to be the 
individual effort of the student presenting the work. Any assistance must be reported to the 
instructor. If the work has entailed consulting other resources -- journals, books, or other media -
- these resources must be cited in a manner appropriate to the course. It is the instructor's 
responsibility to indicate the appropriate manner of citation. Everything used from other sources 



249 

 

-- suggestions for organization of ideas, ideas themselves, or actual language -- must be cited. 
Failure to cite borrowed material constitutes plagiarism. Undocumented use of materials from 
the World Wide Web is plagiarism. 
“Academic cheating is, generally, the thwarting or breaking of the general rules of academic 
work or the specific rules of the individual courses. It includes falsifying data; submitting, 
without the instructor's approval, work in one course which was done for another; helping others 
to plagiarize or cheat from one's own or another's work; or actually doing the work of another 
person. 
This is me talking: The University subscribes to “Turnitin” and I have great experience with it. It 
verifies that students have done their own work and it will find the most obscure articles and 
papers students use inappropriately. Trust me. I reserve the right to refer any cases of suspected 
plagiarism or cheating to the University Disciplinary Committee. Cheating or plagiarism in this 
course will result in a grade of F. 
 
LATE POLICY: There is no late policy for this class. Students must turn in assignments on 
time. If you cannot complete an assignment on time for a catastrophic reason, an extension may 
be granted if such an extension is requested at least 24 hours before the due date of the 
assignment. The due date of an assignment is too late to ask for an extension. I will give zeroes 
for work not turned in.  
 
Absolutely no make up exams will be given. If students miss the exams for extraordinary, 
documented reasons, alternative assignments may be given. You will be better off taking the 
tests than completing these alternative assignments. 
 
ASSIGNMENTS 
Short Paper #1 (Delegate Selection)  25 points Tuesday, February 28, 2012 
Midterm Examination    20 points Thursday, March 1, 2012 
Short Paper #2 (Party in Government) 25 points Tuesday, April 17, 2012 
Participation and Attendance   10 points 
Final Examination    20 points May 3, 2012 
        Thursday, 8:00 AM -10:00 AM 
 
Extra Credit!  Visit me in my office hours for any reason and receive 2 points toward your final 
grade!  This offer expires February 23, 2012. 
 
Explanation of assignments: 
 
Short Paper #1 -   This paper should be about 2000 words, +/- 100 words (7 pages) and is due 
February 21st. You will select a state at random (we will do this together in class) and will write 
a paper about the presidential selection process in that state over time.  
 
Midterm Examination – The exam is given the last class day before Spring Break, March 1, 
2012. It will be an essay exam, with a combination of both short and long essays. 
 

 


