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Abstract
Inclusive classroom training typically focuses on course design, teaching strate-
gies, and evaluation practices girded in best teaching practices. Our university has 
hosted inclusive classroom training for six years, but just recently began providing 
mandatory training in each of the university’s academic departments for teaching 
faculty (including term, tenure-track, tenured, and adjunct professors). The newness 
and relevancy of student development theories to faculty proved worthy of increased 
attention by our Center for Excellence in Learning and Teaching. Using qualita-
tive assessment data from our institution’s mandatory Inclusive Classroom Annual 
Training for faculty, we present findings that illustrate how instructors would ben-
efit from cursory information on student development theories. Faculty reflections 
focused around three themes. First, it is essential for faculty to humanize teaching 
and learning by remembering to teach students and not just course content. Sec-
ond, faculty could connect their new knowledge of student development theories to 
their pedagogies and specifically how it can promote inclusive classroom environ-
ments. Finally, participants shared vulnerabilities by interpreting their past, present, 
and future teaching through a lens of student development theories. Also provided 
are recommendations to enhance teaching development for faculty, teaching and 
learning centers, and student affairs educators centered on the importance of student 
development theories.

Keywords Assessment · Faculty · Faculty development · Student development · 
Inclusive classroom · Teaching and learning

Like many college campuses, Iowa State University experiences acts and displays of 
hate, usually in the form of either racism or homophobia (Campus climate incidents, 
n.d.). In some cases, the perpetrators of these actions remain unknown. During the 
2019 fall semester, a student group on campus insisted that university administration 
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take a more proactive role in eliminating exclusion and discrimination on campus. 
In response to and aligning with the student demands, university leadership man-
dated that all teaching faculty participate in the Inclusive Classroom Annual Train-
ing led by the Center for Excellence in Learning and Teaching (CELT). In January 
2020, CELT facilitated the first year of training, reaching about half of all depart-
ments, and then extending to reach all 56 departments at the end of fall semester 
2020 (extended due to disruptions caused by Covid-19). CELT will launch the sec-
ond year of training in the fall of 2021 with each year of training focusing on a dis-
tinct component of inclusive teaching from foundational teaching approaches in year 
one to a focus on our students in year two.

In the present manuscript, we explore the faculty’s reflections during the inaugu-
ral mandatory  training, with specific attention to one of the learning modules that 
introduced student development theories as a key component of inclusive pedagogy. 
Within the paper is a section that describes our training, our institution, and our 
faculty for readers’ context. Although an analysis of faculty perceptions of student 
development theories was not our original goal for data analysis, the faculty reflec-
tions were so compelling that we believed the lack of knowledge and the perspec-
tives gained through these reflections warranted sharing with a broader audience. 
Our findings suggest that student development theories were broadly new informa-
tion for faculty and allowed our faculty to think about students in more nuanced 
ways – as complex, developing adults with individual contexts that influence their 
classroom engagement and success. Our findings can be valuable for other centers of 
teaching and learning who also want to advance inclusive teaching excellence. We 
conclude our paper with suggestions to more intentionally involve student develop-
ment theory in teaching praxis.

The Conundrum

Faculty (encompassing the variety of instructional ranks and appointments) must 
balance multiple demands of their profession, including expectations for teaching 
excellence, quality and quantity of scholarship, and institutional and disciplinary 
service involvement. Often, institutions support new faculty’s research trajecto-
ries through start-up funding for laboratories, grant-writing workshops, and course 
releases within the first one to three years of beginning a tenure-track position. 
However, there is less systemized support for teaching development and often few 
resources to support the development of term faculty who maintain high teaching 
loads. Indeed, doctoral education’s socializing process focuses on developing sub-
ject matter experts (Gardner, 2008; Mendoza & Gardner, 2010), often at the expense 
of teaching and pedagogical training. Even if graduate students and new faculty 
members interact with the college or university teaching and learning center, these 
interactions often occur as “add-ons” to the academic departments’ professional 
development provided at the college-level. Further, centers provide essential but 
voluntary and formative information and suggestions, rather than compulsory and 
summative experiences (Haras et al., 2017). To restate this idea, engaging with the 
teaching and learning center is often optional and can be overlooked.

(2021) 46:707–732Innovative Higher Education708



1 3

As a result of the limited attention to teaching, many faculty may rely on their 
own experiences as students or in limited interactions with fellow departmental fac-
ulty when going about their instruction. Without study and introspection, faculty 
can fall prey to “doing what worked for them” and carrying their own biases and 
misperceptions of effective teaching and student learning into the classroom (Starck 
et al., 2020). This approach is limiting and potentially harmful when considering the 
demographic changes that have occurred within higher education.

Today’s current college students and those to come, born between 1996 and 2012, 
represent the most diverse and inclusive generation in United States history. National 
and international events such as technological advancement, a volatile economy, and 
social justice movements have profoundly influenced and informed this generation’s 
attitudes and behaviors. Additionally, after 2025, there will be fewer prospective 
high-school graduates, the result of a decline in birthrates during and after the Great 
Recession of 2008. Frequently referred to as the enrollment cliff, the viability and 
sustainability of programs, departments, and higher education institutions are threat-
ened, and teaching effectively becomes more critical than ever before. It is vital that 
faculty, regardless of the institution, acknowledge that the idea of a “typical college 
student” is changing. Our universities provide the learning environments, both in 
and outside of the classroom, where students move from adolescence to adulthood 
to prepare for the workforce or advanced studies (Selingo, 2018). As such, it is more 
important than ever before, for faculty to concentrate their teaching efforts on evi-
dence-based teaching practice that enhance learning for all students. In other words, 
faculty must continually reflect on what they think they know about their students.

Given the varied demands faced by faculty, we acknowledge that it may feel 
overwhelming to also learn and apply student development theories. However, fol-
lowing a review of the data gathered, we believe that Inclusive Classroom Training 
cannot occur without a solid underpinning of student development theory. Without 
the foundational knowledge that students are not magically fully developed adults 
simply by virtue of the fact they matriculated across our gates after high school, 
teaching strategies will become just activities and tactics rather than an intentional 
dimension of designing inclusive classroom environments. It then becomes vital to 
understand the ways that college students are continually developing their cogni-
tive, moral, social, psychological, emerging-adult selves – both in and outside of the 
classroom. We do not imply that students should not be held accountable when they 
misstep; rather, we want to highlight student developments’ iterative nature. In the 
next section, we describe some essential contexts for understanding for our readers, 
including descriptions of our institution, our students, our faculty, and the Inclusive 
Classroom Annual Training itself.

Context: Site and Training

We utilized faculty responses (n = 1,383) from the first year of a mandatory Inclu-
sive Classroom Annual Training at our Midwestern, land grant, doctoral-grant-
ing institution. Our institution is a predominantly and historically White institu-
tion (P/HWI), with an undergraduate student body (n = 28,294) that is about 57% 
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male-identifying. About 21% of our students identify as first-generation. More than 
half of our students come from within the state, and around 4% of students are inter-
national students. Finally, approximately 95% of our students are 24  years old or 
younger, meaning they fit into what might be considered traditional college-aged 
students (Iowa State University, 2021).

Using our institutional Fact Book (Iowa State University, 2020), we compiled 
Table 1 to describe our 1,858 faculty. Our faculty predominantly identified as White 
and male, and most are 20 + years older than our students. Although analyzing our 
faculty profile is not our goal, when observing the structural diversity of our faculty, 
we recognize that gender and race inequities exist within our faculty body. Even 
with CELT’s efforts to promote inclusive classrooms, these disparities present a 
challenge when our underrepresented students do not see people who look like them 
in the front of the classroom.

The Inclusive Classroom Training

The first year of training consisted of two major components: online learning mod-
ules and a CELT-led departmental synchronous session (face-to-face or online). 
We used the flipped-classroom approach to engage faculty through active learn-
ing techniques (e.g., discussions, problem-based learning, group work, etc.) rather 
than through a lecture-based synchronous experience. CELT delivered foundational 
content about the inclusive classroom as three self-paced learning modules in Can-
vas, our learning management system. Each module provided learning objectives, 

Table 1  Faculty Profile

“All other” racial category includes those with multiple racial identities.

Tenured
n = 981 (52.8%)

Tenure-Eligible
n = 298 (16.0%)

Term Faculty
n = 579 (31.1%)

Gender Men 58.6% Men 60.7% Men 44.4%
Women 31.3% Women 38.9% Women 55.6%
Unkwn/Missing 0.1% Unkwn/Missing 0.3%

Race White 73.0% White 58.7% White 80.8%
Black 2.3% Black 2.3% Black 2.6%
Latinx 3.3 Latinx 4.0% Latinx 3.8%
Asian 19.3% Asian 27.2% Asian 6.9%
International 0.9% International 15.1% International 4.7%
All other 1.3% All other 2.7% All other 11.9%

Age 21–30 0.0% 21–30 5.0% 21–30 3.5%
31–40 7.7% 31–40 64.1% 31–40 27.8%
41–50 32.3% 41–50 23.5% 41–50 26.4%
51–60 28.5% 51–60 7.0% 51–60 22.5%
61–64 6.2% 61–64 0.3% 61–64 9.8%
65 + 18.2% 65 + 0.0% 65 + 10.0%
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content (e.g., brief readings, videos), and a self-reflection component. Our goal with 
the modules was to provide foundational information as to why inclusive teaching 
is important. The first module connected inclusive classrooms to the university’s 
land grant mission. The second module focused on implicit biases or unconscious 
attitudes, reactions, and stereotypes that affect behavior and understanding (Kirwan 
Institute for the Study of Race & Ethnicity, 2015). This module connected one’s 
teaching with identity, privilege, and bias. The third module, the focus of this manu-
script, focused on student development theories and how connected they are to stu-
dent learning. As part of this module, faculty read a chapter infused with student 
development theories (Ambrose et al., 2010). This module concluded with tangible 
action items developed by CELT staff informed from existing literature that faculty 
could incorporate into their teaching to move the needle towards a more inclusive 
environment.

Each academic department scheduled their synchronous program, often dur-
ing a regular faculty meeting, facilitated by a CELT staff member. After solidify-
ing planning, CELT shared with the unit leadership and departmental liaison the 
session outline, slide presentation, and strategies to create an inclusive classroom 
handout (Appendix A). (The department liaison was a faculty member identified by 
the department chair to help facilitate the training who received $500 in professional 
development stipend from the Senior Vice President and Provost Office). Before 
the synchronous program, we asked the departmental liaison to identify one or two 
inclusive teaching practices relevant to their subject area that they could share dur-
ing the training. For example, one strategy within the CELT handout was to “ensure 
images and illustrations are representative of diverse appearances (e.g., genders, 
abilities, ages, etc.).” The apparel program departmental facilitator shared that they 
strive to include images of individuals representing multiple sizes and ages (com-
pared to popular media’s traditional examples of youthful, very thin fashion models) 
to demonstrate the wide range of people interacting with the apparel industry.

During the one-hour synchronous program, CELT faculty and staff presented an 
active-learning style presentation with a lecture component, videos of students from 
our university discussing when “someone made them feel less than” and led three 
small group discussions. The discussions centered around a created handout focused 
on: course design, teaching strategies, and evaluation practices (see Appendix A). 
Throughout the presentation, the CELT facilitator asked the departmental liaison 
to share discipline-related examples on how they or their colleagues infused inclu-
sion into the learning environment. The training objectives focused on faculty rec-
ognition of the importance of teaching inclusively and identifying a course-specific 
improvement for their classrooms.

Student Development Theories

The purpose of student development theories is to allow educators to understand 
where students might “be” in their development journey and then determine ways to 
move students into further realms of growth or maturity. They are valuable in higher 
education because, “Knowledge of student development theory enables student 
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affairs professionals to identify and address student needs, design programs, develop 
policies, and create healthy college environments that encourage positive growth 
in students” (Evans et al., 2010, p. 7; Long, 2012). Much of the early disciplinary 
scholarship traced its roots to psychology, human development, and sociology. Stu-
dent development theories are malleable, meaning they shift over time to accom-
modate new ways of thinking. To briefly describe the wide range of student devel-
opment theories within the literature, we rely on Jones and Stewart (2016), who 
borrowed the wave metaphor from feminism to group the scholarship. The works 
cited in this section are a cross-section of examples readers could choose to investi-
gate independently and are not intended to be an exhaustive list of theories.

Foundational theories emerged in the 1950s and 1960s and continue to be 
taught in Higher Education Student Affairs (HESA) graduate courses (Harris, 
2020). Among these theories are Perry’s (1968, 1981) Theory of Intellectual and 
Ethical Development, Chickering’s (1969, 1993) Theory of Identity Development, 
Kohlberg’s (1976) Theory of Moral Development, and Sanford’s (1966) founda-
tional work about the balance of challenge and support for college students (Jones 
& Stewart, 2016). These theories, critiqued by contemporary scholars for relying 
on epistemic notions of colonialism and positivism, attempt to project monolithic 
understandings of populations and not considering interlocking systems of privilege 
and oppression (Abes, 2016; Nicolazzo, 2016). Indeed, white men authored all theo-
ries listed in this paragraph, with most of the research participants also being white. 
Nicolazzo noted that many of these theories sought to "normalize" (n.p.) students 
and their development, which can be dangerous to those from marginalized groups. 
Nonetheless, being aware of these foundational theories helps inform the scholarly, 
generational evolution of student affairs (Harris, 2020).

The second wave of student development theories focused on "diverse popula-
tions, social identities, and holistic theories" (Jones & Stewart, 2016, p. 18) to 
account for college campuses’ growing diversity. The literature saw the emergence 
of theories that focused on ethnic identity development (Phinney, 1993) and Black 
students’ development (Cross, 1971, 1978; Helms, 1993). Belenky et  al. (1986) 
advanced scholarship entitled "Women’s Ways of Knowing: The Development of 
Self, Voice, and Mind" to illustrate that men and women develop differently. Cass 
(1979) offered up her stage-based model of Homosexual Identity Formation, and 
Klein et  al. (1985) developed a multi-dimensional and dynamic understanding of 
sexual orientation. These scholars provided foundations for future scholars and 
their work, as is seen in the third wave. It is also important to note that the theories 
mentioned here provided a singular focus on a particular identity. Scholars such as 
Jones and McEwen (2000) created the Model of Multiple Dimensions of Identity to 
remind audiences that students may also have to navigate the intersections of multi-
ple marginalized identities simultaneously.

CELT looked to more recent theories such as the third wave, which "appl[ied] 
critical and poststructural perspectives to an understanding of student develop-
ment" (Jones & Stewart, 2016, p. 18). These perspectives seek to upend traditional 
notions of "knowledge" by examining how power influences knowledge-having and 
knowledge-making. Moreover, these perspectives eschew positivist "objectivity" 
in research by acknowledging that identity is key to a student’s (and researcher’s) 
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experience (Creswell, 2014). Theorists such as Delgado and Stefancic (2001), who 
brought us Critical Race Theory (CRT), indicated that CRT takes up many of the 
same perspectives that civil rights discourses do. Also, the theory extends to con-
sider how "broader perspectives that include economics, history, context, group- and 
self-interest, and even feelings and the unconscious" (2001, p. 3) affect people of 
color. Borne in this same wave are feminist and gender theories (Butler, 1990/2018, 
2004; Haraway, 1985/2013), likewise Queer Theory (Jagose, 1996; Talburt, 2011), 
and theories of disability (McRuer, 2006; Titchosky, 2011). When amassed, these 
theories purposefully seek to impact social justice outcomes by inviting audiences 
to rethink what they know. Many of these scholars aim to interrogate the notion of 
"identity" as stable in favor of more complex, dynamic understandings of identity 
and the human experience (Jones & Stewart, 2016).

Students are enrolled in our colleges and universities to learn. Teaching future gen-
erations is of vital importance to self and societal improvement. Just as a student’s 
classroom learning impacts their skills and abilities to impact the world, the world’s 
experiences impact how – and sometimes even, if – a student learns. This inter-rela-
tional dynamic is the work of student development theory that has been vitally impor-
tant to generations of educators as they engage with students in empirically grounded 
ways. Being mindful of the development happening among college students will aid 
an instructor’s efforts to teach inclusively. This paper fills a literature gap that focuses 
on faculty’s perceived usefulness of student development theory in their teaching. Our 
guiding research question was: What key take-aways do faculty come away with by 
exposure to student development theories as part of their inclusive teaching journey?

Methods

At the end of each online module, participants reflected on their learning within that 
module by answering an open-ended question. The question prompts provided free-
style writing to gather rich, qualitative data. Because this was the inaugural training, 
we wanted to hear more from faculty than responses a Likert-scale questions might 
provide. We also wanted to send the message that reflection on teaching is critical, and 
believed this feedback style would foster that goal. In this training, we elected not to 
collect any baseline knowledge or experience from the faculty, mainly since the need 
for the training was evident from the student demands for inclusive classroom training.

All in-module reflections were downloaded, organized, and divided by institu-
tional college but were otherwise anonymous. The authors saved the documents 
with the responses to a safe, cloud-based storage folder with limited access. Attribu-
tions to the reflective comment, LAS57, for example, represents the  57th response 
from that college. At our institution, we have eight academic departments that are 
housed in multiple colleges. One example of such a department would be Agricul-
ture and Biosystems Engineering, which is connected with both the College of Engi-
neering and the College of Agriculture and Life Sciences. Rather than “picking” 
which college to assign the data to, we decided that these data should be their own 
category. The table below (Table 2) provides the key for understanding our college-
naming shorthand.
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Reflections were read with the accumulated data, noting themes and patterns, 
known as initial or open coding (Saldaña, 2016). In the second round of coding (i.e., 
axial coding; Saldaña, 2016), these quotes were gathered into a new document for 
review to articulate the three emergent themes discussed below. To ensure the find-
ings’ trustworthiness, the authors reviewed the coding document and upon reflecting 
on their own experiences developing and leading the training, confirmed the major 
findings. Finally, we shared these findings with departmental liaisons who also con-
firmed these themes as being part of their experience with the training.

Findings

Evaluation of the Inclusive Classroom Annual Training data suggests that student 
development theories were new to the majority of faculty’s understanding of teach-
ing and learning. Faculty used terms such as “enlightening,” “insightful,” or “reveal-
ing” to describe the assigned reading. One faculty commented that information on 
student development theories gave them brand new perspectives about their stu-
dents, and noted the information “gave me more concrete knowledge than how I had 
thought about differences between Freshmen and Seniors before (which was more 
general and I attributed it to maturity and adjusting to life in college)” (INTR32). 
Even for those familiar with student development theories, particularly those teach-
ing within education, human development and family studies, and sociology depart-
ments, there was (re)confirmation of the importance of these ideas. For example, 
one instructor stated they were able to, “reaffirm that some of the strategies that 
I use instinctively in my classroom to enhance inclusivity are among those identi-
fied as best practices. I was also able to learn new practices that I have not regularly 
employed” (INTR91).

Following coding of each of the reflection statements, three key themes 
appeared. First, it is essential for faculty to humanize teaching and learning by 
remembering to teach students and not just course content. Second, faculty could 
connect their new knowledge of student development theories to their pedagogies 
and specifically how it can promote inclusive classroom environments. Third, the 

Table 2  College abbreviations Abbreviation College

CALS College of Agriculture and Life Sciences
DSN College of Design
ENGR College of Engineering
HSCI College of Human Sciences
BUS College of Business
LAS College of Liberal Arts and Sciences
VMED College of Veterinary Medicine
INTR Interdisciplinary departments that span two colleges

(2021) 46:707–732Innovative Higher Education714



1 3

participants shared vulnerabilities by interpreting their past, present, and future 
teaching through a lens of student development.

Teach Students, Not Just the Material

A strong thread in the faculty responses was the need to recalibrate instructional 
philosophy to “teach students, not material” (ENGR61). Faculty found it help-
ful to think about their students holistically – as complex beings with many life 
experiences that can impact their learning while in college. One professor who 
linked the holistic approach to their work in the College of Veterinary Medicine 
stated, “Just as we are focused on treating patients rather than symptoms in our 
hospital, in the classroom we will have more success if we teach students rather 
than focusing entirely on content” (VMED14). Another professor in the College 
of Business added:

This material will make me more aware of my students as individual human 
beings. As the reading stated, sometimes we get so caught up in teaching 
content that we forget to teach our students. That point really resonated with 
me (BUS42).

A colleague offered similar comments and connected the concept to better stu-
dent learning:

I found the ideas of “teaching to the student” and  “teaching to the course 
content” interesting from a holistic learning standpoint. Also, this coupled 
with the discussion of the developmental stage of college students. If the 
climate is not [positive] then high level of learning for ALL students is not 
probable (BUS114).

We found these comments and others to stand out because they serve as a 
good, albeit unfortunate, reminder that faculty might focus exclusively on the 
course’s content rather than the students within their classes.

Student development theories often (though not uniformly) focus on a person’s 
progression from one, presumably more complex or advanced, stage/phase to 
another. Faculty responded to the stage-like nature of developmental theory and 
reflected on their recognition of student cognitive growth:

The progression of intellectual development outlined in [the article] was 
new information and very interesting to me. I feel that I have observed the 
described stages of intellectual development, but have never had them out-
lined like this. I believe that it will be helpful to be aware that students may 
be more or less open to different ideas and to understand that their degree of 
openness may be representative of their stage of intellectual development. 
Without this background knowledge, it could be easy to assume that a stu-
dent is merely stubborn or naive (CALS42).
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This person identified a risk of being unfamiliar with student development theory, 
which implies a misguided understanding of students, rather than recognizing that 
scholars have written about how students change during the college years. Another 
member of the faculty agreed with the notions of students as evolving:

One piece of information that resonated with me is that college students are 
still in a developing stage of their lives. In my first semester of teaching, I 
made a wrong [assumption] (sic) that college students should know what they 
need to do because they are adults. In the second semester, I realized that 18 
is not a magic number. They don’t just suddenly become an adult when they 
turned 18. They still need our help to continue their social, emotional and 
intellectual development (BUS141).

In this example, a unique tension arose that is commonly understood by education 
and human development scholars, that traditional-aged college students (i.e., those 
aged 18–24) simultaneously are and are not adults. Emerging Adulthood Theory 
(Arnett, 2000) cautions that many college students do not perceive themselves as 
adults. However, society assumes them to be, creating tension between perceptions 
and reality of thoughts and behaviors.

Faculty respondents began to see their classroom environments as more than 
monolithic, singular-use spaces that focus only on knowledge within their respec-
tive disciplines. Indeed, specific skills and disciplinary expertise are vital, but as 
one faculty indicated, “We need to look at our classrooms not only as intellectual 
but also as social and emotional environments” (LAS178). As faculty began to con-
nect with a compassionate approach to their teaching rather than a pedagogy that 
focuses solely on content, they understood the benefits of doing so. Meyers et  al. 
(2019) consider this teaching with empathy, whereby instructors in higher education 
“work to deeply understand students’ personal and social situations, feel caring and 
concern in response to students’ positive and negative emotions, and communicate 
their understanding and caring to students through their behavior” (p. 161). Faculty 
responses reflected how holistically thinking about students affords opportunities to 
connect their pedagogies with the university’s desire for more inclusive classrooms. 
Although we have not yet followed-up with faculty to determine implementation, 
it appears there is a willingness or desire to approach their teaching with a more 
holistic-student approach.

Connections: Student Development Theories, Pedagogies, and Inclusive 
Classrooms

Student development theorists propose that there are ways to promote students’ 
growth, and that there is a need to bring ideas from theory-to-practice (Reason & 
Kimball, 2012). Faculty responding to the module indicated through their reflec-
tions that they began to see “student development as part of pedagogy in teach-
ing” (LAS16). In other words, “meeting students where they are” (common par-
lance for those in student affairs) or first listening, recognizing, and validating 
students’ experiences are paramount to effective teaching and learning practices. 
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Many respondents acknowledged that helping students intellectually also means 
helping them in other aspects of their lives that could make learning challenging. 
A representative comment along these lines from an Engineering professor noted, 
“college students are undergoing momentous changes in their life. It is important 
to recognize the complex set of social, emotional, and intellectual challenges that 
college students face" (ENGR7).

Faculty respondents described how student development theories could be val-
uable when exploring content that is dissonant with students’ past experiences 
and epistemologies:

The new piece of information that stood out most to me…was about the 
breadth and depth of student development. Specifically, how students com-
prehend information differently during college. For instance, some students 
think "black and white" and may have problems transitioning to ambiguous 
discussions which do not result in just one answer (LAS222).

Another professor from the same college shared a similar sentiment:

It was eye-opening to think about different stages in the development of peo-
ple from childhood through young adulthood (college years) and into older 
adults. I find it promising and feel optimistic knowing that exposure to hard 
topics and training on critical thinking and the view of others can help our 
college students (undergraduates) develop more mature and better-informed 
attitudes about race, ethnicity, empathy, and inclusion in general (LAS5).

This professor seems excited about how developmental models can help 
develop critical thinking in the classroom around social justice issues. While 
referring to Perry’s (1968, 1981) schema, this professor connected development 
to their discipline of teacher preparation:

I had not thought about the intersection of developing autonomy and establish-
ing identity with the college years – specifically, the movement from duality: 
right/wrong stances to relativism and commitment: the move from unexamined 
to more nuanced views. This timing coincides exactly with our undergrads 
encountering our teacher preparation instruction that specifically pushes them 
to develop more nuanced views of things like race, culture, what you learned 
in history class, and what books you loved as a child. Add to this the fact that 
most of our students are young white women (and some white men) from rural 
settings and even urban settings that lack diversity, and I can understand why 
some of them push back and have difficulty with the challenging expectations 
we have for them. This is not to say we need to change our approaches to bow 
to white fragility, but it is a new layer of understanding for me (HSCI20).

From this, we can see the ways that this instructor has experienced students’ 
cognitive dissonance. Knowing how students have gotten to this point in their 
thinking clarifies the difficulties of reframing their understanding.

The reflections provided by these faculty illustrate the important pedagogical 
“connecting piece” that student development can provide. As instructors desire 
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their students to engage deeply with the material, dialogue with peers, and think 
critically, it is vital to understand that such outcomes do not happen without inten-
tional work on the instructor’s part. Faculty wrote of “the connections between 
student development [and] teaching inclusively” (LAS172) by articulating:

Classroom climate is a major contributor to successful student classroom 
learning. The classroom climate needs to be inclusive so it is productive for all 
students. Professors should avoid climates that explicitly and implicitly mar-
ginalize a student or group of students. Professors should move to be more 
inclusive by developing or encouraging an implicitly centralizing climate. We 
need to be sure that stereotypes do not enter into the classroom either overtly 
or through more subtle activation of stereotypes as they negatively impact 
learning (CALS53).

As the data with this finding suggest, student development theories can be a use-
ful pedagogical tool for faculty. Bearing in mind that so few faculty are taught these 
concepts in their doctoral education and socialization to the profession, one profes-
sor was particularly enthusiastic about student development theories. They stated, 
“The information about the developmental trajectory of students’ social identities 
was fascinating. The whole chapter should be required reading for anyone teach-
ing at university level” (LAS98). It appears as though the training sparked thinking 
about the knowledge that can be helpful to them and others entering higher educa-
tion. One professor reflected, “It makes me think about how complex it is to be a 
high-quality educator, and that many of us were hired based on our research creden-
tials with little formalized training in education and classroom activities and envi-
ronment” (INTR117). Just as importantly, however, reflections have included how 
they might engage with these concepts in their future work, which is the subsequent 
finding.

“Teaching inclusively is hard work!”: Vulnerable Reflections

It is clear to us the Inclusive Classroom Annual Training offered faculty an opportu-
nity to take a moment to think about their teaching – what they do, what they think 
to do but fall short, and what they might want to do going forward. One profes-
sor stated that they “continue to make changes every semester to be aware of stu-
dents needs especially in this fast paced, over-stimulated world in which we live” 
(DSN14). This person indicated they were:

reminded of many things I know but don’t always actively employ in my teach-
ing. It was an excellent review of what an inclusive classroom can be. I was 
humbled by the reminder of all of the changes that university students experi-
ence in their late adolescent/early adulthood and how that greatly impacts their 
view of the world and how to navigate within it (HSCI86).

This instructor’s vulnerability is powerful as they describe how intensions and 
reality may not always match up in their courses:
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I had never really thought that one can be a well-intentioned instructor but not 
a truly inclusive one. I realized how usually the focus is to teach topics, deliver 
information, and not teach people, thinking about how everything happens in a 
social, emotional context and that doesn’t go away when you enter a classroom 
(DSN3).

Another instructor extended this idea by noting their unique role in fostering pro-
ductive learning environments, “Good intentions can have negative consequences. 
We need to create a learning environment where it is safe for the student be vul-
nerable and ask questions to fully engage with the content. We can help by mod-
eling vulnerability” (INTR111). And this instructor seems to be developing a mantra 
when planning courses in the future, whereby they plan to:

consider my students as intellectual, social, and emotional beings. That my 
students are still developing in these areas, as well as their sense of identity. 
This idea will guide me in my effort to create course and classroom environ-
ment that supports student development and encourages learning (CALS39).

At the same time that these positive reflections are happening, one professor also 
pointed out a significant tension: good teaching is not always easy:

Teaching inclusively is hard work! It requires educators to be more “in-tune” 
with the needs of students and their ever-changing demographics. Things we 
did “yesterday” may no longer be relevant for today’s learners. Inclusion is 
critical to the success of all students...something as simple as learning and 
using a student’s name can be instrumental in their feelings of belonging and 
ultimately impact their retention and success (ENGR40).

As stated earlier, in addition to the student development peer-reviewed article, 
CELT also provided a handout within Module 3 (see Appendix A). Many faculty 
commented on their intentions to employ the strategies derived both from the arti-
cle and the handout. For example, one professor plans on “engaging with students 
individually frequently in the semester to gain a better sense about what teaching 
methods work well for that person vs. those that do not” (CALS28). Another indi-
vidual better recognized the “diversity of teaching styles I am needing to display to 
reach the students who may be at any stage of learning development” (VMED82). 
Many faculty commented on the Plus-Delta mid-semester feedback’s effectiveness 
or their plans to utilize it in their classes. The Plus-Delta system allows for students 
to share directly with instructors (often anonymously) the things that are going well 
in the course (i.e., the plus) and the things that are not and might need to be changed 
(i.e., the delta). As one instructor indicated, they were “reminded of the importance 
of seeking feedback during the semester. I have not usually done this, since chang-
ing the kind of course material I teach (STEM content) is not really an option, but 
it may be that changing something about accessibility or assessment is possible” 
(INTR122). This passage illustrates how the Plus-Delta is a powerful strategy that 
allows the instructor to gain valuable feedback from students, make improvements, 
and communicate these course- and student-focused changes, leading to a more 
effective teaching and learning environment.
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The reflections within this manuscript represent most of our faculty, although 
there were outliers, as might be expected in training. It is to be noted that outlier 
comments tended to reflect the polarity in even needing any form of faculty develop-
ment, specifically the disagreement with training focused on inclusivity.

Discussion

Three themes emerged from the assessment data of the module focused on student 
development theories. The first theme centers on the idea of compassionate teach-
ing, noting that it is essential to teach students, not just content. The second theme 
indicates that faculty participants recognized that understanding student develop-
ment theories could aid them in their and the university’s goal of ensuring inclusive 
classroom environments. The third theme illustrates the faculty’s vulnerable reflec-
tions as they consider their work of the past and future, noting that inclusive teach-
ing is far from easy. In summary, one professor succinctly summarized the impor-
tance of student development theory on teaching and learning effectively:

I think reading these materials just reiterated that student development and 
course climate matter for student learning. When students feel safe and part 
of the discussion, they can learn. And maybe even more importantly, when 
students know that you care about them, they want to learn and do well 
(LAS188).

This study’s contextual backdrop is Iowa State University’s desire to foster a more 
inclusive campus, and learning environments are one integral piece of that. Our 
approach was to remind faculty participants that (traditional-aged) students are still 
developing intellectually and emotionally while in their classrooms. Upon turning 
18 years old, students may be the age of majority but remain on a development jour-
ney that doesn’t always feel like adulthood (Arnett, 2000). An individual’s life story 
can impact development, making it easier for some to learn than others or for some 
students to learn one way versus another. Faculty were open about their realizations 
that understanding student development can help them create affirming learning 
environments. They also recognized the need for being intentional about this, rather 
than leaving learning to chance, which might be unintentionally marginalizing to 
some.

Based on our findings, we assert that faculty’s knowledge of student development 
theory fosters inclusive teaching and learning on the college campus. Moreover, the 
connection among faculty self-reflection, empathy and compassion, and personal 
connections with students is essential for inclusive teaching. We offer a few recom-
mendations below for consideration.

Recommendations

When CELT first began offering the mandatory inclusive classroom training, the 
module on student development theories was considered a foundational piece from 
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which to springboard for a more in-depth discussion during the face-to-face session. 
We were surprised to read how few faculty knew about these theories and how inte-
gral the theories could be to faculty sense-making on developing and maintaining 
an inclusive classroom environment. It became clear that as a teaching and learn-
ing center, we needed to enhance our programming to include student development 
theory and work more closely with the student affairs educators whose “bread and 
butter” is student development. Further, while graduate education may not include 
teaching development, it confirmed to us as a center, the clear need and importance 
of providing effective teaching and learning training for new and joining faculty 
members to the university.

Foster Academic Affairs – Student Affairs Partnerships

CELT reports to the Senior Vice President and Provost’s Office, a part of its aca-
demic affairs division. Similar to other land-grant institutions, there is an administra-
tive division between academic and student affairs, with our center staff and faculty 
almost exclusively trained within academic disciplines. Whereas student affairs (SA) 
professionals are graduate-educated staff focused on students’ holistic development, 
education, and well-being (ACPA/NASPA, 2010, 2015; Dungy & Gordon, 2011; 
Reason & Broido, 2011), our center’s programming and staff expertise focuses nearly 
exclusively on the faculty or teaching side of the university.

As colleges and universities became larger, more diverse, and complex organiza-
tional systems in the twentieth century (Bastedo, 2012; Birnbaum, 1988; Dungy & 
Gordon, 2011), the need for both academic and student affairs educators deepened 
with collaboration between the two groups lessening. We contend that it is neces-
sary for teaching and learning centers to more actively cultivate programmatic part-
nerships between academic affairs (AA) and student affairs (SA). AA-SA collabora-
tions have gained higher education scholars’ attention in the last several decades, 
although the idea is not new (LePeau, 2015). The Student Personnel Point of View 
(American Council on Education [ACE], 1937) insisted on a symbiotic relationship 
between AA and SA from the very beginning, calling for “cooperative ventures” (p. 
6) between the two groups of educators. Kezar and Lester (2009) suggest that a col-
laborative imperative still exists within the academy close to a century later, namely 
because “faculty in AA and practitioners in SA bring different areas of expertise 
to [an] issue” (LePeau, 2015, p. 97). While challenging to do well, such relation-
ships provide opportunities and benefits to faculty, staff, students, and the institution 
(Kezar & Lester, 2009; Kirby et al., 2019; Nesheim et al., 2007). AA-SA partner-
ships can take almost any form but are often specific programs to advance students’ 
growth personally and academically. Examples might be learning communities or 
first-year programs with coursework and another component that focuses on another 
student outcome (e.g., institutional acclimation, career decisions; understanding 
social justice) (Nesheim et  al., 2007; LePeau et  al., 2018). However, when these 
program-courses do not explicitly have student affairs educators’ participation, they 
cannot be described as an AA-SA partnership.

We would advocate for AA-SA partnerships that simultaneously capitalize on 
both educators’ strengths. For example, in the near future, CELT will be working 
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with the Academic Success Center on shared programming on teaching study skills 
for both a student and faculty audience. This open-and-dynamic programming could 
foster greater engagement between faculty and students within and outside of the 
classroom environment. Another example that would promote inclusion would be 
programming with leadership from a faculty developer and a SA educator holding 
divergent social identities. Such diverse representation in leadership sends a more 
welcoming message to participants of the programming.

Validate Student Affairs Educators

There are systematic ways in which administrative units and leadership can provide 
opportunities for faculty growth in teaching that move beyond individual faculty 
responsibility. Whether at the departmental or college levels, unit leadership can 
publicly validate student affairs educators as educators. Citing their knowledge of 
student development theory, leaders can elevate the value these individuals bring 
to the unit. Might there be an opportunity to include student affairs practitioners in 
a faculty meeting to brainstorm solutions to a departmental challenge? Leaders can 
go further by fostering strong collegial relationships between SA practitioners and 
faculty. For example, an instructor teaching first-semester students discusses with 
an SA educator about how best to embed students’ epistemological development 
from “a state of simple, absolute certainty into a complex, evaluative system” (West, 
2004, p. 69). Such relationships can have mutually beneficial outcomes as well as 
promote student-centered learning within the classroom. There would be an added 
benefit of linking curricular and co-curricular learning together in a common space, 
promoting understanding in different ways, which is also inclusive.

Provide Routine Departmental Reflection on Inclusive Teaching

Department chairs can routinely reserve time, even a minimal 10–15 min at monthly 
mandatory faculty meetings, to discuss student development theories and resulting 
teaching strategies. This purposeful tactic can eliminate the “gosh, I never thought 
about it” mentality and provide faculty time to reflect on their course’s successes 
and challenges. A seemingly simple prompt, such as “how can I make my classroom 
more inclusive?” can significantly impact student sense of belonging (Strayhorn, 
2019). A cursory knowledge of student development theories would also benefit 
those faculty who advise student organizations as part of their service to the institu-
tion. Teaching awards and advisor-of-the-year awards can be an extrinsic value to 
this approach, not to mention publishing opportunities within journals that advance 
the scholarship of teaching and learning (SoTL).

Make Student Development Theory Part of Faculty Development

Those who work in faculty development can find ways to include student develop-
ment theory as part of their knowledge with faculty. Campus teaching and learning 
centers can develop and provide workshops or webinars providing baseline infor-
mation of student development theories. Higher-touch programming could include 
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interactive workshops where faculty members brainstorm their newly-gained knowl-
edge within their course syllabi, teaching strategies, evaluation practices, and cur-
riculum design. Meaningful partnerships between teaching and learning centers and 
student affairs divisions can deepen the university-wide connections of these two 
often distinct units. Suggested ideas include representative committee and board 
involvement, once a semester (or more frequent) meetings where university-wide 
successes and challenges are shared, and joint development and branding of pro-
gramming. Connections between units are often strengthened through personal rela-
tionships between staff members, deepening shared knowledge and practice.

Limitations

Our project enjoys the benefit of being possible only because this training was man-
dated for faculty by the administration. Without that, these data would not exist, and 
we consider that to be a strength of this study. However, like all assessments and 
research, our work comes with limitations. The data included in this paper come 
from a single, site-specific, land-grant, research extensive university, thus making 
our findings challenging to generalize into other college and university contexts. The 
findings also reflect a snapshot in time – faculty members’ participation in the first-
ever mandatory Inclusive Classroom Annual Training. While we find these reflec-
tions deeply compelling, longitudinal study of faculty’s use of student development 
theories and relationships with SA educators over time warrants further investiga-
tion at our institution and beyond. We recognize the value of follow-up with faculty 
on whether or not they implemented any of the strategies shared during the training; 
however, the current findings were interesting and important enough to allow CELT 
to think differently about the needs of faculty within our university. In the future, 
with thanks to added resources, we plan a multi-faceted approach to determine any 
pedagogical changes by interviewing faculty (individually or in focus groups) or 
asking them to complete a survey six months after the training to ascertain the most 
common teaching changes. Another option would be to utilize a document analysis 
method to examine syllabi before and after the training to see evidence of change. 
Finally, with any training feedback situation, response bias or acquiescence response 
(Costello & Roodenburg, 2015) is a concern as participants tend to report what they 
assume wants to be heard rather than their honest thoughts.

Conclusion

Within this article, we used qualitative data from our campus Annual Inclusive 
Classroom Training. This data derived from the faculty reading an overview of stu-
dent development theories. Faculty responses articulated the need to teach students 
rather than to teach content, and in so doing, creating inclusive learning spaces. 
Faculty participants provided a thoughtful reflection on their future actions around 
the intersection of inclusion and theory. The ideas articulated in this paper suggest 
ways of building faculty members’ knowledge of student development theory as a 
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pedagogical tool. We encourage readers to creatively think of ways to learn about 
and implement these theories in their work. Like the faculty in our training, we 
believe it will be enlightening.

Appendix A: Inclusive Classroom Annual Training Worksheet

Strategies to Create an Inclusive Classroom

Inclusive teaching includes course design, teaching strategies, and evaluation prac-
tices that cultivate a learning environment where all are treated equitably, have equal 
access to learning, and feel supported in their learning. Instructors can implement 
the strategies that best suit them, their disciplines, and their students.

This interactive document is for your use only. Mark strategies being used by 
clicking on the checkboxes; then, reflect on opportunities to promote inclusion by 
typing in the appropriate text boxes.

Setting Guidelines to Establish a Positive Climate for Learning

The Iowa State University Principles of Community (http:// www. iasta te. edu/ princ iples) 
can serve as guidelines to facilitate engagement, to promote inclusivity, and to establish 
a positive climate for learning.

• Respect: We seek to foster an open-minded understanding among individu-
als, organizations and groups. We support this understanding through outreach, 
increasing opportunities for collaboration, formal education programs and strate-
gies for resolving disagreement.

• Purpose: We are encouraged to be engaged in the university community. Thus, 
we strive to build a genuine community that promotes the advancement of 
knowledge, cooperation and leadership.

• Cooperation: We recognize that the mission of the university is enhanced when 
we work together to achieve the goals of the university. Therefore, we value each 
member of the Iowa State University community for their insights and efforts, 
collective and individual, to enhance the quality of campus life.

• Richness of Diversity: We recognize and cherish the richness of diversity in our 
university experience. Furthermore, we strive to increase the diversity of ideas, 
cultures and experiences throughout the university community.

• Freedom from Discrimination: We recognize that we must strive to overcome 
historical and divisive biases in our society. Therefore, we commit ourselves to 
create and maintain a community in which all can work together in an atmos-
phere free from discrimination, and to respond appropriately to all acts of dis-
crimination.
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• Honest and Respectful Expression of Ideas: We affirm the right to and the 
importance of a free exchange of ideas at Iowa State University within the 
bounds of courtesy, sensitivity and respect. We work together to promote aware-
ness of various ideas through education and constructive strategies to consider 
and engage in honest disagreements.

Opportunities to Promote Inclusion in my Classroom

How might you introduce and utilize the Principles of Community in your classroom?

-

Course Design

It is critical to examine not just the way we teach, but also our prep work before our 
classes begin. Consider how your learning objectives, activities, and assessments 
map onto the goals of your course. To give you a starting point, use CELT’s Basic 
Course Design page (http:// bit. ly/ cours ealig nment).

Syllabus

□ Download and consider the use of CELT’s Mindful and Learner-Centered Syl-
labus (PDF) (http:// bit. ly/ celts yllab us).

□ Review the Interfaith Calendar website (http:// www. inter faith- calen dar. org/) for 
world religion sacred dates when scheduling major projects, presentations, exams, 
and course events. Example: Students fasting for Ramadan may choose not to 
participate in end-of-spring-semester celebrations involving food.

Textbooks and Resources

□ Choose texts from authors of diverse backgrounds. Select content that engages a 
diversity of ideas and perspectives.

□ Discuss contributions made to the field by historically underrepresented groups. 
Acknowledge the historical and contemporary absences of women and people of 
color when applicable.

□ Examples that come quickly to us are often those that come from our own experi-
ences. Avoid assuming your students share that experience. Notice if you base 
yours on regional knowledge that may be favored by one gender.

□ Provide access to supporting materials, such as illustrations, glossaries, and neces-
sary background information based on prerequisites required for the course.
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□ Avoid highly idiomatic language and jargon. While the expressions may add 
interest, many students may miss an essential concept if the phrase is unfamiliar 
(e.g. "once in a blue moon," "between a rock and a hard place").

□ Carefully consider how you use humor in your classes to ensure it degrades no 
one. Draw on humor and anecdotes relevant to the subject and sensitive to our 
campus’s social and cultural diversity.

Presenting Content

□ Avoid phrases such as, “It’s easy to see…” or “I’m sure the answer is obvious to 
all…”. Phrases like these can implicitly discourage students who do not under-
stand from asking questions.

□ Ensure images and illustrations represent diverse appearances (e.g., genders, abili-
ties, ages, etc.).

□ Use language that promotes a growth mindset. For example, rather than stating, 
“This course has supplemental instruction (SI) because I know women struggle 
with math,” consider focusing on actions that would help every student, “I invite 
you all to attend the SI for more practice.”

□ Incorporate diverse student voices/perspectives/examples without stereotyping, 
spotlighting, or tokenizing.

□ Consider ways to engage students with the course content, with one another, and 
with you.

Opportunities to Promote Inclusion in my Classroom

In the first column, share your action item related to course design. List your next 
steps in the second column. Finally, consider sharing your efforts with a colleague, 
mentor, o r department chair/unit leadership.

Action Items for Course Design Next Steps

-

Teaching Strategies

Inclusive teaching strategies refer to approaches that support meaningful and acces-
sible learning for all students, promoting a sense of belonging, and encouraging stu-
dent success.

Building Community

□ Create connections with your students and between your students using an ice 
breaker discussion forum. Choose a few topics and have your students select one 
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to respond to – make sure you reply with your answer, too! Use the steps on the 
Create an Online Icebreaker Discussion page (https:// bit. ly/ celt- icebr eak).

□ Course presence in Canvas is a part of all course delivery modes (face-to- face, 
hybrid, and online, https:// bit. ly/ isu- deliv ery) for fall 2020. An online presence 
in Canvas provides students with more flexibility. New ways to collaborate are 
directly related to how present and engaged both the instructor and the students 
are in the online classroom. When students are engaged, they tend to perform 
better. When students are actively involved in the material, they tend to process 
it more deeply, which leads to successful retention of the material. Learn more 
from the Engage Students Online page (https:// bit. ly/ celt- engage).

Encourage Active Learning

□ Chunk classtime into segments, such as 10-min lecture, 10–15 min of students 
engaged with active learning (discussion, problem-solving, low-stakes assess-
ments), another 10–15 min lecture, and 5- minutes of student reflection to enhance 
engagement. When students feel engaged with the instructor, fellow students, and 
the subject, they are more likely to participate in class, feel valued, included, and 
respected.

□ Encourage full participation while being aware of differences that may influence 
students’ responsiveness. Some students’ silence may have learned in response to 
negative experiences with participation (e.g., being interrupted). In some cultures, 
asking questions is considered a rude interruption of class time. For example, 
consider asking students to write their responses rather than verbally report them, 
consider asking students to share their ideas with a classmate, and increase their 
wait time.

□ Invite students to complete projects on self-selected topics to draw on personal 
interests and relevance. Increase options for assignment format to allow students 
to choose oral presentation, research paper, and design project.

□ Invite students to co-design elements of classroom activities, for example, con-
tribute to exam study guides.

□ Treat students as individuals whose identities are complex and unique. Example: 
Ask open-ended questions to solicit students’ reports of their experiences without 
calling on a single student to speak for their race, gender, culture, etc.

Group Work

□ Intentionally create groups, asking students to join together on non-visible char-
acteristics, i.e., birth month.

□ When assigning group projects, ask students to rotate roles. The roles should be 
non-gender specific and of equal contribution. Example: Ensure those female 
group members are not always in secretarial/note-taking positions.

□ Provide multiple checkpoints to present opportunities for individual learning, 
accountability, and reflection.
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Opportunities to Promote Inclusion in my Classroom

In the first column, share your action item related to teaching strategies. List your 
next steps in the second column. Finally, consider sharing your efforts with a col-
league, mentor, or department chair/unit leadership.

Action Item for Teaching Strategies Next Steps

-

Evaluation Practices

All students need clear standards and evaluation criteria, straightforward com-
ments on their work delivered with tact and empathy, and frequent feedback to 
change their learning strategies or seek additional help.

□ Provide frequent opportunities for informal assessment and feedback on progress.
□ Share tools such as grading rubrics, in addition to assignment descriptions and 

criteria, to help a diverse community of learners clarify the requirements of an 
assignment.

□ Consider whether the grading system you employ (for example, giving only a 
couple of high-stakes assignments) might demotivate students. Offer multiple 
lower-stakes opportunities to demonstrate knowledge and encourage students to 
develop growth mindsets (the belief that they can improve).

□ Provide specific, actionable, and timely feedback to help students gauge their 
progress in the class.

Opportunities to Promote Inclusion in my Classroom

In the first column, share your action item related to evaluation practices. List 
your next steps in the second column. Finally, consider sharing your efforts with a 
colleague, mentor, or department chair/unit leadership.

Action Item for Evaluation Practices Next Steps

-
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Student Feedback

Establish processes to receive anonymous feedback on the course climate and 
student learning. Make sure to review comments and report back to students at 
the next class session to validate their perspectives and improve the course to 
enhance student learning. Helpful tips on CELT’s Plus/Delta webpage (http:// bit. 
ly/ isu- plusd elta).

□ The Plus/Delta is usually conducted in the first quarter of the class and includes 
four open-ended questions:

1. What is helping me to learn in this class?
2. What changes are needed in this course to improve learning?
3. What am I doing to improve my learning in the course?
4. What do I need to do to improve my learning in this course?

□ The Critical Incident Questionnaire (Brookfield, 2017) is done periodically and 
has five questions:

1. At what moment in class did you feel most engaged with what was happen-
ing?

2. At what moment in the class were you most distanced from what was hap-
pening?

3. What action that anyone (teacher or student) took this week did you find most 
affirming or helpful?

4. What action that anyone took this week did you find most puzzling or confus-
ing?

5. What about the class this week surprised you the most? (This could be about 
your reactions to what went on, something that someone did, or anything else 
that occurs).

For Inclusive Classroom resources, ways to extend your learning, and refer-
ences for this handout: Visit CELT’s Creating an Inclusive Classroom webpage 
(http:// bit. ly/ celti nclus ion) or use your camera app on your smart device and 
focus on the QR code, which will take you to the webpage.
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