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Introduction

In the United States, post-secondary institutions have recognized not only the importance,
but also the complex nature of, inclusion. In response, campuses have enacted a variety
of approaches to foster inclusion of all students - especially those from minoritized so-
cial identity groups. Some post-secondary inclusion efforts (e.g., training, workshops) are
aimed at faculty members who spend significant time teaching and advising students, and
thus, have a direct influence on how included students feel on campus. In fact, Bernstein
(2010) argued that “every teacher [should] treat every course as an opportunity to learn
how to create better learning environments and generate richer educational experiences”
(p. 4). This manuscript offers rich detail about a professional development workshop series
designed for faculty members at one U.S. institution. The goals of the workshops were
to increase instructor knowledge of campus inclusion and to offer tangible strategies for
fostering inclusion in their spheres of influence - including teaching, advising, mentoring,
service, and research. The forthcoming pages detail the history, design, implementation,

and outcomes of those workshops.




Higher educators often want to be excellent and inclusive, but they are rarely prepared
to teach inclusively, or teach at all. There is an abundance of resources available on in-
clusive teaching. However, for busy faculty - especially novices who are just beginning
their journey toward inclusion - the literature can feel like an unwieldy mix of theory,
empirical studies, opinion, and promising practices. A review of the literature reveals an
array of issues, paradigms, terminologies, and recommendations that could be of interest
to teachers striving to be equitable and inclusive. Just a few of those different bodies of
literature are referred to as: culturally-sustaining (CoLg, 2017; LapsoN-BiLLiNGs, 2014; PAris,
2012); indigenizing or decolonizing (BrayBOoY & CastaGNO, 2009; GAZTAMBIDE-FERNANDEZ,
2012; GranDE, 2004; TeEDA et al., 2003); transgressive (Hooks, 1994). Other pedagogical
literatures are grounded in particular theoretical paradigms, and thus, offer unique ap-
proaches to pedagogy. For instance, some teaching literature is informed by critical race
theory (BHATTACHARYA et al., 2019; SMiTH-MADDOX & SoLOrzANO, 2002; Turrt, 2012, 2016),
LatCrit theory (DELGADO BERNAL, 2002; FIGUEROA & RODRIGUEZ, 2015; VALDES & BENDER, 2021),
critical whiteness theory (DIANGELO, 2011, 2018; FRANKENBERG, 1997; GILLBORN, 2007; LEON-
ARDO, 2002), and feminist theory (MAHER & TETREAULT, 2001; SHREWsBURY, 1987). While there
are certainly overlapping perspectives in these writings, there are also many differences.
Faculty seeking to be more inclusive must sift through these writings to determine which
best align with their worldview and which are applicable to their disciplines, courses, and
laboratories. As such, educators can become frustrated with the plethora of pedagogical
writings that sometimes contradict each other, offer competing inclusion strategies, or are
written by and/ or for instructors in different disciplines and fields. This study illuminates
a faculty inclusion workshop series intended to provide scholarly-informed pedagogical
strategies to educators who may not have the time to make sense of the plethora of lit-
eratures available. Specifically, it offers an overview of the Inclusion Workshops for Faculty
at the University of Rhode Island (URI) in the United States. Details include the plan-
ning (history, framework, context), implementation, and outcomes of the faculty inclusion
workshops.

Workshop History, Guiding Framework, & Context

The history, overarching framework (Apams & Lovg, 2009), and socio-political context for
the Inclusion Workshops for Faculty at the University of Rhode Island (URI) are described
in this section. URI is a public research university with roughly 18 000 students and 1 180
faculty members. The impetus for the inclusion workshops occurred in January of 2017
when the author (Vaccaro) presented a plenary talk about inclusive excellence at a pre-
semester meeting for faculty. The feedback from that presentation was overwhelmingly
positive and Dr. Vaccaro was subsequently invited by the Office of the Provost, Academic
Affairs Diversity Task Force, and Office for the Advancement of Teaching and Learning to
build upon the talk and develop an inclusive teaching series for faculty. Between August
2018 and August 2021, Vaccaro developed and facilitated a total of 47 workshops for full
and part-time faculty at the University of Rhode Island. The total number of attendees
was 1017.

Each workshop was designed to last 2 hours. However, it can be a challenge for instruc-
tors to find that amount of time to dedicate to optional professional development. With
this challenge in mind, it was determined that the most effective way to engage teachers
was to bring the workshops to them. As such, all deans and department chairs were en-
couraged to use pre-existing meeting times to schedule the workshops for faculty in their
units. This strategy afforded faculty the opportunity to participate in the inclusion work-




shops at a day and time they had already reserved for department meetings. This delivery
strategy also led to discipline-specific audiences at each session. The commonality of schol-
arly background among attendees fostered robust disciplinary conversations and sharing
among participants.

Design & Foundational Framework

This section summarizes the workshop design and overarching guiding framework (Ap-
ams & Lovg, 2009). It begins with a broad snapshot of the three-part series, noting the
scholarly roots and socio-political context. Then, an overview of each of the three faculty
development workshops is provided. The content for the inclusion workshops was in-
formed by varied literatures noted in the introduction. However, the specific framing of
the workshops was inspired by a 2009 chapter from Adams and Love. In that work, Ad-
ams and Love (2009) described a four-quadrant framework for use in faculty development
workshops for social justice. They argued:

These four quadrants are based on (1) what our students, as active participants,
bring to the classroom, (2) what we as instructors bring to the classroom, (3) the
curriculum, materials and resources we convey to students as essential course
content, and (4) the pedagogical processes we design and facilitate and through
which the course content is delivered. (Apams & Lovg, 2009, p. 7)

These quadrants informed the development and implementation of the University of Rho-
de Island’s Inclusion Workshops for Faculty. The series of three URI workshops were titled:
1.) Introduction to Equity & Inclusion; 2.) Inclusive Course Design; and 3.) Inclusive Teaching. In
the following section, details about each of these workshops being summarized. However,
it should be noted that there were some commonalities among the workshops. Specifically,
all faculty workshops contained the following core elements: information sharing, promis-
ing practices, reflection, and action planning.

As noted by Vaccaro (2013), learning about social justice requires a faculty to engage in
self-work, to create inclusive classroom environments, and to adopt social justice curric-
ula. This work often requires the acquisition of new knowledge. As such, each workshop
began with a brief presentation of key insights from pedagogical/theoretical/empirical
literatures (c.f., Abams & Lovg, 2009; BernstEIN, 2010; Kisnimoto, 2018; OLesoN, 2021; THARP
& MoreaNo, 2020; Turrt et al.,, 2016). With the goal of providing tangible inclusion strate-
gies, all workshops also included a plethora of examples of promising practices for inclu-
sion. To model engagement and engage participants in a community of scholarship (Boyeg,
1990) all workshops also utilized small discussion groups. In these groups, participants
were invited to reflect on the information presented and discuss possible applications to
their work. In hopes of inspiring participants to immediately apply their new learning, all
workshops concluded with time for action planning. Specifically, participants were asked
to make a list of 1-3 inclusion strategies they would implement immediately into their
courses. The post-evaluation workshops (described in a later section) also include ques-
tions about faculty action plans. The anonymous evaluation served as a reminder to imple-
ment at least 1-3 inclusion strategies.




Socio-Political Context

The specific content of each workshop is listed in the forthcoming section. However, the
content was regularly updated to reflect the evolving global and United States socio-politi-
cal realities. Just a few of the relevant phenomena that shaped the delivery and/or content
of the workshops during the first four years included:

e COVID-19 global pandemic

e U.S. White House restrictions on “Divisive Concepts” via “Executive Order on Com-
bating Race and Sex Stereotyping” (M-20-34, September 22, 2020) - later rescinded.

¢ Black Lives Matter movement

e Violence against Asian Americans (heightened by disinformation about the origins
of COVID-19)

¢ Increased anti-transgender legislation

For instance, the COVID-19 pandemic prompted the historically in-person presentation
to move to a remote format. That meant participant engagement changed to include more
structured engagement using the chat and breakout functions in zoom. Also added to
the workshops was a focus on the challenges of ensuring inclusion via remote or online
learning. In September of 2020, the U.S. political backlash against social justice education
manifested in many forms - including an executive order from the U.S. Executive Branch
whereby supposedly “divisive concepts” - such as critical race theory, white privilege,
intersectionality, systemic racism, positionality, racial humility, and unconscious bias were
barred from government trainings. This executive order was later rescinded in January
2021. Although it was unclear if, and how much, the executive order would impact class-
room teaching at a state public institution like URI, the executive order was introduced to
attendees as important context to contemporary inclusion efforts broadly, and their teach-
ing efforts specifically. Additionally, the ongoing forms of violence directed at people of
color, transgender people, and other minoritized groups were included as important influ-
ences on both the content and delivery of the workshops. In sum, the socio-political context
was an ever-changing, but important contextual backdrop to, the URI Inclusion Workshops
for Faculty.

Workshop Series Details

This section offers a brief overview of each of the three Inclusion Workshops for Faculty.

Workshop 1: Introduction to Inclusion

The first workshop introduces teachers to basic concepts of inclusion. Using the first two
quadrants from Adams and Love (2009), the session focuses on the inclusion (and exclu-
sion) experiences and perspectives that faculty and students bring to the classroom. The
session begins with an overview of empirical research on campus experiences for minor-
itized students. The PowerPoint slides cover foundational and contemporary writings
about campus climate (GARvEY et al., 2018; Harrer & Hurrapo, 2007; HurTADO et al., 2012;
HurtADO & GUILLERMO-WANN 2013; NicoLazzo, 2018; OXeNDINE et al., 2020; RANKIN & REASON,
2008; RANKIN et al., 2010; VictoriNo et al., 2019) and more specific campus microclimates
(Vaccaro, 2012). This body of research emphasizes grave educational, interpersonal, and




health consequences of negative, hostile, and unwelcoming climates for students from
minoritized social identity groups. Since campus climate is all-encompassing, it can feel
overwhelming for educators who want to make a positive impact. As such, the workshop
pivots from campus climate broadly to microclimates (Vaccaro, 2012) and corresponding
spheres of influence such as classrooms, laboratories, offices, and other department spaces.
In small and large groups, workshop attendees are invited to imagine specific ways they
can foster inclusion and improve the microclimates in each of these specific spheres of
influence.

The other focus of this introductory workshop is to encourage faculty members to en-
gage in deep self-reflection. By far, one of the most consistent concepts in the inclusive
pedagogy literature is the importance of increasing faculty self-awareness and knowledge.
Scholars note that creating inclusive classrooms begins with personal reflection to inspire
culturally inclusive growth (GiLpin & Liston, 2009; HurtaDO & GUILLERMO-WANN, 2013).
Pope et al. (2019) specifically call upon educators to engage in personal work in order to
achieve social justice competency. To successfully enact inclusion, educators must:

consistently challenge themselves to increase their awareness and knowledge of
self, of others, and of the relationship between the two; understand[ing] systems
of oppression and inequities to create a deeper understanding of structural barri-
ers within higher education; and develop the advocacy and action skills essential
to eradicating the structural barriers, eliminate inequalities, and create multicul-
tural change on campus and in society (Pork et al., 2019, p. 6).

Developing competencies to enact inclusion and social justice is a lifelong process. Work-
shop attendees are often at very different stages of this journey. Some may have exten-
sively engaged in deep reflection over their careers while others may never have never
considered “self” as relevant to their course material or teaching. In small groups, work-
shop attendees discuss their own personal identities and professional journeys towards
enacting inclusion and social justice in their spheres of influence.

The final segment of this workshop (and all others) is dedicated to action planning.
Attendees are asked to document 1-3 inclusion strategies that they will implement within
each of their spheres of influence (i.e., classrooms, laboratories, offices, departments, dis-
ciplines/fields). They are also invited to consider how they will continue to engage in
personal reflection in order to become a more inclusive educator.

Workshop 2: Inclusive Course Design

The second workshop builds upon Adams and Love’s (2009) third quadrant: inclusive
course design. Scholars have long argued that the development and design of course cur-
ricula and syllabi are important indications of an instructor’s perspectives on inclusivity
(Apawms et al., 2000; Danowirz & Turrt, 2011; Dracup et al, 2018; GAIR & MuLLins, 2002). As
such, this workshop focuses specifically on the design of syllabi and course content. The
workshop begins with a PowerPoint presentation about five key issues in inclusive course
design: 1.) signaling inclusion from day one; 2.) increasing visibility and representation; 3.)
avoiding stereotyping and deficit portrayals; 4.) designing for accessibility; 5.) and ensur-
ing affordability. After providing brief information about each of these topics, participants
are invited to discuss the application of these five issues in their courses.

The first key issue is the importance of promoting inclusion from the very beginning
of an academic term. Explicit messages of inclusion from teachers can foster an inclusive




learning environment - which is incredibly important for all students, and especially sali-
ent for those from minoritized backgrounds (Turrt, 2016; Vaccaro & NewmaN, 2016, 2017;
Vaccaro et al., 2019). The workshop offers a variety of specific strategies faculty can use
to signal the importance of inclusion. For instance, faculty can create a brief statement
of inclusion (or a longer inclusive teaching statement) for their syllabus. Another strat-
egy is to craft a live (or recorded) course welcome where instructors talk explicitly about
the importance of inclusion and how they plan to foster it in the course. Other ways to
visibly signal inclusion to students is to prominently display one’s gender pronouns and
diversity-related certifications (e.g., safe zone) on their syllabus, virtual course portal, or
office door. Finally, faculty are encouraged to include the locations of inclusive campus
resources (e.g., offices, services, programs) and gender-inclusive restrooms on the syllabus
and/or in other course materials.

The second and third key issues are related: the invisibility of diverse peoples and/or
hypervisibility and deficit portrayals of people from minoritized groups. Scholars have long
noted the importance of critical reflection on whom a course includes or excludes (DL CAR-
MEN SALAZAR et al., 2009; GAIR & MuLLiNs, 2002; SIDMAN-TAVEAU & Horrman (2019). Specifi-
cally, Sidman-Taveau and Hoffman (2019) encourage teachers to evaluate their curricula for
“misrepresentation or gaps in representation of diverse” peoples (p. 124). In the workshop,
faculty are encouraged to consider the following questions: “Whose perspective is the his-
tory of your field told through?; Are scholars from minoritized backgrounds involved in
discoveries, theory development, research, but not acknowledged?; In what ways is your
course designed to include minoritized peoples, diverse topics, or social justice issues?”

In college courses, exclusion or deficit portrayals of minoritized people and topics may
be unintentional. For instance, Vaccaro et al (2021) described how an inclusive LGBTQ pro-
fessional development workshop helped raise awareness among clinical faculty who had
not realized that the only time LGBTQ people appeared in clinical training was in a case
study about HIV and AIDS. In that professional development workshop, faculty aware-
ness was increased, and they subsequently created less stereotypical case studies that in-
cluded LGBTQ patients in non-deficit ways. During the second Inclusion Workshop for Fac-
ulty, teachers also read and hear quotes from diverse college students about the positive
impact of seeing themselves reflected in non-deficit ways in the curriculum. For instance,
one student quote shared in the PowerPoint was from a college student who explained: “It
was so affirming and exciting to read an article from a Latina leader in my field.”

The fourth key issue covered in this workshop is accessibility of course content. Work-
shop participants learn about the concept of universal design (c.f., BURGSTAHLER & CORY,
2010). Then, instructors are introduced to a variety of strategies to increase accessibility
such as: closed-captioning videos, making handouts/slides available; enlarging handouts/
materials; ensuring materials are screen-reader accessible; and using a microphone. Allen’s
(2018) suggestions for online accessibility are also covered and include: writing clearly and
simply; using limited colors and high contrast; using headings; including descriptive link
text and alternative text; and simplifying table structures.

The fifth key issue covered in the workshop is affordability. As the cost of post-second-
ary education continues to rise, it is imperative that teachers consider the affordability of
their course materials including textbooks, lab materials, field trips, computer programs,
and other curricular supplies. Strategies for affordability include using open educational
resources (OER), adopting reduced-cost course materials, or placing a copy of course texts
online.

The final segment of the workshop is dedicated to discussion and application of work-
shop topics and individual action planning. In small groups, workshop participants are
asked to apply workshop content to their specific courses. Discussion prompts include:




“How inclusive are your course materials for all students? What can you do to make them
more accessible and affordable?” The workshop concludes with action planning time
whereby attendees document two specific ways they will design their courses to be more
inclusive.

Workshop 3: Inclusive Pedagogy

Building upon Adams and Love’s (2009) last quadrant, workshop three focuses on teach-
ing and pedagogy. This workshop began with a PowerPoint presentation synthesizing
common tenets of inclusive and equity pedagogies noted in the literature (e.g., Apams &
Lovg, 2009; Kisuivoto, 2018; OLesoN, 2021; Turrt, 2016). The presentation summarized best
practices in inclusive and equity pedagogy and offered tips and strategies for implemen-
tation. For instance, the literature consistently notes the importance of building trust and
sharing power with students (BROOKFIELD & PreskiLL, 2012; Turrt, 2016; VAccaro, 2013). As
such, the workshop covered strategies such as collective community norm-setting and
trust-building activities. When educators are explicit about their perspectives and strate-
gies for equity, it can enhance trust with students. As such, workshop participants are
provided sample syllabus statements, teaching philosophies, and classroom activities de-
signed to illuminate an instructor’s equity stance and approach to classroom inclusion.
Participants also have an opportunity to reflect on the possible impact of their pedagogical
decisions on students. For instance, teachers are asked to consider the first impressions
they make with students and how those impressions might foster or impede trust-building
and inclusion. In small groups, instructors brainstorm strategies they can use to set a tone
of support, build trust, and engage in meaningful interactions with students.

One of the crucial ways inclusive pedagogy is enacted is by addressing exclusion when
it emerges from, and between, students. As such, workshop participants explore a vari-
ety of strategies for challenging exclusion and supporting students when discrimination
occurs in the classroom. For instance, Bell et al (2016) suggest the following strategies for
responding to offensive and hurtful comments from students: Address and name the ex-
clusion directly; ask clarifying questions; provide space for silent reflection; and/or invite
discussion about impact and how people are feeling. In breakout groups, workshop par-
ticipants discuss these strategies. In small groups, they also talk about effective (and inef-
fective) past examples of challenging exclusionary comments in their classrooms.

The final 30 minutes of the workshop is dedicated to the discussion of case studies
detailing common forms of exclusion such as: students using racial slurs, minoritized
students being excluded during group projects, suicidal ideation from gay students, and
misgendering of transgender students (Harrer & HurTADO, 2007; HURTADO et al., 2012; Hur-
TADO & GUILLERMO-WANN, 2013; Nicorazzo, 2018; OxeNDINE et al., 2020; RANKIN & REASON,
2008; RaNKIN et al., 2010; Vaccaro, 2012; Vaccaro & NewmaN, 2016, 2017; VicToriNO et al.,
2019). Workshop participants review the scenarios and either role play, or brainstorm pos-
sible solutions to the case situations. In small groups, participants learn from one another
and derive a variety of inclusive pedagogical strategies that they can apply in their class-
rooms. As with all the workshops, the session concludes with action planning. Participants
identify 2-3 inclusive pedagogical strategies they plan to implement immediately in their
classrooms.




Output: Workshop Outcomes/Evaluations

This section provides selected evidence regarding the success of the workshops. Immedi-
ately following each workshop, attendees are invited to complete an anonymous, online
workshop evaluation. Those evaluations largely show the workshops are successful. Over
95% of workshop attendees agreed or strongly agreed that “This workshop helped me
become a more inclusive educator.” Nearly all (96.8%) of attendees agreed or strongly
agreed that they “gained new knowledge about inclusive classroom strategies.” Addition-
ally, 89% agreed or strongly agreed that they “gained tools to help me design more inclu-
sive courses.” For an overall workshop rating, 72% of participants noted “excellent” and
23% rated the workshops as “very good.” In sum, anonymous evaluations showed that
attendees overwhelmingly reported learning new information and finding overall value
the Inclusion Workshops for Faculty.

One of the main goals of the workshops was for the faculty to learn new information
about inclusion. Open-ended evaluation comments reveal that attendees did indeed learn
new concepts. For example, one participant noted “I liked the syllabus ideas and the acces-
sibility things were new to me.” Another main goal for the workshop was for instructors to
develop a plan for inclusion. These plans were not intended to be complicated or onerous.
By contrast, the plans consisted of 1-3 specific strategies that faculty would implement im-
mediately in their classes. Attendees shared their action plans both during the workshops
and via the online evaluations. Through these two venues, all workshop participants docu-
mented at least one (but usually more) tangible action steps for inclusion. Many attendees
reported that they planned to utilize specific inclusion strategies learned in the workshop.
For example, one responded noted that they intended to “use Allen’s study for accessibil-
ity in my classes and include pronouns in my syllabus.” Other workshop participants cre-
ated action steps that were unique to their department or discipline, but still inspired by
workshop content. For instance, one attendee planned to apply new knowledge learned in
the workshop to “review placements for field experience course” for inclusion and exclu-
sion. In sum, evaluation data suggest that the Inclusion Workshops for Faculty were success-
ful at achieving the intended goals.

Conclusion

Higher education literature provides educators a plethora of resources for inclusive teach-
ing. However, the faculty may not have the time or energy to delve deeply into this schol-
arship. Thoughtfully designed faculty development programming, rooted in this scholar-
ship, can help educators learn research-informed strategies for fostering inclusion. This
study detailed the design, implementation, and outcomes of successful Inclusion Workshops
for Faculty at one higher education intuition in the United States. The success of these work-
shops offers concrete suggestions on how to facilitate thorough, and inclusive, program
development. The first set of suggestions is interpersonal in nature. Ideally, faculty devel-
opment is conducted among a community of learners. To build such community, faculty
developers must build trust and rapport at the outset of a program and encourage risk tak-
ing and ongoing reflection amongst participants. The second set of suggestions involves
providing faculty scholarly resources and best practice materials. In the Inclusion Work-
shops for Faculty, such content was separated into course design and pedagogical delivery.
For instance, five key issues in inclusive course design included: 1.) signaling inclusion
from day one; 2.) increasing visibility and representation; 3.) avoiding stereotyping and
deficit portrayals; 4.) designing for accessibility; 5.) and ensuring affordability. However,




there may be other content-related issues relevant to specific disciplines or country con-
texts. Providing participants scholarly-informed literature about inclusive and socially just
pedagogy is also essential. Instructors are experts in their disciplines, but rarely have had
exposure to pedagogical literatures. It is important that faculty developers help workshop
attendees learn basic tenets of equity pedagogies. Finally, the last suggestion for faculty
development workshops is to require an action plan. Workshop attendees are more likely
to implement workshop learning into their own courses if they develop a concrete and
personalized plan of action.

References

Adams, M., Blumenfeld, W. ], Castaneda, R., Hackman, H. W., Peters, M. L., & Zuniga, X.
(2000). Readings for diversity and social justice. Psychology Press.

Adams, M. A. & Love, B. J. (2009). A social justice education framework for a post-Grutter
era. In K. Skubikowski, C. Wright & R. Graf (Eds.), Social justice education: Inviting
faculty to transform their institution (pp. 3-25). Stylus.

Allen, J. (2018, January 3). Tips for making your courses more accessible. https:/ /teachon-
line.asu.edu/2018/01/ tips-making-courses-accessible/

Bhattacharya, K., Brice, D. A., Brooms, D. R., Cabrera, N. L., Dawkins-Law, S., Demers, K.
E., ... & Wallace, E. R. (2019). Surviving Becky (s): Pedagogies for deconstructing whiteness
and gender. Lexington Books.

Bell, L. A., Goodman, D. J., & Varghese, R. (2016). Critical self-knowledge for social justice
educators. In M. Adams, L. A. Bell, D. J. Goodman & K. Y. Joshi (Eds.), Teaching for
diversity and social justice (3rd ed., pp. 397-418). Routledge.

Bernstein, D. (2010). Finding your place in the scholarship of teaching and learning. Inter-
national Journal for the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning, 4(2), 1-6.

Boyer, E. L. (1990). Scholarship reconsidered: Priorities of the professoriate. Carnegie Founda-
tion for the Advancement of Teaching. https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED326149

Brayboy, B. M. J., & Castagno, A. E. (2009). Self-determination through self-education:
Culturally responsive schooling for Indigenous students in the USA. Teaching Educa-
tion, 20(1), 31-53. https:/ /doi.org/10.1080/10476210802681709

Brookfield, S. D., & Preskill, S. (2012). Discussion as a way of teaching: Tools and techniques for
democratic classrooms. John Wiley & Sons.

Burgstahler, S. E., & Cory, R. C. (Eds.). (2010). Universal design in higher education: From
principles to practice. Harvard Education Press.

Cole, C. E. (2017). Culturally sustaining pedagogy in higher education: Teaching so
that Black Lives Matter. Equality, Diversity and Inclusion, 36(8), 736-750. https://
doi:10.1108 / EDI-01-2017-0005

Danowitz, M. & Tuitt, F. (2011). Enacting inclusivity through engaged pedagogy: A high-
er education perspective. Equity & Excellence in Education, 44(1), 40-56. https://doi:
10.1080/10665684.2011.539474

Dracup, M., Austin, J. E., & King, T. J. (2018). Applying cultural-historical activity theory
to understand the development of inclusive curriculum practices in higher education.
International Journal of Inclusive Education, https:/ / doi: 10.1080/13603116.2018.1492638

del Carmen Salazar, M., Norton, A. S., & Tuitt, F. A. (2009). Weaving promising prac-
tices for inclusive excellence into the higher education classroom. To Improve
the Academy: A Journal of Educational Development, 28(1), 208-226. https://doi.
org/10.1002/j.2334-4822.2010.tb00604.x




Delgado Bernal, D. (2002). Critical race theory, Latino critical theory, and critical raced-gen-
dered epistemologies: Recognizing students of color as holders and creators of knowl-
edge. Qualitative Inquiry, 8(1), 105-126. https:/ /doi.org/10.1177/107780040200800107

DiAngelo, R. (2011). White fragility. International Journal of Critical Pedagogy, 3(3), 54-70.

DiAngelo, R. (2018). White fragility: Why it’s so hard for white people to talk about racism.
Beacon Press.

Figueroa, J. L. & Rodriguez, G. M. (2015). Critical mentoring practices to support diverse
students in higher education: Chicana/Latina faculty perspectives. New Directions in
Higher Education, 171, 23-32. https://doi.org/10.1002/he.20139

Frankenberg, R. (1997). Displacing whiteness: Essays in social and cultural criticism. Duke Uni-
versity Press.

Gair, M., & Mullins, G. (2002). Hiding in plain sight. In The hidden curriculum in higher edu-
cation (pp. 31-52). Routledge.

Gillborn, D. (2007). Education policy as an act of white supremacy: Whiteness, critical race
theory and education reform. Journal of Education Policy, 20(4), 485-505. https:/ /doi.
org/10.1080/02680930500132346

Gilpin, L. S., & Liston, D. (2009). Transformative education in the scholarship of teaching
and learning: An analysis of SoTL literature. International Journal for the Scholarship of
Teaching and Learning, 3(2), 1-11. https:/ / eric.ed.gov/?id=E]J1136663

Gaztambide-Fernandez, R. (2012). Decolonization and the pedagogy of solidarity. Decolo-
nization: Indigeneity, Education & Society, 1(1), 41-67. https:/ /jps.library.utoronto.ca/
index.php/des/article/view /18633

Grande, S. (2004). Red pedagogy: Native American social and political thought. Rowman & Lit-
tlefield.

Harper, S. R., & Hurtado, S. (2007). Nine themes in campus racial climates and implications
for institutional transformation. New directions for student services, 2007(120), 7-24. htt-
ps://doi.org/10.1002/ss.254

Hooks, B. (1994). Teaching to transgress: Education as the practice of freedom. Routledge.

Hurtado, S., Alvarez, C. L., Guillermo-Wann, C., Cuellar, M., & Arellano, L. (2012). A mod-
el for Diverse Learning Environments: The scholarship on creating and assessing con-
ditions for student success. In M. B. Paulsen (Ed.), Higher education: Handbook of theory
and research, (Vol. 27, pp. 41-122). Springer.

Hurtado, S., & Guillermo-Wann, C. (2013). Diverse Learning Environments: Assessing and
Creating Conditions for Student Success - Final Report to the Ford Foundation. Higher
Education Research Institute.

Kishimoto, K. (2018). Anti-racist pedagogy: From faculty’s self-reflection to organizing
within and beyond the classroom. Race Ethnicity and Education, 21(4), 540-554. htt-
ps://doi.org/10.1080/13613324.2016.1248824

Ladson-Billings, G. (2014). Culturally relevant pedagogy 2.0: a.k.a. the remix. Harvard Edu-
cational Review, 84(1), 74-84. https:/ /doi.org/10.17763 / haer.84.1.p21j131485484751

Leibowitz, B., & Bozalek, V. (2016). The scholarship of teaching and learning from a social
justice perspective. Teaching in Higher Education, 21(2), 109-122. https:/ /doi.org/10.1
080/13562517.2015.1115971

Leonardo, Z. (2002). The souls of white folks: Critical pedagogy, whiteness studies,
and globalization discourse. Race Ethnicity and Education, 5(1), 29-50. https://doi.
org/10.1080/13613320120117180

Liston, D. D., & Rahimi, R. (Eds.) (2017). Promoting social justice through the scholarship of
teaching and learning. Indiana University Press.

Mabher, F. A., & Tetreault, M. K. T. (2001). The feminist classroom: Dynamics of gender, race, and
privilege. Rowman & Littlefield Publishers.




Oleson, K. C. (2021). Promoting inclusive classroom dynamics in higher education: A research-
based pedagogical guide for faculty. Stylus.

Oxendine, S. D., Taub, D. J., & Cain, E. J. (2020). Factors related to Native American stu-
dents” perceptions of campus culture. Journal of College Student Development, 61(3),
267-280. http://doi.org/10.1353/ csd.2020.0027

Paris, D. (2012). Culturally sustaining pedagogy: A needed change in stance, terminol-
ogy, and practice. Educational Researcher, 41(3), 93-97. https://doi.org/10.3102/
0013189X12441244

Pope, R. L., Reynolds, A. L., & Mueller, J. A. (2019). Multicultural competence in student af-
fairs: Advancing social justice and inclusion. John Wiley & Sons.

Rankin, S., & Reason, R. (2008). Transformational tapestry model: A comprehensive ap-
proach to transforming campus climate. Journal of Diversity in Higher Education, 1(4),
262 - 274. d0i:10.1037 /20014018

Rankin, S., Weber, G., Blumenfeld, W., & Frazer, S. (2010). The state of higher education for
lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender people. Campus Pride.

Shrewsbury, C. M. (1987). What is feminist pedagogy?. Women's Studies Quarterly, 15(3/4),
6-14. https:/ / www jstor.org/ stable/40003432

Sidman-Taveau, R., & Hoffman, M. (2019). Making change for equity: An inquiry-
based professional learning initiative. Community College Journal of Research and Prac-
tice, 43(2), 122-145. https:/ /doi.org/10.1080/10668926.2018.1424665

Smith-Maddox, R., & Solérzano, D.G. (2002). Using critical race theory, Paulo Freire’s prob-
lem-posing method, and case study research to confront race and racism in education.
Qualitative Inquiry, 8(1), 66 - 84. https:/ /doi.org/10.1177 %2F107780040200800105

Tejeda, C., M. Espinoza, & Gutierrez, K. (2003). Toward a decolonizing pedagogy: So-
cial justice reconsidered. In P. Trifonas (Ed.), Pedagogies of difference: Rethinking educa-
tion for social justice (pp. 10-40). Routledge.

Tharp, D. S. & Moreano, R. A. (2020). Doing social justice education: A practitioner’s guide
for workshops and structured conversations. Stylus.

Tuitt, F. A. (2016). Inclusive pedagogy 2.0: Implications for race, equity and higher educa-
tion in a global context. In F. A. Tuitt, C. Haynes & S. Stewart (Eds.), Race equity and
the learning environment: The global relevance of critical and inclusive pedagogies in higher
education (pp. 205-219). Stylus.

Tuitt, F. A., Haynes, C. & Stewart, S. (Eds.). (2016). Race equity and the learning environment:
The global relevance of critical and inclusive pedagogies in higher education. Stylus.

Vaccaro, A. (2012). Campus microclimates for LGBT faculty, staff, and students: An explo-
ration of the intersections of social identity and campus roles. Journal of Student Affairs
Research and Practice, 49(4), 429-446. https:/ /doi.org/10.1515/jsarp-2012-6473

Vaccaro, A. (2013). Building a framework for social justice education: One educator’s jour-
ney. In L. Landreman (Ed.), The art of effective facilitation: Reflections from social justice
educators. (pp. 23-44). Stylus.

Vaccaro, A., Dooley, H. & Adams, J. (2021). Teaching and learning for LGBTQ justice: An
examination of a professional learning series for faculty development in health and
helping fields. In L. Parson & C. Ozaki (Eds.), Teaching & learning for social justice
and equity in higher education: methods and curriculum across content areas, Volume II.
Palgrave.

Vaccaro, A., Marcotte, M. A., Swanson, H. & Newman, B. M. (2019). Using familial funds
of knowledge to transition and develop a sense of belonging: Reflections from first-
generation college women of color. Journal of the First-Year Experience and Students in
Transition, 31(2), 29-44.

Vaccaro, A. & Newman, B. M. (2016). The development of a sense of belonging for privi-




ARTICLES

leged and minoritized students: An emerging model. Journal of College Student Devel-
opment, 57(8), 925-942. https:/ /doi.org/10.1353 / csd.2016.0091

Vaccaro, A. & Newman, B. M. (2017). A sense of belonging through the eyes of first-year
LGBPQ students. Journal of Student Affairs Research and Practice, 54(2), 137-149. htt-
ps://doi.org/10.1080/19496591.2016.1211533

Valdes, F., & Bender, S. W. (2021). LatCrit: From critical legal theory to academic activism. New
York University Press.

Victorino, C., Denson, N., Ing, M., & Nylund-Gibson, K. (2019). Comparing STEM ma-
jors by examining the relationship between student perceptions of campus climate
and classroom engagement. Journal of Hispanic Higher Education, 1-16. https:/ /doi.
org/10.1177/1538192719896343




