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ABSTRACT 

A MULTIPLE-METHODS ASSESSMENT OF FACULTY ATTITUDES TOWARD 

INCLUSIVE INSTRUCTION 

Kate A. Snider 

May 11, 2024 

The enrollment landscape of postsecondary institutions in the United States has 

undergone significant demographic shifts, marked by increasing racial and ethnic 

diversity and a rise in enrollment of students with disabilities. Recognizing the 

importance of accommodating diverse learners, this study investigates faculty attitudes 

toward inclusive instruction, Universal Design for Instruction, and disability-related 

topics. This multiple-methods study aimed to identify differences across faculty groups to 

establish an initial measure of faculty attitudes toward inclusive teaching practices that 

can be used to design future training or professional development opportunities. Data was 

collected via an online distribution of the Inclusive Teaching Strategies Inventory (ITSI) 

and semi-structured interviews with faculty. A total of 89 surveys were used to conduct 

four one-way MANOVAs. The MANOVAS indicated significant results for faculty 

differences based on disability-related training and college affiliation for the subscales of 

Inclusive Classrooms, Inclusive Assessment, and Disability Law and Concepts. A 

thematic analysis of the open-ended survey question indicated generally positive 

perceptions of inclusive instruction and described two main limitations faced by faculty: 

the challenging workload and the feasibility of implementing inclusive practices and 
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accommodations. Phenomenological analysis of the data collected from faculty 

interviews indicated three recurrent themes across faculty experiences: (1) faculty using 

inclusive instructional practices and Universal Design for Instruction (UDI), (2) a need 

for more support for diverse student populations beyond those with disabilities, and (3) a 

transformation in faculty roles. Recommendations for the participating university include 

prioritizing faculty training on inclusive practices, particularly for those with limited prior 

training, and incorporating Universal Design for Instruction (UDI) principles into tenure 

and promotion criteria. The study also underscores the need for further research exploring 

the influence of technology on faculty attitudes and practices regarding inclusive 

instruction. 

Keywords: Inclusive instruction, Universal Design for Instruction (UDI), Inclusive 

Teaching Strategies Inventory (ITSI), faculty attitudes, postsecondary settings 
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 

Postsecondary institutions in the United States are experiencing shifts in the 

enrollment of undergraduate students. Over the past two decades, college students have 

become more racially and ethnically diverse, where non-white students accounted for 

46.6% of the total enrollment in 2015 compared to only 37.1% in 2003 (NCES, 2022). In 

addition to a more racially and ethnically diverse student body, there is an increase in the 

enrollment of students with disabilities that further contributes to the diversity of 

postsecondary students. According to the most recent data published by the National 

Center for Education Statistics (NCES), 19.4% of undergraduates are students with 

disabilities, representing an 8% increase over twelve years (NCES 2011, NCES, 2021). 

The demographic changes of undergraduate students enrolled in postsecondary 

institutions suggest that faculty should aim to implement instructional practices that 

include and support diverse learners.  

Additionally, a growing body of research suggests that rather than focusing on 

helping diverse students conform to the institutional structures of their universities, 

postsecondary institutions should adapt to the diversity of their students to improve 

retention (Tight, 2020). Faculty currently have a significant role in developing and 

supporting an institutional perspective that values and includes student diversity. 

Developing a better understanding of faculty attitudes toward diversity, specifically
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toward students with disabilities may help support more inclusive practices and inclusive 

postsecondary environments.        

In this study, I focused on faculty attitudes toward inclusive instruction and 

students with disabilities, a growing population within postsecondary settings. Previous 

researchers have identified that faculty attitudes toward students with disabilities in 

postsecondary learning environments are generally positive but can vary by faculty 

gender, departmental affiliation, and type of accommodation they are asked to provide 

(Banks, 2019; Brockelman & Scheyett, 2015; Guilbaud et al., 2021; Lombardi et al., 

2013). Additionally, researchers have indicated that faculty training related to disability 

awareness and the provision of accommodations have positive impacts on faculty 

attitudes and, ultimately, their ability to accommodate students with disabilities in their 

courses (Brockelman & Scheyett, 2015; Byrd, 2018; Guilbaud et al., 2021; Stevens et al., 

2018). One approach to creating inclusive and accessible courses for diverse student 

populations is through Universal Design for Instruction (UDI). UDI was developed for 

postsecondary settings and incorporates many tenets of Universal Design for Learning 

(UDL). UDL is meant to support diverse learners, including those with disabilities, by 

providing equitable access and opportunities to participate in learning through multiple 

means of expression, multiple means of representation, and multiple means of action & 

engagement (Center for Applied Special Technology, 2015; Cumming & Rose, 2022). To 

comply with various disability laws in the United States, postsecondary institutions are 

legally required to provide equal access for students with disabilities to the same 

education, environment, and services as their peers without disabilities (Americans with 

Disabilities Act, 1990; The Rehabilitation Act, 1973). Within the course setting, 
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professors are often tasked with providing accommodations to students with disabilities 

without much knowledge or understanding of their responsibilities in upholding disability 

legal requirements (Ketterlin-Geller & Johnstone, 2006). Postsecondary faculty have a 

significant role in student success, especially for diverse students, including those with 

disabilities. Since faculty are the primary actors in providing accommodations and 

instruction, it is critical to understand their attitudes towards disability-related topics and 

inclusive teaching practices like UDI.  

Review of the Literature 

Disability Law and Postsecondary Institutions 

The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA, 1990) and the Rehabilitation Act 

(1973) are foundational laws that protect the rights of individuals with disabilities. Both 

laws were modeled after the Civil Rights Act (1964) and legally require equal access to 

spaces, services, and activities for individuals with disabilities. Under the ADA and 

Rehabilitation Act, an individual with a disability is defined as a person who has a 

physical or mental impairment that substantially limits one or more major life activities, 

has a record of such impairment, or is regarded as having such an impairment (ADA, 

1990; Rehabilitation Act, 1973). Within postsecondary education, a qualified individual 

with a disability is “a handicapped person who meets the academic and technical 

standards requisite to admission or participation in the recipient's education program or 

activity” (U.S. Department of Education, 2023, Para. 20). The definition's academic and 

technical standards component is often called “otherwise qualified,” meaning that 

students with disabilities must meet the exact academic requirements and standards of 

students without disabilities (ADA, 1990; Rehabilitation Act, 1973). The provisions and 
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protections offered by the ADA and Rehabilitation Act are essential for students with 

disabilities in postsecondary settings regarding admissions, disability disclosure, 

accommodations, and financial assistance.  

During college/university admissions, disclosing a student’s disability status is not 

required, and mandated preadmission inquiries into disability status are prohibited. 

Although consideration of disability status is not required, institutions “may modify 

admission requirements as an accommodation for a student’s disability” (Madaus & 

Shaw, 2004, p. 82; Rehabilitation Act, 1973). Standardized tests like the Scholastic 

Aptitude Test (SAT), American College Test (ACT), and Graduate Record Examinations 

(GRE) are frequently a part of admission requirements for postsecondary schools. 

However, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act states that postsecondary institutions are 

not allowed to use tests that have “a disproportionate, adverse effect on individuals with 

disabilities” (Rothstein & Irzyk, 2019, p. 318). If a student with a disability does not meet 

admission requirements, including providing acceptable standardized exam scores, they 

have not shown that they are otherwise qualified and can be rejected for admission to the 

school like other students who have not met the entrance requirements.  

When a student with a disability is admitted to a postsecondary school, the 

disclosure of their disability and pursuit of disability services is voluntary. If a student 

opts for nondisclosure of their disability and does not pursue accommodations, the 

institution cannot provide retroactive accommodations or services if the student decides 

to self-identify later in their postsecondary career. Additionally, if a student with a 

disability is unsuccessful in their coursework but did not disclose their disability and 

pursue accommodations, postsecondary schools are not required to modify or delete 
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grades that the student earned before they disclosed a disability and pursued 

accommodations (Madaus & Shaw, 2004).  

One of the main goals of the ADA and the Rehabilitation Act is to ensure equal 

access to postsecondary education for students with disabilities. Postsecondary 

institutions must provide equal access to on-campus housing, transportation, and financial 

assistance. Furthermore, they are prohibited from charging students additional fees for 

the minimum level of reasonable accommodations or auxiliary aids (Madaus & Shaw, 

2004; Rothstein & Irzyk, 2019; U.S. Department of Education, 2021). The ADA requires 

postsecondary campuses to be accessible and follow specific architectural standards that 

ensure physical accessibility for students with disabilities. If buildings are not accessible 

to all students, they must be modified to enable access to individuals with disabilities, or 

their programs must be relocated to accessible buildings (ADA, 1990). Other legislation 

like the Fair Housing Act (2011; FHA) and governmental agencies (e.g., locally run 

vocational rehabilitation departments) may work with postsecondary schools to provide 

services and accommodations for students with disabilities as required by the ADA and 

the Rehabilitation Act. To ensure equal access for all students, postsecondary institutions 

are “required to make reasonable modifications to policies, practices, and procedures 

where necessary to avoid discrimination unless they can demonstrate that doing so would 

fundamentally alter the nature of the service, program, or activity being provided” (U.S. 

Department of Justice Civil Rights Division, 2020, para.14). Although there is a 

requirement of reasonable accommodations, they must be “readily achievable” by the 

postsecondary institution meaning that they are “easily accomplishable and able to be 

carried out without much difficulty or expense” (ADA, 1990). The passage of the Higher 
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Education Opportunity Act of 2008 broadened the scope of equal access to postsecondary 

education for students with disabilities by expanding grant opportunities, access to work-

study programs, and endorsing teaching methods based on the principles of universal 

design for learning (Madaus et al., 2012). Disability laws and education policies provide 

more opportunities for students with disabilities to access postsecondary education, but 

many postsecondary institutions and faculty are challenged with serving more diverse 

student populations.  

Universal Design in Postsecondary Institutions 

Universal Design (UD) is rooted in architectural theory, which advocates for 

buildings to be designed to accommodate a wide variety of people rather than designed 

around a normative notion of a person (Meyer et al., 2014). Buildings utilizing UD have 

features like ramps, braille, and automatic door switches that support building access and 

can be used by many people. The theoretical foundation of UD has been applied within 

education and further developed into Universal Design for Learning (UDL) and 

Universal Design for Instruction (UDI). Like the goal of UD in architecture, the 

theoretical premise of UDL and UDI is to make learning accessible for a broad range of 

learners. As student diversity in postsecondary settings increases, UDL and UDI provide 

educators and universities with a framework to support accessible learning for many 

students, including students with disabilities (Fornauf & Erickson, 2020). 

The three principles of UDL are based on cognitive science research, which 

reflects the neurological organization of the brain (Center for Applied Special 

Technology, 2018a, 2018b). The three principles of UDL include providing multiple 

means of engagement, representation, and action & expression (Meyer et al., 2014; 
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Reardon et al., 2021; Cumming & Rose, 2022). The principles of UDL are commonly 

used in K-12 school settings and are focused on “adapting the curriculum to the learner, 

and not assuming that the learner needs to fit the curriculum” (Reardon et al., 2021, p. 

211). Additionally, UDL aims to use best practices for student engagement while 

supporting teachers in meeting the needs of all students without specialized or specific 

teaching approaches (Reardon et al., 2021).  

UDI is like UDL, but the UDI approach was explicitly developed for 

postsecondary settings and is defined as the “design of teaching and learning products 

and environments to be usable by all people, to the greatest extent possible, without the 

need for adaptation or specialized design” (Burgstahler, 2020, para. 3). The UDI 

framework has six components including scope, definition, process, principles, 

guidelines, and practices (Burgstahler, 2020). Although research on UDI is not as robust 

as the literature base for UDL, multiple studies have shown that UDI benefits both 

students with and without disabilities where both groups of students report high levels of 

satisfaction when UDI is implemented in postsecondary courses (Cumming & Rose, 

2022; Dean et al., 2017; Kennette & Wilson, 2019; Tzivinikou, 2014). Additionally, 

faculty have reported improved teaching with the implementation of UDI but also express 

the need for more training and guidance in implementing UDI effectively (Cumming & 

Rose, 2022; Kumar & Wideman, 2014). Although faculty have reported improved 

teaching with the use of UDI, faculty attitudes have been cited as barriers to effectively 

implementing UDI (Cumming & Rose, 2022). 



 

 

 

8 

Faculty Attitudes  

Previous studies have indicated generally positive faculty attitudes toward 

teaching students with disabilities and providing accommodations (Banks, 2019; Basilice, 

2015; Brockelman & Scheyett, 2015; Lombardi et al., 2013; Smith, 2015). Several 

studies have compared faculty attitudes across groups, including gender and departmental 

affiliation. Banks (2019) reported differences in attitudes of faculty members across 

genders, indicating that female faculty members report higher levels of understanding of 

disability law compared to male faculty but showed that female faculty report a lack of 

knowledge in providing accommodations. Lombardi et al. (2013) found that female 

faculty with prior disability training scored higher than their male counterparts on the 

Inclusive Teaching Strategies Inventory on the topics of Accommodations, Disability 

Law and Concepts, Inclusive Lecture Strategies, and Inclusive Classrooms. The results 

from both studies suggested that professional development or training may be an essential 

factor in how faculty responded to each study’s attitude scale regardless of gender 

(Banks, 2019; Lombardi et al., 2013).  

Several studies have indicated that faculty from different colleges within the same 

postsecondary setting have different attitudes regarding accommodations and working 

with students with disabilities. In Banks’ (2019) study, faculty from the College of 

Education at one historically black college or university (HBCU) scored higher than 

faculty from other colleges on knowledge of learning disabilities, performance 

expectations, and perceived ability to provide accommodations. They also perceived 

themselves to have sufficient knowledge to provide instructional and examination 

accommodations compared to faculty from other colleges within the university. 
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Similarly, McGinty (2016) observed differences across colleges at Colorado State 

University. Faculty in the College of Health and Human Sciences and the School of 

Engineering indicated confusion about implementing accommodations for students and 

the appropriate etiquette and practices related to accommodations. These findings suggest 

that faculty attitudes can vary significantly across colleges within the same institution, 

which may create inconsistencies in students' access to services and accommodations.  

While faculty generally exhibit positive attitudes toward providing 

accommodations for students with disabilities, there is variation in their attitudes towards 

certain types of accommodations. Faculty commonly referenced extra time, extended 

deadlines, separate testing locations, and the use of technology as commonly utilized 

approaches to accommodate and support academic achievement among students with 

disabilities (Brockelman & Scheyett, 2015; Guilbaud et al., 2021; McGinty, 2016; Smith, 

2015). Although not frequently cited, some faculty contact the campus disability service 

office for suggestions and support in developing appropriate student accommodations 

(Brockelman & Scheyett, 2015; Guilbaud et al., 2021). Negative faculty attitudes toward 

significant accommodations, such as exempting students from exams and providing 

transcripts or captions for videos, were cited in several studies (Banks, 2019; Brockelman 

& Scheyett, 2015; Guilbaud et al., 2021). Exempting students from exams was described 

as ineffective, and providing students with transcripts and captions for videos was too 

time-consuming for faculty to provide on their own when they are also expected to fulfill 

the criteria for tenure and promotion, which do not prioritize teaching activities 

(Brockelman & Scheyett, 2015; Guilbaud et al., 2021). The most common suggestion for 
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improving faculty attitudes and support for providing accommodations is through 

training, professional development, and faculty outreach strategies.  

The impact of professional development, training, and teaching experience on 

faculty perspectives regarding the provision of accommodations to students with 

disabilities is discussed throughout the existing literature (Banks, 2019; Brockelman & 

Scheyett, 2015; Corbran, 2020; Guilbaud et al., 2021; Lombardi et al., 2013; McGinty, 

2016; Stevens et al., 2018; Wrage, 2017). Suggested topics for faculty training and 

professional development identified in multiple studies include practical implementation 

of accommodations, accessibility instruction for online courses, and developing an 

understanding of the faculty’s role in upholding disability law (Banks, 2019; Brockelman 

& Scheyett, 2015; Foster, 2019; Guilbaud et al., 2021; Stevens et al., 2018). In the 

context of accessible online college courses for students with disabilities, Guilbaud et al. 

(2021) found that faculty with 6-10 years of online teaching experience showed slightly 

better performance and more positive perspectives than those with less than two years of 

experience or more than ten years of online teaching experience. Training and 

professional development complement teaching experience and influence faculty 

attitudes regarding accommodations. Guilbaud et al. (2021) and Lombardi et al. (2013) 

further note that faculty with training or professional development in teaching students 

with disabilities tend to have more optimistic perspectives on providing accommodations. 

Lombardi et al. (2013) also suggested utilizing faculty outreach strategies, including 

climate assessments, provision of a range of resources for faculty, using scenarios as 

exemplars for instructional planning, providing incentives, and supporting departmental 

collaborations with the disability services office. 
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Purpose of the Study 

Multiple studies have been conducted to measure faculty attitudes toward students 

with disabilities in postsecondary settings (Abreu et al., 2017; Banks, 2019; Brockelman 

& Scheyett, 2015; Kim & Crowley, 2021; Lombardi et al., 2013; Mamboleo et al., 2020). 

As student populations become more diverse, faculty must be prepared to provide 

equitable access to learning in their courses for broad ranges of learner types. Researchers 

have reported that faculty attitudes toward students with disabilities can be influenced by 

professional development and training (Banks, 2019; Guilbaud et al., 2021; Lombardi et 

al., 2013). More training or professional development in disability-related topics has been 

shown to improve faculty attitudes toward students with disabilities and increase their 

knowledge of providing accommodations in their courses (Byrd, 2018; Lombardi et al., 

2011; Lombardi & Murray, 2011). Universal Design for Instruction (UDI) is a promising 

framework for postsecondary faculty to implement to increase course equity and access 

for students with disabilities and diverse backgrounds. Studies regarding the effectiveness 

of UDI in postsecondary settings are limited but indicate that both faculty and students 

see positive impacts in course access and learning accessibility (Cumming & Rose, 

2022). In this study, I aimed to establish an initial measure of faculty attitudes toward 

inclusive teaching practices that can be used to design future training or professional 

development opportunities. This study moved beyond the current literature base by using 

quantitative and qualitative methods to measure faculty attitudes. I used quantitative and 

qualitative methods to provide nuanced information regarding differences across faculty 

groups. It allowed faculty to share their experiences, knowledge, and ideas regarding 

inclusive teaching and learning environments. 
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Research Questions 

Quantitative Research Questions 

I addressed the following quantitative research questions in this study: 

1. Are there differences between faculty groups regarding attitudes toward

disability-related topics and inclusive instruction?

a. What is the impact of gender, teaching experience, disability-

related training, and college affiliation on faculty attitudes

toward inclusive teaching strategies?

Qualitative Research Questions 

I addressed the following qualitative research questions in this study: 

2. What are the experiences of faculty with inclusive instruction and UDI practices?

Theoretical Framework 

Critical disability theory is used to guide the qualitative design portion of this 

study. In this section, I describe the theory and how it was applied to the study. The 

participants in this study were faculty members at one university who have various levels 

of experience and understanding regarding disability-related topics, inclusive instruction, 

and barriers to inclusive instruction using a Universal Design for Instruction (UDI) 

framework. The critical disability theoretical framework supports exploring faculty 

experiences with and attitudes towards disability-related topics and inclusive teaching to 

provide the University with data to inform future faculty training or professional 

development.  

Critical disability theory is an interdisciplinary framework that aims to critically 

analyze and challenge the dominant narratives surrounding disability. Researchers within 
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the critical theory paradigm “seek to understand the relationship between societal 

structures (e.g., economic, political) and ideological patterns of thought that impede a 

person or group from identifying, confronting and addressing unjust social systems” 

(Onwuegbuzie et al., 2009, p.126). Reflecting the critical theory paradigm, critical 

disability theory goes beyond traditional models of disability and examines the social, 

cultural, and political factors that shape disability experiences. Specifically, critical 

disability theory examines and exposes the unequal power dynamics that marginalize 

individuals with disabilities (Hall, 2019). A central concept in critical disability theory is 

the social model of disability. The social model distinguishes between impairment (the 

physical, sensory, or cognitive differences an individual may have) and disability (the 

social barriers and discrimination imposed on individuals with impairments; Rothman, 

2010; Shakespeare, 2017). The social model posits that society's attitudes, inaccessible 

environments, and discriminatory practices disable individuals rather than their 

impairments. This perspective challenges the medical model, which views disability as a 

personal deficit to be fixed (Rothman, 2010; Shakespeare, 2017). Within the 

postsecondary setting, a student who does not fit the expected learning model and is 

struggling to access learning can be described as having a deficit in their abilities rather 

than the course or instruction being identified as lacking inclusive design. A critical 

disability theoretical approach suggests that a deficit response to struggling learners in 

postsecondary courses is oppressive because it marginalizes and excludes students who 

do not adapt to the existing educational structures. Within this framework, faculty are 

significant actors in reinforcing or removing oppressive barriers within the classroom and 

institution settings.  
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Critical disability theory provides a strong foundation for supporting the use of 

Universal Design for Instruction (UDI) in the postsecondary education setting. UDI is an 

inclusive approach to teaching and learning that aims to create accessible and equitable 

learning environments for all students, including those with disabilities (Burgstahler, 

2008). The standard didactic teaching model in postsecondary courses may contribute to 

the oppression of students from diverse backgrounds and limit their academic success 

because they do not fit within this teaching and learning model. UDI emphasizes student 

engagement and active learning and provides students with multiple ways to use their 

unique learning strengths to demonstrate their understanding. In theory, developing an 

inclusive classroom by implementing the principles of UDI would limit the need for 

individualized accommodations that may inadvertently oppress or limit the success of 

diverse students. This study seeks to describe faculty attitudes towards students with 

disabilities and inclusive teaching practices via UDI to inform future institutional 

decisions regarding inclusive teaching practices. Additionally, faculty will be asked what 

barriers they face implementing inclusive teaching practices to identify potential 

solutions and next steps for institution-wide support and implementation of inclusive 

teaching practices. Identifying faculty attitudes, actions, and suggestions for utilizing 

UDI to improve educational outcomes for all students, not just students with disabilities, 

aligns with the critical theory paradigm and critical disability theoretical framework by 

challenging ableism, addressing systemic barriers, and creating inclusive and equitable 

learning environments that empower all students to engage and succeed in their 

educational pursuits fully. 
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Assumptions 

In this study, I work with three primary assumptions, including: 

1. The survey was distributed via email, and the study assumes that the participants

who completed the survey were the intended recipients, resulting in the

anticipated sample population.

2. For both the survey responses and interviews, it is assumed that the participants

were honest and reliable in their responses.

3. It is assumed that the survey instrument, the Inclusive Teaching Strategies

Inventory (ITSI), is a valid measure of faculty attitudes towards inclusive

instruction and disability-related concepts.

Delimitations and Limitations 

The research design used for the current study poses several interrelated 

delimitations and limitations. First, the scope of the study potentially limited the 

generalizability of the results since data were collected from one university location. 

While the study sample spanned several colleges at the University and included diverse 

faculty participants, population generalizations might be limited due to the exclusion of 

faculty demographic groups that could exist in other postsecondary settings, such as 

community colleges, private universities, and non-research-one four-year universities. 

Another limitation of the study relates to sampling procedures. The University’s 

Office of Academic Planning and Accountability determined the sample population pool 

to avoid conflicts with other university-wide survey research. The sample population pool 

did not include all faculty members at the University. However, I collaborated with the 

Office of Institutional Research and Office of Academic Planning and Accountability to 



16 

develop a diverse and representative sample population pool. Additionally, the current 

study relied on a volunteer participant sample where factors like willingness to 

participate, technology skills, and availability to complete the survey or participate in 

interviews may have influenced which faculty members participated. All completed 

surveys were used for data analysis to limit the threat of selection bias for this study.  

Definitions of Major Terms 

Accommodations 

For this study, accommodations are, “Any reasonable modification, adaptation, or 

alteration in the delivery of instruction, curriculum, or test-taking process that enables 

students with disabilities to have equal access to education” (Chaturvedi, 2010, p. 17) 

Disability Resource Center (DRC) 

The center or office is located on a postsecondary campus. It is responsible for 

ensuring that the institution meets the legal provisions of the Americans with Disabilities 

Act (1990) and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act (1973). The DRC establishes and 

directs services and accommodations for students with disabilities.   

Faculty 

This study includes all full-time and part-time teaching employees at the 

University, including professors, associate professors, assistant professors, instructors, 

and clinical faculty members.  

Inclusive Instruction 

Inclusive instruction refers to teacher practices and strategies that develop an 

inclusive learning environment for students from diverse backgrounds, including students 

with disabilities. Inclusive instruction is based on the tenets of UDI. 
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Inclusive Teaching Strategies Inventory (ITSI) 

The Inclusive Teaching Strategies Inventory (ITSI) is a Likert scale that measures 

attitudes and actions toward inclusive instructional practices. The ITSI attitudes scale 

measures attitudes toward inclusive instruction and uses a six-point Likert scale where 

one is “strongly disagree,” and six is “strongly agree”. The action scale of the ITSI is not 

used in this study, so the mention of ITSI scores throughout this project refers to ITSI 

attitude scores only.  

Postsecondary Institution 

All two- and four-year colleges and universities in the United States. Includes 

both degree-granting and non-degree-granting institutions.  

Student(s) with Disabilities 

These students meet the legal definition of an individual with a disability and 

have self-disclosed their disability to the postsecondary institution’s Disability Resource 

Center to access accommodations. The legal definition provided by the Americans with 

Disabilities Act (ADA, 1990) states that an individual with a disability is an individual 

who has a physical or mental impairment that substantially limits one or more major life 

activities of such individual; has a record of such an impairment; or is regarded as having 

such an impairment (ADA, 1990).  

Universal Design 

Universal design is an architectural concept where buildings and environments 

“can be accessed, understood, and used to the greatest extent possible by all people 

regardless of their age, size, ability, or disability. An environment (or any building, 
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product, or service in that environment) should be designed to meet the needs of all 

people who wish to use it” (National Disability Authority, 2020, para. 1 ). 

Universal Design for Instruction (UDI) 

UDI was explicitly developed for use in postsecondary education settings and is 

the “design of teaching and learning products and environments to be usable by all 

people, to the greatest extent possible, without the need for adaptation or specialized 

design” (Burgstahler, 2020, para. 5).  

Universal Design for Learning (UDL) 

UDL is commonly used in K-12 school settings and emphasizes adapting the 

curriculum to the learner by combining different engagement approaches and supports for 

instructors (Reardon et al., 2021). UDL emphasizes intentionally adjusting the learning 

environment to reduce barriers so that “all learners can engage in rigorous, meaningful 

learning” (Center for Applied Special Technology, 2018c, para. 1). 

The University 

References to the University identify and describe the four-year public university 

where the present study occurred and from which the study sample was defined and 

selected. 

Study Summary 

Postsecondary institutions in the United States are experiencing shifts in 

undergraduate student enrollment, marked by increased racial and ethnic diversity and a 

rise in students with disabilities. The changing student demographics highlight the need 

for faculty to implement instructional practices that support diverse learners. This study 

focuses explicitly on faculty attitudes toward inclusive instruction and students with 
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disabilities in higher education’s evolving landscape. The significant role of faculty in 

student success, especially for diverse students, underscores the importance of 

understanding their attitudes toward disability-related topics and inclusive teaching 

practices like Universal Design for Instruction (UDI). 

In this study, I aimed to measure faculty attitudes toward inclusive teaching and 

disability-related topics using quantitative and qualitative approaches to explore 

differences across faculty groups and experiences with inclusive instruction and 

Universal Design for Instruction (UDI) practices. My research is framed by the critical 

theory paradigm and critical disability theory, highlighting the imperative for a paradigm 

shift in understanding and addressing diverse student needs in higher education. 
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CHAPTER II: METHODS 

A multiple-methods research approach was used to measure faculty attitudes and 

describe their personal experiences with inclusive instruction. Implementing a multiple-

methods design in a complementary way enabled the development of a complete 

description of the status of faculty and their experiences with inclusive instructional 

practices and UDI. The current data trends in the United States show that postsecondary 

student populations are becoming more diverse, suggesting that faculty should be 

prepared to incorporate more inclusive teaching practices. The combination of 

quantitative and qualitative results from this study helped inform future faculty training 

and potential institutional policy changes in a unique and influential manner that neither 

quantitative nor qualitative approaches achieved independently.  

Chapter II is divided into two sections: the quantitative methodological approach 

and the qualitative methodological approach. The study did not occur in phases, and 

dividing Chapter II into two parts based on methodology was an organizational choice to 

support clarity and understanding for the readers. Both methodological approaches are 

presented by first restating the research question(s) followed by the study design, 

instrument, procedures, and analysis. I conclude the chapter with a summary of the 

study’s methods.  

Quantitative Research Questions 

The following quantitative research questions were addressed in this study: 
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1. Are there differences between faculty groups regarding attitudes toward

disability-related topics and inclusive instruction?

a. What is the impact of gender, teaching experience, disability-

related training, and college affiliation on faculty attitudes toward

inclusive teaching strategies?

Specifically, I designed the study to determine whether faculty college affiliation, 

gender, teaching experience, and disability-related training produced score differences on 

the Inclusive Teaching Strategies Inventory (ITSI; Lombardi et al., 2015).  

Quantitative Participants and Setting 

Participants for the quantitative portion of this study were selected from a 

population of 2,891 faculty at a four-year public university in a midwestern state. 

According to the Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education, the 

University is a Very High Research Activity university with twelve colleges, including a 

School of Medicine, a School of Dentistry, and a School of Law (American Council on 

Education, 2023). At the time of the study, 16,121 undergraduates and 6,099 graduate 

students were enrolled at the University (University of Louisville, 2023). More than 70% 

of undergraduates were enrolled full-time. Most of the faculty at the University were full-

time faculty (63%), and 51.4% of faculty were male (University of Louisville, 2023). Of 

ranked faculty, 24.8% were assistant professors, 20.2% were associate professors, 19.4% 

were professors, and 0.04% were instructors. A total of 909 (31.4%) faculty were 

reported to have no faculty rank or were labeled as “other” (University of Louisville, 

2023). Most faculty members at the University were white (71%), and the most 
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prominent minority group was Asian/Pacific Islanders, representing 11% of the faculty 

population (University of Louisville, 2023).   

I used a nonprobability sample of faculty members from the University. 

Specifically, a convenience sample was used because it is based on the participants' 

willingness and availability to participate in the study (Fraenkel et al., 2015). 

Additionally, the sample population was provided by the University’s Office of 

Academic Planning and Accountability to avoid interference with other existing 

institutional survey projects. According to the University, the most recent number of total 

faculty at the University is 2,891 individuals (The University of Louisville, 2023). The 

total sample size provided by the Office of Academic Planning and Accountability was 

1,326 faculty members. The sample provided by the Office of Academic Planning and 

Accountability and the Office of Academic Planning and Accountability was pulled from 

the employee software Peoplesoft. The program SAS then pulled a random sample of 

50% of the faculty population stratified by unit so I had a sample representative of 

different colleges across campus. The quantitative instrument was sent via email to all 

1,326 faculty members identified by the Office of Academic Planning and 

Accountability. 

Quantitative Instrument 

The Inclusive Teaching Strategies Inventory (ITSI) was used for data collection. 

Prior approval to use the ITSI for this study was given by Dr. Lombardi, the lead author 

and developer of the instrument (Appendix A). The ITSI measures inclusive instruction 

through seven factors related to disability knowledge, laws, and inclusive teaching based 

on UDI. The seven factors include Accommodations, Accessible Course Material, Course 
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Modifications, Inclusive Lecture Strategies, Inclusive Classrooms, Inclusive Assessment, 

and Disability Laws and Concepts (Lombardi et al., 2015). The survey was electronically 

distributed using the platform Blue by Explorance Inc. (2024). I received training from 

the Office of Institutional Research on creating and distributing surveys with Blue, which 

is the University's preferred survey platform. Before responding to the ITSI questions, 

participants were asked to complete a short demographic section on their college 

affiliation, gender identity, teaching experience, and disability-related training. The 

demographic data provided general information about the sample and served as the 

independent variables for parametric analysis. This study used the attitudes question 

stems from the ITSI to measure faculty attitudes towards the seven constructs via 6-point 

Likert scale response items from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). Each item for 

the Attitude stems begins with “I believe it’s important to” (Lombardi et al., 2015, p. 

459). The item response stems related to the seventh construct of Disability Law and 

Concepts is "I am confident in…" and uses the same 6-point Likert scaled response 

options as the other subscales. The second part of the ITSI measures faculty actions 

related to six constructs measured with a 4-point Likert scale, but it was not used in this 

study.  

Higher scores indicate more positive attitudes toward disability-related 

knowledge, laws, and UDI when measuring faculty attitudes. The attitudes stem has 39 

items, and Appendix B lists the ITSI subscales, items, and response stems. In addition to 

the attitude items, there was an optional open-ended question for participant comments 

and an optional recruitment question to identify potential participants for the qualitative 

portion of the study.      
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The ITSI was previously named the Expanding Cultural Awareness of 

Exceptional Learners (ExCEL) survey, where exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using 

principal axis factoring and an oblique rotation identified eight factors (Lombardi & 

Murray, 2011). The current seven-factor structure of the ITSI was identified through a 

cross-validation study that used EFA and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA, Lombardi et 

al., 2013). Additionally, EFA and CFA results support the seven-factor structure of the 

ITSI even when translated into German (Lombardi et al., 2021). Cronbach’s alpha has 

been used to measure the internal consistency of the ITSI subscales, with scores ranging 

from .70 to .91 (Lombardi et al., 2013; Lombardi et al., 2021). 

Quantitative Data Collection Procedures 

The quantitative data collection took place over one month once IRB approval 

was granted. Survey participants had the opportunity to enter a raffle for one of three $75 

gift cards for completing the survey. Once the survey was closed, the three gift card 

winners were selected using a computerized random generator. Winners of the gift cards 

were notified via email. The following quantitative procedures were implemented in the 

study: 

1. The ITSI survey was electronically distributed to the faculty identified by the

Office of Academic Planning and Accountability . Informed consent to participate

was included in the email as well as the first page of the survey. Participants

either completed the survey immediately or paused and returned to it to finish

later.
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2. The survey was open for one month, and reminder emails were sent on days five,

10, and 14 after the initial survey distribution. The reminder emails included the

importance of the study and the opportunity to win a gift card.

3. Potential participants for the qualitative portion of the study were identified

through an optional question on the survey. Recruitment and interviews with

participants of the qualitative portion co-occurred with the quantitative portion of

the study.

4. The survey closed at midnight one month after the initial email was distributed.

5. After the survey closed, results were downloaded in an Excel file and converted

into an SPSS Inc. (2023) data file for analysis.

6. The raffle winners for each of the $75 gift cards were randomly selected, and the

three winners were notified via email.

7. The qualitative data collection phase continued past the month-long timeline of

the quantitative phase and is presented in detail in the Qualitative Design section.

Quantitative Analysis 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA)  

Multiple one-way MANOVA parametric analyses compared differences across 

groups for multiple dependent variables. In this study, multiple dependent variables (ITSI 

subscale scores) measured the underlying construct of attitude towards inclusive 

instruction. Data were collected for the variables of interest, where the dependent 

variables were ITSI subscale scores and the independent variables were faculty groups, 

including college affiliation, gender identity, teaching experience, and disability-related 
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training. Table 1 lists each of the variables of interest. Additionally, descriptive statistics 

were conducted on the demographic data collected from the survey. 
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Table 1 

Variables of Interest 

Independent Variables 

College Affiliation 

12 categories 

College of Arts & Sciences, College of 
Business, School of Dentistry, College of 
Education & Human Development, School of 
Engineering, Graduate School, School of 
Law, School of Medicine, School of Music, 
School of Nursing, School of Public Health & 
Information Sciences, School of Social Work 
& Family Science 

Disability-Related 
Training 5 categories No training, >1-10 hours, 11-23 hours, 24-48

hours, more than 48 hours 

Gender Identity* 4 categories Female, Male, Transgender, None of these

Teaching Experience 3 categories 0-6 years, 7-12 years, 13+ years

Dependent Variables 

ITSI Subscales Number of Items 

Accommodations 8 

Accessible Course Materials 3 

Course Modifications 4 

Inclusive Lecture Strategies 4 

Inclusive Classroom 9 

Inclusive Assessment 4 

Disability Law & Concepts 5 

Note. * Options reflect categories used by the U.S. Census Bureau (2021). 

Four one-way MANOVAs were conducted to determine if faculty groups differed 

in ITSI scores. The Wilks’ Lambda test statistic was used to determine significance (p  <  
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.05). Significant MANOVA results were followed up with separate ANOVAs with 

Bonferroni corrections on each significant dependent variable to identify the significant 

differences (Field, 2014; Pallant, 2016).   

Before running the MANOVA, underlying assumptions were checked, including 

sample size, normality, outliers, linearity, multicollinearity and singularity, and 

homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices. Table 2 lists the testing assumptions of 

MANOVA and how they were assessed.   

Table 2 

MANOVA Testing Assumptions 

Assumption Assessment of Assumption 

Sample Size Must have more cases in each group than DVs 

Normality Shapiro-Wilk test of normality  

Outliers Boxplots & Mahalanobis distances 

Linearity 
Scatterplots between each pair of dependent 
variables 

Multicollinearity & Singularity 
Run a correlation between DVs, problematic if r 
= .90 or higher 

Homogeneity of Variance-
covariance Matrices 

Box’s M Test; part of MANOVA output and 
looking for p > .001 

Note. DV= dependent variable; IVs= independent variable 

Qualitative Research Question 

The following qualitative research question was addressed in this study: 

2. What are the experiences of faculty with inclusive instruction?

Qualitative Approach, Participants, and Setting 
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An optional open-ended question was added to the ITSI survey that asked 

participants to share any additional comments, insights, or experiences related to 

inclusive instruction. Responses to the open-ended survey question underwent a thematic 

analysis to identify shared themes that described faculty’s experiences with inclusive 

instruction and disability-related topics. The interview component of the study used a 

phenomenological research approach to explore the lived experiences of faculty by 

describing “what all participants have in common as they experience a phenomenon” 

(Creswell & Poth, 2018, p. 75). The phenomenological approach to describe individual 

participants' experiences with inclusive instruction relied on data collected through semi-

structured interviews. The interviews sought to identify individual faculty experiences 

with inclusive instructional practices and develop a shared composite description of 

faculty experiences with inclusive instruction and UDI. 

The sample for the qualitative portion of this study was survey participants who 

volunteered for in-depth interviews via their responses to the interview recruitment item 

on the ITSI survey. Each interview participant received a $75 gift card as compensation 

for their time. The researcher reached out to four interested participants based on their 

responses to the demographic questions on the survey and expressed interest in 

participating in the interviews. The intention regarding purposefully selecting interview 

participants was to increase the diversity of the sample. The interviews aimed to capture 

experiences across faculty groups within the University (i.e., departmental affiliation, 

teaching experience, etc.). A heterogeneous interview sample yielded more nuanced 

information than a homogeneous interview sample.  
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The target sample size for in-depth interviews was four faculty members. 

Phenomenological studies typically have a sample of 3-25 participants. A sample size of 

four faculty members for interviews was appropriate given the scope of the study, in 

which the qualitative analysis was a portion of a larger multiple-methods design.  

After interview participants were selected, semi-structured interviews were conducted via 

Microsoft Teams. Through the platform, I was able to record interview sessions and 

transcribe data. The online meeting platform provided more options for interview 

scheduling because the interviewer and participant could be in a different location. Due to 

participant availability, study time limitations, and the scope of the overall multiple-

methods approach, each participant completed one 30-min interview. 

Faculty responses to the open-ended survey question were recorded. The responses were 

formatted and uploaded into ATLAS.ti (2022) for thematic analysis.  

Qualitative Instruments 

Semi-Structured Interviews 

The interview protocol used open-ended questions and incorporated some aspects 

of the ITSI Action survey items (Appendix C). The semi-structured interviews followed 

the structure of phenomenological interviewing established by Bevan (2014), including 

contextualization, apprehending the phenomenon, and clarifying the phenomenon. After 

the interviews were complete, the transcription was downloaded from the meeting 

platform. The downloaded transcripts were read, formatted, and uploaded into ATLAS.ti 

for analysis.  

Open-Ended Survey Responses  
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The open-ended item on the survey asked participants to “Please share any 

additional comments, insights, or experiences related to inclusive instruction here:” The 

open-ended responses provided by participants were downloaded from the survey 

platform, formatted into a Word document, and then uploaded to the ATLAS.ti (2022) 

platform for thematic analysis.  

Qualitative Procedures 

The qualitative portion of this study overlapped with the quantitative portion in 

that the open-ended questions and interview recruitment questions were included in the 

ITSI survey. The interviews began as soon as potential participants responded to the 

recruitment question included in the ITSI survey. The interviews occurred during and 

after the survey phase, depending on participant scheduling availability. The following 

procedures were implemented during the qualitative phase of the study: 

1. Survey participants responded to the open-ended question, and potential interview

participants responded to the recruitment question on the ITSI survey.

2. The open-ended responses were formatted and uploaded to ATLAS.ti (2022) for

analysis.

3. Four participants were selected from the recruitment responses and were emailed

a brief description of the interview format and a copy of the informed consent.

Participants were asked about their meeting availability and scheduled for the

interview via the online meeting platform.

4. The interview recruitment and scheduling occurred while the ISTI survey was

open and continued after the survey was closed. The initial interview protocol was

used to guide the interview. Unscripted questions were used when the participant
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shared their experiences to further contribute to documenting the faculty 

experiences with inclusive instruction. 

5. All interviews were recorded and transcribed through the meeting platform.

Transcriptions were screened, formatted, and uploaded to ATLAS.ti (2022) for

analysis.

6. After each interview, participants received a $75 gift card for their participation.

Qualitative Analysis 

Phenomenological data analysis was used to analyze the data collected during 

interviews. The analysis followed the four generalized steps described by Creswell and 

Poth (2018), which are based on the foundational work of Moustakas (1994) and 

Polkinghorne (1989). Step one suggests generalizing the themes from the analysis of 

significant statements. Moustakas (1994) called this stage horizonalization, which is 

followed by the development of "clusters of meaning from these significant statements 

into themes" (Creswell & Poth, 2018, p. 79). The second step developed textual and 

structural descriptions. The significant statements and themes described the participants’ 

experiences (textual description). The significant statements and themes were also used to 

develop a structural description of participants' experiences by describing “the context or 

setting that influenced how the participants experienced the phenomenon” (Creswell & 

Poth, 2018, p. 80). The third procedure reported the essence of inclusive instruction 

through a composite description (Creswell & Poth, 2018). The essence of a phenomenon 

is also referred to as the essential invariant structure. A composite description includes 

the structural and textual descriptions created in step two. The composite description 

focused on the interview participants’ experiences with inclusive instruction. The final 



33 

step created a written report, included in the results and discussion sections, that presents 

the understanding of the essence of inclusive instruction as experienced by faculty 

participants at the University (Creswell & Poth, 2018; Moustakas, 1994).  

Chapter Summary 

I used a multiple-methods approach to examine faculty attitudes and experiences 

regarding inclusive instruction. Study participants were faculty members from one 

university located in a midwestern state. A convenience sample of faculty based on the 

participants' willingness and availability to participate was used for quantitative and 

qualitative analyses. 

The quantitative portion of the study used the Inclusive Teaching Strategies 

Inventory (ITSI) to measure faculty attitudes toward inclusive instruction and disability-

related topics. Multiple MANOVA analyses of ITSI data determined if differences 

existed between faculty groups on attitudes toward disability-related topics and inclusive 

instruction. Faculty groups included in the analysis are gender identity, college affiliation, 

prior disability-related training, and teaching experience.  

The qualitative portion of the study was designed to use an open-ended survey 

question and semi-structured interviews to describe faculty’s experiences with inclusive 

instruction. A thematic analysis of the open-ended responses identified a collective theme 

regarding inclusive instruction, and a phenomenological approach was used to analyze 

data from the semi-structured interviews to generate an understanding of the essence of 

inclusive instruction as experienced by the faculty interview participants. 
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CHAPTER III: RESULTS 

With the quantitative portion of this study, I aimed to identify differences across 

faculty groups in terms of their attitudes toward inclusive instruction, UDI, and disability-

related concepts. Four one-way MANOVAs were conducted to test for differences in 

ITSI scores across the faculty groups of gender, teaching experience, disability training, 

and college affiliation. The seven dependent variables for each MANOVA were the 

composite subscale scores of the ITSI. Participant’s responses were averaged for each 

subscale so that they had an average score for Accommodations, Accessible Course 

Materials, Course Modifications, Inclusive Lecture Strategies, Inclusive Classrooms, 

Inclusive Assessment, and Disability Law and Concepts. Since each question of the ITSI 

is measured on a six-point Likert scale, each subscale composite score ranges from 1 to 6. 

The ITSI survey was distributed electronically over one month in the spring of 2024. 

Potential participants were identified by the Office of Academic Planning and 

Accountability and shared with the primary investigator. A link to the survey was sent to 

all potential participants via email using the survey platform Blue.  

Sample Group Characteristics 

A total of 114 responses were collected from the sample of 1,326 faculty 

members provided by the Office of Academic Planning and Accountability, which 

reflected an 8.6% response rate. Two of the 114 responses were excluded because they 

were incomplete or invalid. Additionally, there were not enough responses in all the 

College Affiliation, Disability-Related Training, and Gender categories for statistical
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testing. Only the College of Arts and Sciences (Arts and Sciences), the College of 

Education and Human Development (CEHD), the School of Medicine (Medicine), and 

the College of Business (Business) had enough respondents to conduct the statistical 

analysis. As such, the college affiliation variable reflects four levels, not twelve. The 

Disability Related Training group was combined into four levels rather than five since the 

“more than 48 hours” category had limited responses. Lastly, the gender group reflects 

only female and male respondents because the categories of transgender (n = 0) and 

prefer not to state (n = 4) did not have adequate numbers for statistical analysis.  

A total of 89 responses were used for statistical analysis (Table 3). Just over half 

of the survey respondents were male (52.8%), and most respondents were associated with 

the College of Arts and Sciences (38.2%). Most faculty reported having 13 or more years 

of teaching experience and 10 hours or less of disability-related training. One participant 

did not indicate their level of teaching experience.  
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Table 3 

Sample Group Demographics 

Variable Response Frequency Percent 

College 

Arts & Sciences 34 38.2% 
CEHD 25 28.1% 

Medicine 16 18% 
Business 14 15.7% 

Gender Female 38 42.7% 
Male 47 52.8% 

Teaching Experience 
0-6 years 21 23.6% 
7-12 years 18 20.2% 
13+ years 49 55.1% 

Training 

No Training 26 29.2% 
1-10 hours 32 36% 
11-23 hours 14 15.7% 

24 or more hours 17 19.1% 
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MANOVA Results 

Testing assumptions for the four MANOVAs were conducted. All data, except for 

Disability Law and Concepts data, failed normality. The data that failed to meet the 

normality assumption had significance values at .007 or less for the Shapiro-Wilk 

normality test (Table 4). 

Table 4 

Normality Tests 

Shapiro-Wilk 
Statistic df Sig. 

Accommodations .871 89 < .001 
Accessible Course Materials .915 89 < .001 
Course Modifications .959 89 .007 
Inclusive Lecture Strategies .893 89 < .001 
Inclusive Classroom .926 89 < .001 
Inclusive Assessment .914 89 < .001 
Disability Law and Concepts .983 89 .307 

Additional inspection of descriptive data indicated non-normality and that the data 

was negatively skewed (Table 5). Univariate and multivariate outliers were examined 

using boxplots and Mahalanobis distances, indicating six univariate and two multivariate 

outliers. Both types of outliers were left in the data being analyzed. The six univariate 

outliers were included because they did not have extreme values (more than three box 

lengths from the bottom edge of the boxplot). Additionally, comparing the trimmed mean 

and mean for Accessible Course Materials and Inclusive Classrooms data showed 

differences of 0.0708 and 0.0588, indicating that the univariate outliers were not 

impactful (Table 5). The two multivariate outliers exceeded the Mahalanobis distance 

critical value of 24.32 but were included in the dataset because they minimally exceeded 

the critical value of 24.32 (26.06 and 27.22). Although the data violated the normality 
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assumption, the MANOVA was still conducted since it is “reasonably robust to modest 

violations of normality” (Pallant, 2016, p. 291). 
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Scatterplots between each pair of variables indicated a linear relationship. Pearson 

correlations between the seven dependent variables were all significant (p < .001), where 

correlation values ranged from .277 to .649 (Table 6). The moderate to strong 

correlations indicated no multicollinearity. Lastly, Box’s M tests indicated no violations 

of homogeneity of covariance-variance matrices for faculty gender (p = .046), teaching 

experience (p = .14), disability training (p = .062), and college affiliation (p = .252). 

Since the remaining assumptions of MANOVA testing were met, the data was analyzed 

using MANOVAs to address research questions 1 (RQ1) and 1a (RQ1a). 
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Research Questions 1 and 1a 

RQ1. Are there differences between faculty groups regarding attitudes toward disability-

related topics and inclusive instruction?  

RQ1a. What is the impact of gender, teaching experience, disability-related training, and 

college affiliation on faculty attitudes toward inclusive teaching strategies? 

To answer RQ1 and RQ1a, I conducted a series of one-way MANOVA tests. I 

used Wilk’s Lambda with a significance level of .05 for each MANOVA test. Significant 

MANOVA results were followed up with univariate analysis, where I used a Bonferroni 

adjustment and post hoc tests. The following sections present the details of each 

MANOVA result, listed by the independent variable.    

Gender  

I performed a one-way between-groups multivariate analysis of variance to 

investigate gender differences in faculty attitudes toward inclusive instruction. The seven 

dependent variables were average scores on each ITSI subscale, including 

Accommodations, Accessible Course Materials, Course Modifications, Inclusive Lecture 

Strategies, Inclusive Classrooms, Inclusive Assessment, and Disability Law and 

Concepts. The independent variable was gender, which had two levels (female and male). 

Faculty who responded as female had higher scores on all the dependent variables except 

Disability Law and Concepts (Table 7). The male faculty's average score on Disability 

Law and Concepts was .007 greater than that of the female faculty (Table 7).  
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Table 7 

Descriptive Statistics by Gender 

Gender Mean SD 

Accommodations Female 5.41 .603 
Male 5.27 .747 

Accessible Course 
Materials 

Female 5.11 .714 
Male 4.85 .998 

Course 
Modifications 

Female 3.41 1.362 
Male 3.10 1.202 

Inclusive Lecture 
Strategies 

Female 5.37 .737 
Male 5.10 .681 

Inclusive Classroom Female 5.09 .756 
Male 4.92 .767 

Inclusive Assessment Female 4.76 .817 
Male 4.53 1.110 

Disability Law and 
Concepts 

Female 4.25 .902 
Male 4.33 .931 

Although I observed differences in overall mean scores across genders, the 

differences between genders on the combined dependent variables were not statistically 

significant where F(7, 77) = .666, p =.700; Wilks' Λ = .943; partial η2 = .057. 

Teaching Experience  

I performed a one-way between-groups multivariate analysis of variance to 

investigate differences in teaching experience and faculty attitudes toward inclusive 

instruction. The seven dependent variables were average scores on each ITSI subscale, 

including Accommodations, Accessible Course Materials, Course Modifications, 

Inclusive Lecture Strategies, Inclusive Classrooms, Inclusive Assessment, and Disability 

Law and Concepts. The independent variable was teaching experience, which had three 

levels: 0-6 years, 7-12 years, and 13 or more years. Faculty who responded as having 0-6 

years of teaching experience had higher average scores on Accommodations, Course 

Modifications, Inclusive Lecture Strategies, and Inclusive Classrooms compared to 
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faculty who indicated 7-12 years or 13+ years of teaching experience. (Table 8). Faculty 

with 7-12 years of teaching experience scored higher on Accessible Course Materials and 

Inclusive Assessment than their counterparts. Faculty with 13+ years of teaching 

experience only had the highest mean score for one subscale, which was Disability Law 

and Concepts (Table 8). 
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Table 8 

Descriptive Statistics by Teaching Experience 

Teaching Experience Mean SD 

Accommodations 

0-6 years 5.47 .522 

7-12 years 5.17 .699 

13+ years 5.28 .728 

Accessible Course 
Materials 

0-6 years 4.99 .944 

7-12 years 5.17 .556 

13+ years 4.91 .968 

Course Modifications 

0-6 years 3.38 1.07 

7-12 years 3.35 1.31 

13+ years 3.04 1.40 

Inclusive Lecture 
Strategies 

0-6 years 5.39 .630 

7-12 years 5.35 .681 

13+ years 5.11 .769 

Inclusive Classroom 

0-6 years 5.23 .498 

7-12 years 5.10 .510 

13+ years 4.84 .912 

Inclusive Assessment 

0-6 years 4.79 .845 

7-12 years 4.85 .854 

13+ years 4.41 1.194 

Disability Law and 
Concepts 

0-6 years 4.23 .933 

7-12 years 4.12 .802 

13+ years 4.31 .955 
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Although I observed differences in overall mean scores across teaching 

experience, the differences between teaching experience on the combined dependent 

variables were not statistically significant where F(14, 158) = 1.030, p = .427; Wilks' Λ = 

.840; partial η2 = .084. 

Disability Training  

I performed a one-way between-groups multivariate analysis of variance to 

investigate disability training differences in faculty attitudes toward inclusive instruction. 

The seven dependent variables were average scores on each ITSI subscale, including 

Accommodations, Accessible Course Materials, Course Modifications, Inclusive Lecture 

Strategies, Inclusive Classrooms, Inclusive Assessment, and Disability Law and 

Concepts. The independent variable was disability training, which had four levels: no 

training, 1-10 hours, 11-23 hours, and 24 or more hours. There was a statistically 

significant difference across disability training levels on the combined dependent 

variables, where F(21, 227.395) = 2.355, p = .001; Wilks' Λ = .568; partial η2 = .172. My 

follow-up univariate analysis (ANOVA) using a Bonferroni adjustment set at p < .025 

considered the dependent variables separately and indicated that Inclusive Classrooms, 

Inclusive Assessment, and Disability Law and Concepts had differences that reached 

statistical significance (Table 9). I identified a statistically significant difference in 

Inclusive Classrooms scores across faculty levels of disability training F(3, 85) = 6.257, p 

< .001, partial eta squared = .181. I also identified a statistically significant difference in 

Inclusive Assessment scores between faculty levels of disability training F(3, 85) = 

4.292, p = .007, partial eta squared = .132. Lastly, I identified a statistically significant 
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difference in Disability Law and Concepts scores between faculty levels of disability 

training F(3, 85) = 8.127, p < .001, partial eta squared = .223.  

Table 9 

Disability Training ANOVA 

Type III 
Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean 
Square F Significance 

Partial 
Eta 

Squared 
Accommodations 2.967 3 .989 2.221 .092 .073 

Accessible 
Course Materials 4.808 3 1.603 2.109 .105 .069 

Course 
Modifications 9.009 3 3.003 1.823 .149 .060 

Inclusive Lecture 
Strategies 1.428 3 .476 .913 .438 .031 

Inclusive 
Classroom 9.697 3 3.232 6.257 <.001 .181 

Inclusive 
Assessment 12.980 3 4.327 4.292 .007 .132 

Disability Law 
and Concepts 16.306 3 5.435 8.127 <.001 .223 

The Tukey post-hoc testing results are shown in Table 10. The post hoc tests 

indicated that for Inclusive Classrooms scores, faculty with 1-10 hours of disability 

training had statistically significantly higher mean scores than faculty with no training  (p 

= .004). Similarly, faculty with 11-23 hours of disability training had statistically 

significantly higher scores than faculty without (p = .001). Tukey post-hoc tests showed 

that for Inclusive Assessment scores, faculty with 1-10 hours and faculty with 11-23 

hours of disability training had statistically significantly higher scores than faculty with 
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no training (p= .027 and p = .026). Lastly, Tukey post-hoc tests indicated that for 

Disability Law and Concepts scores, faculty with 24 or more hours of training scored 

statistically significantly higher than faculty with no training (p < .001) and faculty with 

1-10 hours of disability training (p = .020). Faculty with 11-23 hours of training scored

statistically significantly higher than faculty without training (p = .005). 

Table 10 

Tukey Post Hoc Tests for Disability Training 

Dependent 
Variable 

Mean 
Difference 

Stand. 
Error Sig. 

95% Confidence 
Interval 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Inclusive 
Classroom 

1-10
hours

No training .6701* .18978 .004 .1728 1.1675 
11-23
hours -.2366 .23032 .734 -.8402 .3670 

24 or more 
hours 

.2102 .21572 .764 -.3551 .7755 

11-23
hours

No training .9067* .23827 .001 .2823 1.5312 
1-10 hours .2366 .23032 .734 -.3670 .8402 
24 or more 

hours 
.4468 .25941 .319 -.2330 1.1266 

Inclusive 
Assessment 

1-10
hours

No training .7560* .26510 .027 .0613 1.4507 
11-23
hours -.1987 .32174 .926 -

1.0418 .6445 

24 or more 
hours 

.5671 .30134 .244 -.2226 1.3568 

11-23
hours

No training .9547* .33284 .026 .0824 1.8269 
1-10 hours .1987 .32174 .926 -.6445 1.0418 
24 or more 

hours 
.7658 .36237 .157 -.1839 1.7154 

Disability 
Law and 
Concepts 

24 or 
more 
hours 

No training 1.1422* .25507 <.00
1 .4737 1.8106 

1-10 hours .7286* .24544 .020 .0854 1.3718 
11-23
hours

.2136 .29514 .887 -.5599 .9870 

Note. Based on observed means. *The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

College Affiliation 
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I performed a one-way between-groups multivariate analysis of variance to 

investigate differences in college affiliations and faculty attitudes toward inclusive 

instruction. The seven dependent variables were average scores on each ITSI subscale, 

including Accommodations, Accessible Course Materials, Course Modifications, 

Inclusive Lecture Strategies, Inclusive Classrooms, Inclusive Assessment, and Disability 

Law and Concepts. The independent variable was college affiliation, which had four 

levels, including Arts and Sciences, the College of Education and Human Development 

(CEHD), the School of Medicine (Medicine), and the College of Business (Business). I 

identified a statistically significant difference across colleges on the combined dependent 

variables, F(21, 227.395) = 2.022, p = .006; Wilks' Λ = .612; partial η2 = .151. My 

follow-up univariate analysis (ANOVA) using a Bonferroni adjustment set at p < .025 

considered the dependent variables separately and indicated a statistically significant 

difference in Inclusive Classrooms, Inclusive Assessment, and Disability Law and 

Concepts scores across college affiliations. I identified a statistically significant 

difference in Inclusive Classrooms scores between colleges  F(3, 85) = 2.769, p = .047; 

partial η2 = .089 (Table 11). I also identified a statistically significant difference in 

Inclusive Assessment scores between colleges F(3, 85) = 2.915, p = .039; partial η2 = 

.093. Lastly, I identified a statistically significant difference in Disability Law and 

Concepts scores between colleges  F(3, 85) = 2.949, p = .037; partial η2 = .094. 
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Table 11 

College Affiliation ANOVA 

Type III 
Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean 
Square F Significance 

Partial 
Eta 

Squared 
Accommodations 2.995 3 .998 2.244 .089 .073 

Accessible 
Course Materials 4.620 3 1.540 2.021 .117 .067 

Course 
Modifications 4.154 3 1.385 .813 .490 .028 

Inclusive Lecture 
Strategies 3.238 3 1.079 2.158 .099 .071 

Inclusive 
Classroom 4.773 3 1.591 2.769 .047 .089 

Inclusive 
Assessment 9.204 3 3.068 2.915 .039 .093 

Disability Law 
and Concepts 6.897 3 2.299 2.949 .037 .094 

Table 12 shows the Tukey post hoc tests for college affiliation. The results of the 

Tukey post hoc tests showed that for Disability Law and Concepts scores, faculty from 

the CEHD had statistically significantly higher mean scores than faculty from Arts and 

Sciences (p = .023). Inclusive Classrooms and Inclusive Assessment scores did not yield 

significant Tukey post hoc results.
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Table 12 

Tukey Post Hoc Tests for College Affiliation 

Dependent 
Variable 

Mean 
Difference 

Stand. 
Error Sig. 

95% Confidence 
Interval 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Disability 
Law and 
Concepts 

CEHD 

Arts & 
Sciences 

.6774* .23260 .023 .0678 1.2869 

Medicine .3293 .28266 .650 -.4114 1.0701 

Business .5198 .29471 .298 -.2525 1.2921 

Note. Based on observed means. * The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

Qualitative Results 

In the qualitative portion of this study, I aimed to describe the lived experiences 

of faculty related to inclusive instruction. Specifically, I sought to answer the second 

research question (RQ2):  

RQ2: What are the experiences of faculty with inclusive instruction?  

I conducted a thematic analysis of faculty responses to the open-ended question 

on the ITSI survey, which indicated that faculty have a positive perception of inclusive 

instruction but express limitations in implementing it or providing accommodations for 

students with disabilities. The constraints described by faculty are centered on two main 

categories (a) faculty workload and (b) feasibility of implementing inclusive instructional 

practices and accommodations. I also collected data from semi-structured interviews and 

used a phenomenological approach to describe individual faculty experiences with 

inclusive instruction. I then identified the commonalities across the faculty experiences 

and used them to develop a composite description of their experiences.   

Thematic Analysis 
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I collected a total of 40 open-ended responses from the survey. The responses 

indicated various experiences and perspectives regarding inclusive teaching and 

accommodations for students with disabilities. Overall, faculty recognized the importance 

of inclusive instruction and had a willingness to accommodate students with disabilities. 

Still, individual circumstances and knowledge gaps, especially regarding Disability Law 

and Concepts, may have impacted the extent to which accommodations were provided. 

The challenges of workload and feasibility for instructors in implementing inclusive 

practices were a recurring theme. Several faculty responses indicated that their ability to 

support inclusive teaching practices and UDI was limited by their current workload, lack 

of compensation for additional hours worked, and lack of resources to support 

accommodations. Additionally, some participants expressed concerns about the lack of 

clarity and communication regarding accommodations. One participant stated that their 

interaction with the DRC was a hindrance. Still, most respondents who interacted with 

the DRC had positive experiences and felt well-informed and supported by the center. 

The respondents suggested recommendations that included better communication from 

the University and the development of a centralized university webpage to provide 

information on inclusive instruction for faculty, students, and staff. Figure 1 is a 

compilation of frequently used words from the open-ended survey response data that I 

used to develop the thematic analysis. Words that appear larger and in darker shades were 

used most frequently.    
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Figure 1 

Concept Map of Thematic Analysis Word Frequency 

Interview Sample Description 

I purposefully chose interview participants to increase the diversity of the sample. 

The faculty who participated in the interviews represented differing groups based on 

gender, teaching experience, college affiliation, and disability-related training. I 

prioritized interviewing participants from different colleges and colleges not included in 

the MANOVA analysis. Dr. Smith was chosen because he is a new faculty member with 
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limited teaching experience. Table 13 provides demographic information for all interview 

participants.    

Table 13 

Interview Participant Demographics 

Gender Teaching 
Experience 

Disability-
Related Training College Affiliation 

Dr. Smith Male 0-6 years No Training Arts and Sciences 

Dr. Davis Female 13+ years 1-10 hours Public Health and 
Information Sciences 

Dr. Brown Male 7-12 years 1-10 hours Nursing 

Dr. Jones Male 7-12 years More than 48 
hours Dentistry 

Interview Participant Analysis 

Dr. Smith 

Dr. Smith taught a mid-level course with 100 undergraduates. In each class 

session, he checked in with students and reviewed what was covered in the previous 

class. He also encouraged students to ask questions and participate in discussions. Dr. 

Smith tried to normalize students’ questions and sometimes asked other students to help 

answer them. He also incorporated in-class activities and quizzes for participation-based 

assessment. Technology played a role in the class, as everything was done through 

Blackboard. Dr. Smith had experience working with students with disabilities and 

provided accommodations such as extra time on exams and reduced distraction 

environments. The main challenge he described is getting students with accommodations 

to schedule their exams at the appropriate time. Dr. Smith suggested having the DRC 

schedule the exams in a dedicated room rather than relying on students to schedule them 

individually:  
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semester, give the DRC I almost wish that I could, like at the beginning of the 
like when I'm planning to give the exams and they would have the students that 

they could just schedule that in a classroom  ,need to take it and then like
.somewhere and have someone proctor it  ,so that I can just be like ,ather thanR  

you need to go  ,reach out to the students that have an accommodation and be like
take the exam rather than like putting it on them to schedule  to this room to

something because the DRC is already doing work to like, try to schedule things 
rather than like, schedule one on one, like maybe moving the middleman, the 

. middle person, and like trying to just work with the professor  
 
Dr. Smith strived for inclusive instruction by being open about his identities and 

setting expectations for respectful behavior. An example he shared included addressing 

transphobia, racism, and other forms of discrimination at the start of his courses. Despite 

his concern regarding the political climate in the University’s location, Dr. Smith 

described the importance of reflecting on his experience as a first-generation queer 

student and how sharing that resonated with a student and it “really made a difference to 

they were like this is the first queer professor that I've known about” and that  ,like ,them

beyond providing  wentTo Dr. Smith, inclusive instruction  ”.“they were excited about

in developing inclusive  his valueaccommodations to students with disabilities, and 

rooted in his personal experiences and respect for  seemedinstructional environments 

other people’s identities and perspectives.  

Dr. Smith discussed the importance of creating a family-friendly classroom where 

students can bring their children if necessary. He also mentioned the need for university-

wide changes to promote inclusive instruction, such as providing junior faculty with their 

first semester off to focus on learning inclusive teaching practices. Dr. Smith shared how 

he struggles to balance the demands of being a junior faculty member with his desire to 

learn about inclusive teaching:  

So the first thing that comes to mind, and this is something I reflected on some 
with other junior faculty, is that is like sort of preventing the second piece, is that 



56 

I have had trouble sort of balancing the needs of being a junior faculty and like, 
literally just like prepping the course with then trying to also learn about like 
inclusive teaching practices because of like time. Basically, is just like there's, I 
don't I like just mentally and physically don't have enough time to add this to my 
plate right now. And it sort of tears at me because I'm like, I want to be doing 
that, but at the same time, like, if I don't do these other things, then I can't, like if 
I don't prep the courses right, like I can't then inclusive teaching is irrelevant 
because I'm not gonna have a course. 

He expressed the need for the University to prioritize and support inclusive 

teaching by setting aside time for faculty to learn and implement inclusive strategies. 

Additionally, time dedicated by the University “would be super helpful for like removing 

the barriers to getting the information as far as like what that information is and what the 

”.policies are at the university  

Dr. Davis 

Dr. Davis typically taught in-person undergraduate classes twice weekly for about 

1 hour and 15 min. Class sizes ranged from 25 to 45 students. Her doctoral-level courses 

were smaller, with anywhere from three to eight students. These classes were also in-

person, and the curriculum focused on critical pedagogy. Dr. Davis incorporated a variety 

of teaching methods, including mini-lectures, activities, case studies, and technology 

tools like Kahoot and Jam Board. She strived to create an inclusive environment where 

all students could participate, regardless of their learning preferences or challenges. Dr. 

Davis had an evident passion for continuing to develop her skills and understanding of 

inclusive instruction by attending professional development offered through the Delphi 

Center and other technology-related training. She shared that her academic department is 

very supportive of inclusive instruction, which is embedded in their research and 

throughout the department.   
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Dr. Davis also emphasized the importance of providing students with support and 

resources through a case management model and connecting them with academic 

counselors and other services: 

So much is like, this is probably off topic but, like, I think it's I think it's related to 
being setting up an inclusive environment but like this idea of umm of doing, like, 
case management as a faculty member. Like, very brief, I've started developing 
something just in my own practice, and I'm thinking about it a lot right now, 
which is like, identifying students basically like week three. Okay, I'm seeing that 
they're not showing up, right? This is a huge red flag. So how do I reach out to 
them with their academic counselor Cc’d on it, and umm, and you know, kind of 
do a quick assessment of like, hey respond to this, I want to figure out what's 
going on with you; I'm noticing you're not in class. Umm, let's chat for 15 minutes 
virtual meeting. And those that agree to that, it's usually an opportunity to kind of 
get quickly to the bottom of like, it's usually a financial issue. Like what's going 
on with you, you're working nights, you haven't time managed very well, you 
might be taking care of family member, lots of stuff going on but let's figure that 
out and case manage you and then I can hand it off to the academic counselor and 
the student success coordinator. Then they're able to kind of take it from there to 
basically like, get that student some smarter access, right? Or more fast access to 
like maybe emergency funds, or food from the cupboard or whatever it is that 
they need.  

 Dr. Davis’s responses made a case for faculty playing a critical role in promoting 

equity and inclusivity beyond the four walls of a classroom. However, she noted that 

there may be barriers to this, such as faculty perceptions of their role and the lack of 

information or resources provided to them where there was “this barrier of like, you 

know, we don't really give this information to faculty. I have some questions about that, 

like why can't we have access?” Dr. Davis advocated increasing faculty access to 

resources, support, and information to enhance inclusive instruction. 

Dr. Davis believed that faculty should be more active in supporting students, 

specifically mentioning students with high needs, Pell Grant recipients, LGBTQ students, 

and students with disabilities. Dr. Davis believed that one way for the University to show 

its investment in being inclusive is to update older buildings that “just kind of like it just 
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feels like a hangover from, like, a bygone era of how people lectured”. She shared that 

many of the older buildings are not trauma-informed, nor are the “learning spaces 

equitable across campus”. Dr. Davis was invested in inclusive instruction but also 

acknowledged the systemic element of inclusivity where:  

The effectiveness of how inclusive my learning environment is, is only one piece 
of the puzzle and that you step back and you look at the larger system, and that's 
the piece I was kind of, I was probably overwhelming you on, which just like, 
how do we, you know, what is our responsibility to students that have less access, 
higher needs, more trauma, more you know, more umm vulnerable identities? 
Like, I think that’s part of this, it goes beyond, you know what we’re doing in the 
classroom, and it goes to how are we providing them the necessary support to 
ensure that they can get to our classroom. And be in our classroom without, you 
know, and mitigating and minimizing what they’re carrying figuratively into our 
classroom.  

Dr. Brown 

Dr. Brown taught face-to-face classes to both sophomore and junior nursing 

students. He used audience participation software to engage students and often 

incorporated case studies into his lectures. Dr. Brown used technology such as Panopto 

(screen and voice capture) and Top Hat (dynamic courseware) to record and distribute 

lectures and Blackboard to communicate important course information. Regarding 

inclusive teaching practices, Dr. Brown had worked with the DRC to accommodate 

students with disabilities who required closed captioning for videos and American Sign 

Language translators. Dr. Brown had a positive experience collaborating with the DRC 

and Delphi Center to ensure the students had the appropriate accommodations and 

materials. Adding a DRC on the Health Sciences campus has positively affected faculty 

and students. Dr. Brown stated that it is much easier to provide accommodations for 

students with disabilities now that there is a branch of the DRC on his campus. Dr. 

Brown and colleagues worked closely with the DRC to rewrite the College of Nursing’s 
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policy on clinical absences due to injuries. Dr. Brown described the old policy and how it 

negatively impacted students: 

We rewrote our policy on clinical absences due to injuries. Umm, it used to be 
that students who, like, slipped on the ice and broke a collarbone, we'd say we're 
really sorry you've got this injury; you're gonna have to drop out and come back 
next semester because you can't go into a clinical and, and work with a broken 
collarbone. And the Disability Resource Center, somebody said we can't keep 
doing this because we're putting students behind. So, another faculty member and 
I were tasked, and we went to the DRC and we had them look at our current 
policy and they were like, you can't have another student work with this student? 
Like, you can't provide a reasonable accommodation to meet the objectives in the 
syllabus? Like, you can't have them, you know, the student doesn't need to use 
that arm all the time. Can you get them to use their brains? And then have another 
student boost the patient up in bed if they need it. So, we rewrote our policy for, 
umm, return after injury, illness, or pregnancy so that we could accommodate 
students that had a chronic or acute disability, like a broken bone or a pregnancy. 

In addition to accommodating students with disabilities, Dr. Brown was very 

mindful of other diverse student populations. Dr. Brown used diverse representations in 

his lectures and worked closely with culturally and linguistically diverse students. When 

preparing content and finding images for his courses, Dr. Brown was purposeful in 

selecting what goes into his lectures to reflect diversity. He described how he selects 

images for his lectures and chooses pseudonyms for patient case studies:  

I use a lot of Google images, images I take from Google image search and I, I 
have to be specific, so I'll have to say older Korean patient because if I just put 
older patient, I'll end up with a page and a half of older white people you know, 
and it's like Google has no idea it does this. And I'm not blaming Google, but it 
occurred to me after I was looking at one of my lectures. I'm like, all these are 
white people. Like, there's no black people. There's no trans people, so I, I've very 
deliberately worked pictures of people. I work white people into my lectures, but 
they'll have equal representation, right? And it's like cause there's, you know. 
Umm, also the names that I use. I, I will use umm Mandarin names. I'll use 
Bhutanese names. I’ll use French names when I'm using a case study because I 
don't want them to all be John Smith or Mary Jones. Umm, umm and that's a very 
deliberate strategy. I, I think they kind of get that. 
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Dr. Brown stated that his students were culturally and linguistically diverse. He 

expressed frustration over “not allowing accommodations for students where English is 

not their first or not their learning language”. He wrote a letter to the provost expressing 

his frustration, stating: “You know, we've got these students, and I've already mentioned 

earlier, you know, they've got, uh, they've got to do a lot of translation when they're 

reading these questions, we, we need to give them accommodations, you know, time and 

a half or double time to be able to take an exam”. He also described his experience 

having a student who was from China who faced a language barrier: 

I don't know what language she spoke, whether it was Mandarin or Cantonese, but 
she failed out, and she clearly did not have an intellectual issue because she came 
to my office after each exam and when she failed out, it was her second nursing 
failure. Our previous policy was your second nursing failure is dismissal from the 
program, so she was dismissed. I said apply for readmission or readmittance. I 
will write you a letter of support. I will indicate this is a language issue. This is 
not an intellectual issue. 

Another challenge that Dr. Brown described is accommodating students from 

differing financial backgrounds. He described the challenges students with financial 

burdens faced and his desire to work with them to keep them in the program:  

People come into our program, who can very well handle the nursing curriculum. 
I mean, it's a beating. It's, it's not easy, but they've got financial issues. They've 
got at home issues. They've got a level of need there that I think needs to be 
assessed before it erupts in the classroom and typically when it erupts, it's not like 
it shuts classrooms down. It's more like why are you ghosting me? Well, I'm 
embarrassed that I can't afford the software and I'm like, I needed to know that. 
Like, we even say that now, it's not a matter of whether you can afford it or not. 
It's a matter of you're here. We want you to be here. We want you to be 
successful. If you need money for software because you also want to afford a 
vacation, that's not what we're talking about. If you want software because 
without it, you, you're either, and they'll tell us, either I’m putting gas in my tank 
to drive to school, or I'm paying for ATI, and we're like, let us get you the ATI.  

Dr. Jones 



61 

Dr. Jones described his typical course lesson, which involved recording the class 

on Panopto, using PowerPoint with text, and using Kahoot for interactive quizzes. He 

mentioned that technology has been helpful for students in demonstrating their 

knowledge. However, the feedback from students was limited and usually occurred if the 

students “have something bad to say”. In terms of accommodations for students with 

disabilities, Dr. Jones shared that those students who needed extra time for exams “go to 

a separate location and umm, so there are staff within the School of Dentistry that will 

proctor the exam for them and they get twice the amount of the normal exam time”. Dr. 

Jones described an experience when he had an issue with the exam program and the 

students with accommodations could not access the exam, “ he password did not work, T

so actually one of the people from academic affairs who has access to that course was 

 ”.able to go in and I think generate a new password  

Dr. Jones was working towards a master’s in health professions education that 

had addressed inclusive teaching. He shared that he felt it has been helpful but could not 

quantify the impact. Regarding working with diverse students, Dr. Jones shared that the 

dental school had diverse students, including those from other countries. He described 

that “ not only , there are some fairly profound differences in how people practice and

how the practitioners interact with families and  ,but working in clinical education ,that

s difficult to relate to some wathat it  dDr. Jones state ”.interact with their patients

 re still trying to familiarize themselves withweinternational students because they 

our professional way of  or, orsociety and “our professional customs  American

these social  dthat students acquire oughtFrom Dr. Jones’ perspective, he th ”.behaving

help from instructors. According to Dr.  needednaturally but also  sskills and practice
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a major barrier for international students because the dental  was notJones, language 

”.a “TOEFL score of 100 or greater to be accepted dschool require  

Dr. Jones shared a recent experience with a Muslim student who requested a 

decreased-schedule accommodation during Ramadan. Dr. Jones expressed uncertainty 

about how to make those accommodations. However, he felt confident in his ability to 

contact someone in the school for guidance. The interview with Dr. Jones occurred 

before Ramadan, and I do not know if he was able to find the guidance he needed.  

Regarding changes or suggestions, Dr. Jones shared that the School of Dentistry 

could better support people with differing physical abilities and emphasized recruiting 

diverse students to practice in areas where they are most needed.  

Composite Description: The Essence of Inclusive Instruction 

The phenomenon of interest was the faculty members’ experiences with inclusive 

instruction. Three recurrent themes were identified from the interview data: (1) faculty 

using inclusive instruction practices and UDI; (2) a need for more support for diverse 

student populations beyond students with disabilities; and (3) faculty roles changing. 

These three recurring themes were identified because they are present in at least three 

interview datasets. Table 15 shows the occurrence of these themes across interviews. 
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Table 14 

Presence of Recurrent Themes 

Dr. Smith Dr. Davis Dr. 
Brown Dr. Jones 

Faculty Using Inclusive 
Instructional Practices 
and UDI Yes Yes Yes Yes 

A Need for More Support 
for Diverse Student 
Populations beyond 
Students with Disabilities 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Faculty Roles Changing Yes Yes Yes No 

Faculty Using Inclusive Instructional Practices and UDI 

All the faculty members who were interviewed shared that they were using 

strategies in their classes that promote inclusive instruction. All four participants cited the 

use of technology. It was used to record lectures, provide closed captioning, gain 

feedback from students, show videos, assess student learning, and provide platforms for 

student engagement. Three participants mentioned posting their lecture/class notes or 

PowerPoints for all students. Dr. Davis stated, “All of my class slides are posted before 

class for students to do with what they will, so that's often kind of our request, and that's 

already done”. Three participants described their flexibility in adjusting assignments or 

testing deadlines. Dr. Davis left exams open for six days, allowing students to complete 

the exam at any time within those six days. Dr. Smith worked directly with students 

requiring testing accommodations to set dates on which they could take their 

examinations. Similarly, Dr. Brown communicated with students who missed exams to 
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establish when they could take it and determine if the student had additional needs or 

circumstances prohibiting their ability to take the test.  

More Supports for Diverse Student Populations Beyond Students with Disabilities 

All four faculty shared experiences that identified a need for more support for 

diverse student populations outside students with disabilities. Dr. Davis and Dr. Jones 

described experiences when students stopped attending classes or could not access the 

course content due to financial hardships. Both faculty members connected students with 

someone who could help them purchase the required technology or provide access to 

additional resources. Dr. Brown repeatedly described his students' cultural and linguistic 

diversity and shared the challenges they faced in the nursing program. Dr. Jones’ 

experience in trying to determine how to accommodate a student fasting for Ramadan 

also reflected the need for more support for students from diverse cultural and religious 

backgrounds. Dr. Smith shared how students had utilized his family-friendly classroom 

so that they could still attend class. Additionally, Dr. Smith acknowledged the diversity 

of his students by setting clear expectations that “transphobia and racism and 

Islamophobia and like, antisemitism and all these things” had no place in his courses.  

 Faculty Roles Changing 

The interviews with Dr. Smith, Dr. Davis, and Dr. Brown shared commonalities: 

they all had underpinnings of advocacy roles. Dr. Smith described his experience sharing 

his identity with a student and “that if it made a difference to one person, that sort of like 

reaffirmed that I should keep doing that”. As a new faculty member, Dr. Smith described 

the challenges he faced in finding time to develop his inclusive instructional practices and 

that it “sort of tears” at him because he did not have the time to do so. Dr. Brown and Dr. 
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Davis both described experiences where they tried to connect students with resources and 

communicated their commitment to the student’s success in their courses. Dr. Brown 

helped reshape a clinical absences policy that adversely impacted students experiencing 

an injury, pregnancy, or other acute disability. Dr. Davis described how she viewed 

faculty roles changing from faculty providing knowledge to students to:  

The idea of supporting students and going beyond just like what our pedagogy 
looks like, but like, actually, how do we support students to be in our class 
because we have a healthy percentage of students with a 40% of students who are 
like, Pell recipients, a lot of high need students who need support. And if we 
don't? Faculty are in a really unique position because we see students so much 
and they, we are the ones they think back when they think back on their high 
higher education experience are we are the points of like that represent their 
experience, they're the most, we're the most connected to them. We're the most 
likely to be their mentors. We should probably be the most likely ones to connect 
them, at least be the first point of connection to services, even if we don't take it 
any further.   

Chapter Summary 

My quantitative results indicated differences across the faculty groups based on 

college affiliation and amount of disability-related training in terms of their attitudes 

toward inclusive instruction, UDI, and disability-related topics measured by subscale 

scores on the ITSI survey. I identified significant differences across faculty disability 

training levels and faculty college affiliations on the subscales of Inclusive Classrooms, 

Inclusive Assessment, and Disability Law and Concepts. My qualitative results included 

data from an open-ended survey question and four semi-structured interviews. My results 

from the thematic analysis of the survey responses indicated that faculty have an overall 

positive perception of inclusive instruction and UDI. Still, I described the barriers to 

implementing it, which included faculty workload and feasibility. My phenomenological 

analysis of the interview data indicated three recurrent themes experienced by faculty in 
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inclusive instruction. The three recurring themes were evident across three of the four 

interviews. They included (1) faculty using inclusive instruction practices and UDI, (2) a 

need for more support for diverse student populations beyond students with disabilities, 

and (3) faculty roles changing.  
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CHAPTER IV: DISCUSSION 

I used a multiple-methods approach to identify differences in faculty members’ 

attitudes toward inclusive instruction and disability-related topics and described faculty 

members’ lived experiences with inclusive instruction, UDI, and supporting diverse 

student populations. I aimed to establish an initial measure of faculty attitudes toward 

inclusive teaching practices that could be used to inform future faculty professional 

development. I identified practical recommendations for the University regarding how it 

can further support inclusive environments.  

In the quantitative portion of the study, I used data collected from the ITSI survey 

to determine if statistically significant differences existed across the faculty groups of 

college affiliation, gender, teaching experience, and level of disability-related training. 

The survey was distributed to faculty via email and yielded 89 responses used to conduct 

the MANOVAs. There were not enough responses for statistical testing in all the college 

affiliation, disability-related training, and gender categories. Only the College of Arts and 

Sciences (Arts and Sciences), the College of Education and Human Development 

(CEHD), the School of Medicine (Medicine), and the College of Business (Business) had 

enough respondents to conduct the statistical analysis. The disability-related training 

group was combined into four levels rather than five since the “more than 48 hours” 

category had limited responses. 
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Lastly, the gender group reflected only female and male respondents because the 

categories of transgender (n = 0) and prefer not to state (n = 4) did not have adequate 

numbers for statistical analysis. 

The survey results were analyzed using Excel and SPSS version 29 for Mac. 

MANOVA assumption testing indicated that the data violated normality. All data except 

the Disability Law and Concepts had Shapiro-Wilk values of .007 or less and were 

negatively skewed. Additionally, univariate and multivariate outliers were examined with 

boxplots and Mahalanobis distances, which indicated six univariate and two multivariate 

outliers. Both types of outliers were left in the data because it was determined that the 

outliers were not significantly impactful. Although the data failed normality, the 

MANOVA was still conducted since it was “reasonably robust to modest violations of 

normality” (Pallant, 2016, p. 291). 

Implications 

I identified statistically significant differences in faculty ITSI scores for disability-

related training and college affiliation. The post hoc testing results of the MANOVA for 

disability-related training indicated significant score differences on the subscales of 

Inclusive Classrooms, Inclusive Assessment, and Disability Law and Concepts. Faculty 

members with 1-10 hours and 11-23 hours of disability-related training scored higher 

than those without training on the Inclusive Assessment subscales. Faculty with 24 or 

more hours of disability-related training scored higher than faculty with 1-10 hours or no 

training on the Disability Law and Concepts subscale. Additionally, faculty with 11-23 

hours of disability training scored higher than faculty without training on the Disability 

Law and Concepts subscale. These results supported other study findings that suggest 
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that disability-related training or professional development impacted faculty attitudes 

toward inclusive instruction and UDI (Dallas & Sprong, 2015; Dallas et al., 2014; 

Lombardi et al., 2013; Lombardi et al., 2011).  

Additionally, the results of my study suggested a limit to how many hours of 

training impact faculty attitudes. For the subscales of Inclusive Classrooms, Inclusive 

Assessment, and Disability Law and Concepts, 1-10 and 11-23 hours of training yielded 

statistically higher scores than no training. Interestingly, 24 or more hrs of training only 

scored statistically higher than 1-10 hours, and no training on the Disability Law and 

Concepts subscale (not statically higher compared to 11-23 hours). Based on the results, I 

propose that 1-23 hours of disability-related training may have the most impact on faculty 

attitudes toward the concepts of Inclusive Classrooms, Inclusive Assessment, and 

Disability Law and Concepts. 

Post hoc testing of the significant MANOVA results for college affiliation showed 

statistically significant differences in scores for Inclusive Classrooms, Inclusive 

Assessment, and Disability Law and Concepts subscales across college affiliations. 

Specifically, faculty from the CEHD had statistically higher mean scores on the 

Disability Law and Concepts subscale than faculty from Arts and Sciences. Although the 

MANOVA was significant and follow-up ANOVAs indicated significant differences for 

college affiliation on the Inclusive Classrooms and Inclusive Assessment subscales, 

Tukey post hoc tests were insignificant. The MANOVA results supported the findings of 

previous studies that indicated differences across faculty college affiliations (Dallas et al., 

2014; Lombardi & Murray, 2011). My study results mirrored the findings of Lombardi 

and Murray (2011), who indicated that “faculty in Education reported greater Knowledge 
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of Disability Law and Concepts than faculty in all other colleges” (p. 49). The results of 

this study suggested that the College of Arts and Sciences had a gap in knowledge 

regarding Disability Law and Concepts compared to the CEHD.  

Unlike previous research that used the ITSI to measure faculty attitudes towards 

inclusive instruction and UDI, the current study did not find statistically significant 

differences across faculty gender or level of teaching experience. Although I found no 

statistically significant score differences across faculty genders, the mean score 

differences reflected previous studies that utilized the ITSI, which indicated differences 

across faculty genders where female faculty had higher scores than male faculty (Cash et 

al., 2021; Lombardi et al., 2013; Lombardi et al., 2011). The results of this study also 

partially contradicted previous research that identified differences in ITSI scores based on 

faculty teaching experience (Dallas & Sprong, 2015; Dallas et al., 2014). Dallas and 

Sprong (2015) found statistically significant differences across faculty teaching 

experience levels and ITSI subscale scores on Disability Law and Concepts. However, 

the subscale scores did not result in significant Tukey post-hoc analyses. Dallas et al. 

(2014) found that faculty “with 13 or more years of teaching experience had significantly 

higher scores than faculty with 0-6 years of teaching on the Accommodations subscale” 

(p. 18). The researchers further stated that their findings were inconsistent with other 

research that did not identify teaching experience as a significant factor in ITSI scores. 

The present study had a relatively small sample size (n = 89), which may have 

contributed to the non-significant results for the variables of faculty gender and level of 

teaching experience. The small sample size also likely impacted the statistical power of 

the analyses.    
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In the qualitative portion of this study, I delved into faculty members' lived 

experiences regarding inclusive instruction, focusing on their perceptions, challenges, and 

roles. A comprehensive understanding of faculty experiences with inclusive instruction 

emerged from the thematic analysis of survey responses and the phenomenological 

approach of semi-structured interviews with selected faculty. The thematic analysis of  40 

open-ended survey responses revealed various perspectives on inclusive teaching and 

accommodations. The findings revealed a generally positive perception of inclusive 

instruction among faculty, underscored by a willingness to accommodate students with 

disabilities. However, faculty faced limitations primarily revolving around two main 

categories: the challenging workload and the feasibility of implementing inclusive 

practices and accommodations. A recurring theme was the struggle to balance inclusive 

teaching with existing responsibilities, often exacerbated by a lack of compensation for 

additional efforts and insufficient resources to support accommodations. The limitations 

and themes identified reflected similar qualitative findings that described faculty 

concerns and challenges with having enough time to learn about, design, and provide 

accessible courses (Banks, 2019; Guilbaud et al., 2021).  

The phenomenological analysis of the semi-structured interviews yielded three 

recurrent themes across faculty experiences: (a) faculty using inclusive instructional 

practices and Universal Design for Instruction (UDI), (b) a need for more support for 

diverse student populations beyond those with disabilities, and (c) a transformation in 

faculty roles. The themes were identified as commonalities across at least three interview 

datasets, which provided a robust foundation for understanding faculty experiences. 
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The interview participants’ commitment to inclusive practices and UDI was 

evident, where technology played a pivotal role in facilitating inclusive instruction. 

Strategies such as posting lecture notes, providing flexibility in assignments and testing, 

and leveraging various technological tools were reported among faculty participants. Like 

previous research findings, the interview participants were familiar with testing 

accommodations and embedded various UDI strategies in their courses that limited the 

need for additional accommodations (Banks, 2019; Basilice, 2015). Additionally, the 

interview data highlighted the need for more support for diverse student populations, 

extending beyond disability accommodations to address financial hardships, cultural 

diversity, and unique challenges facing individual students. 

The changing roles of faculty emerged as a vital aspect of the inclusive instruction 

phenomenon. Advocacy roles were prominent among the interview participants, where 

faculty members described connecting students to resources, reshaping policies, and 

fostering a supportive student environment. Faculty members, particularly Dr. Davis and 

Dr. Brown, emphasized a shift from merely providing knowledge to actively supporting 

students. This further showed their acknowledgment of their pivotal role in students' 

higher education experiences. The changing roles of faculty found in this study build 

upon the findings of Smith (2015), which identified the benefits of developing 

relationships between students and faculty outside of the classroom by attending office 

hours and through email communication.   

Recommendations for the University 

I identified several practical implications for potential training opportunities or 

policy changes for faculty at the University. My qualitative analyses identified that 
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limited time is a significant factor in faculty members' ability to develop inclusive 

instruction in their courses or skills in UDI implementation. Dr. Smith’s interview 

revealed the additional pressure faced by junior faculty trying to balance the 

responsibilities of teaching, research, and service with creating inclusive courses. 

Although Dr. Smith’s suggestion of relieving new faculty of their teaching 

responsibilities during their first semester may be more idealistic than realistic, the 

University should work with colleges and departments to formally dedicate time for 

faculty to focus on inclusive instruction. Additionally, the University and its colleges 

should consider supporting professional development or training in inclusive instruction 

and UDI to count towards the service requirement that is often a part of tenure and 

promotion opportunities. Supporting UDI as part of the tenure-track process would also 

benefit faculty with more teaching experience but are not yet tenured.   

My quantitative results identified Inclusive Classrooms, Inclusive Assessment, 

and Disability Law and Concepts as suggested topics for faculty training due to score 

differences across faculty groups. Although it was not statistically significant, the 

University should consider including training on Course Modifications since that 

subscale had the lowest average mean score for the sample population. When considering 

which faculty should be prioritized for training, the data indicated that the University 

should prioritize faculty with no prior training since they consistently scored significantly 

lower than other faculty with prior training. Additionally, the University should 

encourage faculty to acquire 1-23 hours of training since the data showed that 24 or more 

hours did not consistently impact faculty attitudes towards inclusive instruction and UDI. 
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The University should consider conducting a similar survey project that uses the action 

component of the ITSI to measure how and if faculty are consistently implementing 

inclusive instruction and UDI practices. Data collected from the actions portion of the 

ITSI survey could provide further information on topics for training opportunities and 

identify differences in practice across colleges. Including a qualitative component in 

future ITSI research is critical to identifying barriers to implementing UDI and inclusive 

practices.     

Triangulation 

I employed triangulation to strengthen the credibility and validity of my findings 

by integrating quantitative survey data with qualitative interview data. Utilizing both 

methods provided me with unique insights and perspectives, enabling me to develop a 

more comprehensive understanding of faculty attitudes toward inclusive instruction, UDI, 

and disability-related topics. 

I performed statistical analysis on the quantitative survey data to identify patterns 

and relationships between variables. I examined qualitative interview data to develop a 

comprehensive understanding of the participants' experiences, perceptions, and beliefs. 

Additionally, I analyzed the qualitative survey data to identify recurring themes and 

interpreted the nuances of the participants' responses. By utilizing a combination of 

quantitative and qualitative methods, I significantly enhanced the comprehensive analysis 

and interpretation of my findings. The statistical rigor provided by quantitative analysis 

was complemented by the depth and context offered by qualitative analysis. Triangulation 

facilitated cross-validation of findings across various data sources and methods, resulting 

in increased reliability and credibility of my results. 
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Limitations and Future Research 

My research project had several limitations related to sampling procedures, data 

characteristics, and generalizability of the results. In the study, I relied on a convenience 

sampling procedure where the University’s Office of Academic Planning and 

Accountability  determined the sample population pool to avoid conflicts with other 

university-wide survey research. The sample population pool did not include all faculty 

members at the University. Since the current study relied on a volunteer participant 

sample, factors like willingness to participate, technology skills, and availability to 

complete the survey or participate in interviews may have influenced which faculty 

members participated. The presence of outliers in the quantitative data suggested that 

sampling bias may have affected the study. The purposeful selection of interview 

participants may have also contributed to sampling bias. 

The characteristics of the data used in the statistical analyses are also limitations 

of this study. These data failed normality testing and indicated the presence of outliers. 

Although these data failed normality and suggested outliers, examination of the skew of 

the data, Shapiro-Wilk test values, means comparisons, and boxplots led to the 

determination that it was appropriate to conduct the MANOVA tests. The decision to 

conduct the MANOVAs after not meeting the normality assumption should be considered 

a limitation of the current study. Data collected came from 89 faculty participants, which 

reflected 0.03% of the total faculty employed at the University. The sample size limited 

the generalizability of the study and may not reflect the attitudes of the total faculty 

population at the University. Additionally, the data were collected from faculty members 

at one public four-year university, which may limit the generalizability of the findings to 
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other postsecondary settings like community colleges, private universities, and schools in 

other states. 

One of my study's unique features was the use of quantitative and qualitative 

research procedures. The results indicated the value of implementing multiple-methods 

research to develop more robust and compelling recommendations and conclusions. I 

used a multiple-methods research design that provided nuanced recommendations for the 

University to better support faculty. Future research using the ITSI with a practical 

multiple-methods design has the potential to significantly inform and impact how 

postsecondary settings support faculty in creating inclusive learning environments for 

diverse student groups.  

My quantitative results contradicted the results of former studies, in which 

differences in ITSI scores across faculty gender and years of teaching experience were 

reported. My study's insignificant results on these variables and the inconsistent results 

found in previous studies should be examined more closely. Understanding how gender 

and teaching experience impact faculty attitudes toward inclusive instruction and UDI 

would benefit postsecondary settings and the research community. 

Lastly, the quantitative and qualitative data collected in the current study suggested that 

technology was an essential component of inclusive instruction. Future studies should 

examine how faculty members’ use of technology impacts their attitudes towards and 

implementation of inclusive teaching practices and UDI. Relevant findings from 

technology use and inclusive instruction could inform faculty professional development 

and influence how courses are designed and delivered.    

Conclusion 
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In the study I conducted, I used a multiple-methods approach to measure faculty 

attitudes toward inclusive instruction, UDI, and disability-related topics. I expanded on 

the existing literature by utilizing various methods to assess faculty attitudes toward 

inclusive instruction and Universal Design for Instruction (UDI). This approach provided 

specific and nuanced information that the University can use to support inclusive 

instruction and UDI practices. The ITSI was used to develop a quantitative measure of 

faculty attitudes and included one open-ended response item. The open-ended response 

item and data from one-on-one interviews with faculty provided a detailed qualitative 

description of faculty experiences with inclusive instruction and UDI implementation. 

The results supported previous findings that suggested faculty attitudes are influenced by 

professional development/training and can differ across colleges within the same 

university (Banks, 2019; Byrd, 2018; Guilbaud et al., 2021; Lombardi et al., 2011; 

Lombardi et al., 2013; Lombardi & Murray, 2011; McGinty, 2016). Additionally, the 

results highlighted the faculty’s desire for more support with inclusive instruction and 

UDI regarding supporting diverse learning groups beyond students with disabilities. As 

student populations continue diversifying, faculty must have the desire and skills to 

establish equitable learning environments through inclusive instruction and UDI.  
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Prior Approval for Use of the Inclusive Teaching Strategies Inventory (ITSI) 
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APPENDIX B 

Inclusive Teaching Strategies Inventory (ITSI) subscales, items, and response stems. 
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APPENDIX C 

Examining Faculty Attitudes Towards Inclusive Instruction 
Potential Interview Questions/Protocol  

1. Can you describe what you do during a typical class session?
2. Can you describe the structure or format of your course? (Online tools, in-person

strategies etc.)
3. What is your experience providing accommodations for students with disabilities

in your courses?
4. Please describe any challenges you have experienced in providing

accommodations.
5. How would you improve the process of providing accommodations?
6. What are your experiences with implementing inclusive teaching strategies or

universal design for instruction in your courses?
7. If you could make any university-wide changes related to inclusive instruction or

providing accommodations, what would they be?
8. What are your experiences with implementing inclusive teaching strategies or

universal design for instruction in your courses?
9. What contexts or situations might influence your experience implementing

inclusive teaching practices or universal design for instruction in your courses?
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